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ABSTRACT
FAMILY PARADIGMS AND HUMAN EMOTIONS
By
Lori A. Hoisington

The primary objective of this research was to explore the relationshipdretaraily
paradigms and human emotions. The research tested the relationship beteegpatadigm
vs. random paradigm and positive affect vs. negative affect. As a secondativebike
research also extended the analysis to include open paradigm and synchrormbgis para

The closed family reflects stability through tradition and focuses on the past.
Relationships are cohesive with a strong sense of belonging. The family is group-oriented.
Boundaries prohibit information from freely entering or exiting the family.

The random family lives for today and values freedom and independence; the individual
always comes first. This family often appears chaotic to other paradigms and is distgntinui
oriented as it seeks change and new ideas. The family theme supports innovation but not
hierarchy.

The open family orients to the past, present and future with balance between continuity
and change. The family is consequence-oriented with flattened hierarchy and valuée both t
individual and the group. Consensus occurs through communication and boundaries are semi-
permeable.

The synchronous family is a harmonious system that operates on timelessness with no
visible hierarchy. Members share consensus without communication through a special way of

knowing. This family values individuality but provides stability with rigid systmmdaries.



The current study occurred at a single-site location throughout four phatagsa of
collection; the first two phases comprised the pilot study and the latter twespt@mprised the
working study. Participants (N=202) were college students in a Midwest idityv@rimarily
20 — 22 years old). Demographics were collected using two surveys and thhelhresea
implemented four revised versions of the Relational Paradigmatic AssesScale (RPAS) for
collection of paradigm and emotions data. The emotions data were coded actmtideng
Circumplex Model to produce measures of valence and arousal for each enation
Dialectical logic served as the framework for the study and esttialissystem of opposites
(e.g. closed paradigm vs. random paradigm and positive affect vs. nejtdoty

Analyses were conducted with bivariate correlation (Phase 1l haseRl1l/IV
combined), ordinary least squares analysis (Phase 1V) and ordinal reg@salysis (Phase
[1I/IV combined). Results of the study were interpreted according tad{@nd Lehr’s Distance
Regulation Perspective. Findings supported use of the distance regulatiehimfamily
paradigms research and further suggested that, in its current stat@ddéledoes not adequately
consider emotions that accompany change in family structure.

Findings addressed the research quesisaigere a relationship between family
paradigms and human emotiorR@sults showed negative correlation between cohesive
paradigms (closed and synchronous) vs. distant paradigms (random and open)ioim addit
results also indicated that closed-type individuals respond least favaraitgrnate paradigms
(closed, open or synchronous) and open-type individuals respond most favordteisntie
paradigms (closed, random or synchronous). Moderating effects wesda@vor education,
relationship and religion. Gender served as a control variable.

Results are applicable toward assessments of families undergoing sistege.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Anthropologist Gregory Bateson, who was well known for bringing cyberrtetics
anthropology, first applied General Systems Theory to family sysdenisg the 1940s (Ingold,
2000; Marcus, 1985; Nuckolls, 1995). His teachings suggested that family system
comprised of interconnected parts that have bidirectional relationships witHaothkrsystems
and the surrounding environment. Bateson introduced a new way for social sctentisw
interpersonal relationships within the family, an approach that latexdsas a cornerstone for
family therapy(Krause, 2007).

Many of Bateson’s ideas emanated from his observations of the naven rituakpragt
the latmul people while in New Guinea (Krause, 2007). In this context Batesdopbxl/an
interpersonal theory of emotion with emphasis on “social construatiemotion categories”
that relied upon “dialectical conflict and its dynamic principles” (NuckdIP95, pp. 370-371).
Bateson described emotions among males in the tribe as being centered dnaligiia pride
painted with competition and flamboyance while he saw latmul womkactiefy a quiet and
cooperative affect (Krause, 2007). Bateson described this mutuallyrogmgfeystem of
opposites as schismogenesis (Nuckolls, 1995, p. 372). The dynamics that accompany this
cultural structure enable the opposing systems to constrain each other tivbeaysitem
approaches excessive differentiation, thus preserving the cultural honsed@désson
concluded from his study of the latmul people that emotions and the ethos theyntepresse

central loci for expressing homeostatic balance (Nuckolls, 1995, p. 375).



Prior to the 1960s, family therapists and researchers focused primarilyhotogeal
families in their attempt to derive better understanding about how faruitiesoned (Bateson,
Jackson, Haley & Weakland, 1956; Haley, 1959; Handel, 1967; Vogel & Bell, 1960; Wynne,
Ryckoff, Day & Hirsch, 1958). While this approach generated valuable infamiatvard
understanding families, application of the information was limited hyatsow focus on
behavioral characteristics of a single family member (Kantor & LE3#5). These findings did
not significantly increase knowledge about normal family function from a wiaabdyf
perspective. Kantor and Lehr addressed this shortfall in their pionearmkglaside the Family
(1975).

Based on information Kantor and Lehr collected within the family’srabgetting, they
described family life as a goal-seeking system, or protessevolves around actual and
metaphorical space. “How does a family set up and maintain its terridonytoes it regulate
distance among its own members?” (Kantor & Lehr, 1975, p. 7). Kantor and Lehwvédrro
three key concepts from general systems theory—systems, feedback aodtstrategies—to
explain family process. They described family systems as “...org@omally complex, open,
adaptive, and information processing systems” (1975, p. 10). They furthestadytieat family
systems maintain feedback control through feedback loops that determine theeooiftéamily
communication and interaction (1975, p. 12). They also explained that family systram
strategies—rrecurring patterns of interaction—to help regulate apé sblationships among
family members (1975, p. 15).

Family Systems
Family System typology describes family worldviews, or differeays of knowingOne

system is neither more valid nor more desirable than another; it is jusédiffeom the others.



Kantor and Lehr described three types of family systems - closed, randampem(lL975).
Constantine expanded on Kantor and Lehr’s theory to include the synchronous(4g&ém
Constantine’s theoretical contribution produced a quadruplex model that is compahbdéeher
four-fold typologies such as Learylisterpersonal Circumplex Mod¢€1957), Olson, Sprenkle and
Russell’sCircumplex Model of Marital and Family Systeri979 and BeaversCentripetal/
Centrifugal Model1981). The quadruplex model also enabigdgration of the four family types
(closed, random, open and synchronous) with Kantor and Lehr’s playe(mavisr, follower,
opposer and bystander) (1975) allowing for application of the theory in famityenteon and
industry.

Constantine (1986) expanded on Bateson'’s earlier ideas about the dynamic principles of
dialectical conflict and argued that Family Paradigeitects dialectical logic, a philosophy that
considers alternative ways of viewing the world. To illustrate, Constamtop®sed that the closed
system is th@hesis.The random system represents the opposite way of thinking, Anthieesis
The open family system is a combinationSgnthesi®f the closed and random systems and the
synchronous system (Constantine’s claim to fame) iathisynthesisBy proposing alternate ways
to view the world, Family Paradigms theory suggests that familymsgstan shift to alternate types

of systems during times of severe stress or crisis.



Thesis

(Group/Continuity)
Closed
Synthesis Antisynthesis
(Group/Change) < > (Individual/Continuity)
Open Synchronous
Antithesis

(Individual-Change)
Random
Figure 1
Constantine’s Dialectic (Quadruplex) Model (Based on Constantine’s Model o&tUR&mily
Process Theory). Adapted from “Family Paradigms, Interpersonalidtships & Family Systems”
by D. R. Imig, 2005, p. 10). Adapted with permission
Closed Paradigm
The closed family reflects stability through tradition and member®\vahe-tested ideas.
This family commonly focuses on the past. Family members are cohesiveaandimvery private
relationships with loyalty and a strong sense of belonging. The closdd feequently operates
under authoritative rule with the father generally in charge. Theyasngroup-oriented. If conflict
arises between the family group and an individual member, the groupsataanes first. Family
secrets are quite common in this structure as the relational boundariesceest and prohibit

information from freely entering or exiting the family system (Constant986, 1993; Imig, 2005;

Kantor & Lehr, 1975).



The enabled closed family is the picture portrayed by the “LeavdBgdoer” era. This is
portrayed as a two-parent family with children, a three-bedroom home dnitegpicket fence. This
structure provides stability for family members with a clear chaiceatmand and most of the
family’s needs and goals are met (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005). Oremlaemisn, he or she is
alwaysin. Family members share appropriate meaning and emotions with each othgi éarou
balanced feedback mechanism. This balanced process of sharing is@agibag(Constantine,
1986, p. 196)In addition to stability, the closed system is also highly efficianteSone person can
make instant decisions and delegate tasks, the closed system is quéatefficarrying out plans
(Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005; Kantor & Lehr, 1975). The military and police operdbe closed
model (Imig, 2005).

The disabled closed family is inflexible and over-involved. Members of timgyf@xpress
high levels of frustration. This sometimes occurs when children go themajbescence and seek
independence (Constantine, 1993). In times of crisis, the natural tendency ofsfardielonore
of the samélmig, 2005) Under severe stress, the closed family tries to enforce mechahesms t
have worked in the past. The family responds by tightening its boundaries ardimgi@uthority
until the leadership becomes tyrannical. This only exaggerates the problesaaeslthe family so
tightly bound that family members become enmeshed (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 200b¢skam
this state tend to avoid getting help from the outside. Lack of contactheitbutside world only
exacerbates the problem. Intervention for the rigidly enmeshed clsdg dften involves
restructuring the family to counter the hierarchical leadership (Comsat®86; Imig, 2005).
Random Paradigm

The antithesis of the closed family is the random family. This family vdlteedom and

independence. If conflict occurs between the needs of the family and the naadedi¥idual



member, then the individual always comes first (Constantine, 1986, p. 105). The randgm famil
often appears chaotic and unorganized to other types of families. Itostiisity-oriented as it
seeks change and new ideas. The family theme supports curiosity and innbwatlmnfamily does
not support hierarchy (Constantine, 1986, 1993; Imig, 2000a; Kantor & Lehr, 1975). Parbists in t
type of family often treat the children as little adults and allow thecomdribute toward family
decision-making. Competition is the norm in random families as it sparks inmrev@tildren in the
random family are frequently the “smartest kids on the block”. Family member$dr today” as

the family remains focused on the present (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005).

The enabled random family offers members plenty of freedom with f@s.rthis is often a
very intellectual, high-energy family with a variety of socigh@hments. The family system
encourages freedom in thinking with loose structure that respects individdal (@mstantine,
1986; Imig, 2005; Kantor & Lehr, 1975). This is the most flexible kind of systerhelbusiness
world, many high tech companies as well as art agencies and graphicatesjganies operate as
random structures. These are organizations that encourage creativity antionnova

The disabled random family is chaotic and distant. Family membersdaasion and
disengage. If somebody makes a decision, nobody follows it. This familgis-criented (Imig,
2005). System boundaries change from flexible to disorderly as regulatiod Fagdsallows
anything to pass through. Members begin to rebel against their own indifreke@ddm as they try to
“rescue” the family from others (Kantor & Lehr, 1975, p. 176). Family mesnt@ntinually react to
events with no closure. Intervention for the disabled random family often invotwasgrthe

family system toward reengagement through creative activities,(20@p, p. 113).



Open Paradigm

The open family system orients to the past, present and future. This &mdture is
typically consequence-oriented with a healthy balance between conanditghange. The open
system is ideal for many individuals because it stresses practicahsaasbrough open
communication. This system encourages multiple perspectives in an envirafrfigtéened
hierarchy. The open family values both the individual and the group and encopaatepation
toward collective goals (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005; Kantor & Lehr, 1975).

The enabled open family reaches consensus through communication. This is piodably
most obvious characteristic of this system; family members talk a lobddrefamily values
diversity and different perspectives and respects the voice of each indi¥dmaly boundaries are
semi-permeable. The Open system allows information to pass througm sysundaries for a while
in order to allow access to new ideas, and then it closes the boundaries unsitehetss a chance
to process the information. In this way, the open system maintainsilitgand allows change
through new ideas, while at the same time, prevents chaos and systendo\@olustantine, 1986,
Imig, 2005; Kantor & Lehr, 1975).

In the disabled open system family members feel exhausted from infonnoaerload. Their
efforts to resolve issues by gathering more and more information ireanhbiguity and confusion
(Imig, 2005). Members of the disabled open system sometimes withdraw emyptiOtla¢r times,
they simply talk about consensus but no longer share in any type of functioretinter
Intervention for the disabled open system includes purposeful disengagenhemionetfocus on
individuality to deter attention from meta-talk about communication. Familiepen disablement

benefit from focusing on individual mastery rather than collective goalg,(2005, p. 113).



Synchronous Paradigm

The synchronous family is the least common type. This is a harmonious systeefi¢ots
natural alignment and deeply held beliefs. The context of this systemeleds; it does not operate
in the past, present or future (Constantine, 1986, Imig, 2005). Members share conséwosiis wit
communication through a speciahy of knowingThe synchronous system promotes learning
through observation and listening. This system reflects no visible higrémahthe context of the
synchronous system contains structure and patterns. Members understand conoapts but do
not explicitly teach them to each other; they learn by being a part ehtli®nmental context that
contains the structure (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 20Réligious organizations sometimes reflect
synchronous structure.

Enabled synchronous systems radiate harmony and understanding. Fantlgrsginare a
sense of oneness with feelings of unity. In the synchronous family, memhataimeohesion
through unspoken shared understandings. These families value individuality thedsanhe time,
provide stability with rigid system boundaries (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005).

Disabled synchronous families appear cult-like and devalue individual diffeseThese
families are rigidly disengaged. The rigidity appears as “invarepdtition of interaction” with no
homeostatic process to account for the repetition (Imig, 2005, p. 113). Synchronous $lyatere
disabled lose their coincidence capabilities and appear lifeless. Apeyexce multiple failures as
their previous ways of handling challenges no longer work. The most common intervention f
disabled synchronous families involves reengagement of family members. i@ioessaiggests
using one-way mirrors for this intervention. Selected family membdigtenfopen” communication
and discussion while other family members observe (1986, p. 350). This method conveetits impli

discussions into explicit discussions and encourages more open communication.



Assumptions

Family paradigm theory describes three important assumptions thattcefamily
structure. The first of these assumptions states thappuagigms are extremely uncommon.
Family structure is usually a blend of different family types (Conisian1986; Imig, 2005).
While a family may operate under one primary, dominant structure it@tiihims elements of
other less-dominant structures. The second assumption addresses the validityesftdifpes
of structure. This assumption states that one structural arrangemetttés mare valid nor
more desirable than another. Different families can successfully epsrdér different
structures, and what works for one family might not work for another (Constat®8é; Imig,
2005). This is not to say that family systems never fall into a state dlehsaent, families can
begin to function in a way that is not congruent with their paradigm fonamper of reasons.
The third assumption addresses this idea and recognizes the existence oflilethaeth
disabled forms of family structure (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005).

Enablement and disablement of family systems are context-dependent. faptesyaa
random family can function just fine until one of its members develops a serrmssiind then
becomes chaotic when the situation calls for cooperation from other fa@rhbers. The family
becomes too distant and disengages. Likewise, the closed family caneacoclose, or
enmeshedh times of crisis. Neither condition is better or worse than the other, butrigoth a
dysfunctional and disabled for that particular family system. Whigeatitside the scope of this
dissertation to describe detailed characteristics for each disaéhletise, Constantine did a
remarkable job of illustrating such characteristicBamily Paradigmg1986) and included

sound suggestions for intervention.



Kantor and Lehr described a fourth assumption for family paradigm theorgdugisrto
distance regulation of family members (1975, p. 159). Different family typ@stam different
levels of interpersonal distance or cohesiveness. Constantine added the synchroways par
the distance-regulation modelfamily Paradigmg1986, p. 194). Closed and synchronous
families are typically more cohesive and group-oriented, while randoro@erdfamilies are
usually more distant and individual-oriented. The distinguishing charaictéetween closed
and synchronous families and random and open families is their tendency tomandity vs.
change. Closed and synchronous family systems value continuity and arstnuctteed and
connected, while random and open families place more value on adaptabibtyeandre
flexible and separate (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005).

Family Systems in Transition: The Role of Emotions

One of the primary challenges for the family system undergoing severelsteght
about by illness, job loss, divorce, etc. is effective management oioasiamong its members.
At a time when the very structure of the system is at question and roleseardifitised,
members of the family system experience an array of emotions. Whigerssearch suggests
that anger, anxiousness, alienation and depression detract from an individokirggtability,
and reduce their ability to take in information (Goleman, 2002), other résaaggests that
emotions provide implicit or explicit knowledge for the individual that promotes rational
decision-making (Bechara & Demasio, 2004). Although the two views presenttogfl
theory, they both point to the importance of emotions during rational decision-making.
Decision-Making and Emotions

A basic tenet of Human Ecology Theory presupposes that decision-makifeyiya

system is a rational process (Bubolz & Sontag, 1993). During decision-makinlg, feambers
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first recognize the need for change, then they consider viable options, and firejlidentify
the most logical choice based upon the needs of the family and availableesg@a@ucci,
Hall & Axinn, 1977). While Human Ecology Theory is generally acceptedvatichtheory with
popular support, the underlying logic that explains decision-making according thehbry is at
guestion based on the information presented above, and also revealed throughtrestearch
shows anapof human brain activity that occurs during processing of emotions (Potaky, e
2009).

The idea of addressing emotions during stressful times within the farstgnsys not
new. For example, the importance of addressing emotions during therapydeewetiented in
the literature (Constantine, 1986; Franks, Gardner & Wampler, 2008; Griffin 2003; Smith
et al. 1990). As stated by Constantine, “failure to take into account theoeaiavestment...an
individual has in something can hinder the therapist or lead to unexpected outCbdd€sp.
76). Other researchers describe the importance of emotions in interactionsraaroagd
couples, “...negative affect is the most reliable predictor of current and futui@insatisfaction
as well as future marital dissolution” (Franks, Gardner & Wampler, 2008, p. 111Als®ee
Gottman 1979; Griffin 1993, 2003; Rausch et al. 1974; Sanford, 2007 and Smith et al. 1990.

One of the challenges in addressing human emotions in the context of fgsteiyns is
identifying measurable constructs for emotions. The research assdowitt this study
underwent several changes in instruments in order to address this problEmmifdt pilot
phases and preliminary data analysis were conducted, the investigatdiedipositive affect
vS. negative affect as the most suitable constructs for measuring tienstligt between family

paradigms and human emotions.
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Positive affect vs. negative affect serves an interesting role aensysbpposites the
proposed researchs previously described, dialectical logic is a philosophy that considers
alternative choices and supports the idea of opposites. For the proposed studycalikgicti
provides the framework for examining the relationship betvetesed paradigm, random
paradigm, open paradigm and synchronous paradigm and positive affect vs. negativé il
philosophy further explains the process by which individuals or systems trafiiioone state
to another. For example, when a family experiences severe illness ostotissr individual
members often respond by accepting new roles (breadwinner, caretakef family that
operates in a traditional manner with the father acting as breadwinnertrarggition into a
more random-type system with the mother taking over the breadwinner role if threlbfatomes
incapacitated. Much like individuals can transition between differerg nolthe family, family
systems can also evolve through different paradigms, or worldviews when thegespe
change.

Identification of the Problem

Stress and transition are common phenomena among family systems as emtabnme
conditions change and family members advance through developmental stage$arcyiotel
This is generally understood and accepted as routinel#at’slowever, successful transition of
family systems into alternate states — or paradigms — depends largely uplititthefdamily
members to effectively manage stress associated with themsigiand achieve a satisfactory
resolution. One of the challenges in this process is framing the situatioraytaay family
members understand. When presented through the lens of dialectical logi ptaigm
theory provides such a model. Family paradigm theory offers clear destipf both enabled

and disabled family system types and suggests specific action foy faembers to take toward
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reinstating homeostasis. However, in its present state, family par&oégpry does not address
human emotions for family systems undergoing transition. This researchsadtitiest shortfall
and explores the relationship between family systems and human emotianc&lye the
primary objective of this study is to determine whether there is aomship between closed
paradigm vs. random paradigm and positive affect vs. negative affect. In athlitios focus,
the current research considers relationships that include open paradigm amdrneusch
paradigm.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this survey study is to test the theory of dialectical |@gicethtes
family paradigmatic orientation to human emotions while controlling fadgeof participants
at a Midwest University. The independent variable, family paradigmadéntation, is defined as
the overarching worldview of the relationship based on structure, behavior, agel itha
dependent variable, human emotions, is defined as positive vs. negative affestibiypes of
valence and arousal included in Phase llI/Phase IV combined analysies¢abed in the
methods section). Control variables for the study include age, the numberssipea birth,
and self-reported gender of participants. Modifying variables are definetaasgst four-year
education and above is completion of four or more years of education at the coliegeemsity
level; relationship status is the current status of the participant is tdrbeing legally married
to another individual of the opposite gender or living with a Significant Othegiaed group is
a group defined by reference to religious beliefs or lack of religious $elef political

orientation is the thinking that characterizes a group or nation.
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Significance of the Study

The current study focuses on the research questibere a relationship between family
paradigms and human emotiongldre specifically, the study explores the relationship between
closed paradigm vs. random paradigm and positive affect vs. negative aftaahalion gained
through this research will enhance family paradigm theory by definingribéans that
accompany various paradigmatic transitions. Furthermore, the dissemioithis information
to family members who are undergoing transitions should empower them tairzecagd
appropriate adequate attention to the emotions that occur during transitreesal This
awareness of, and consideration for emotions during family systemitrassiill empower the
family system to more successfully transition into an alternat@eshatate. Results from this
study will be disseminated among the general public as well as professidnalstrategy will
maximize the use of research results toward more effective commanieatl conflict
resolution among family members in various contexts.

In order to fully appreciate the value of this research toward confictuton, it is
necessary to expand the focus of oppositedichotomy - beyond the boundary of the family
and apply this concept to worldviews in general. Other sociologists have suppgedsdral
dichotomy in worldviews and argue for its significance in social sciem¢e&agnitive science.
For example, George Lakoff offers a convincing argument based upon mioraidjtics.

Lakoff describes our nation’s political structure in terms of two opposing wondieunded on
morality: theStrict Fathermodel (Conservative) and the opposhhgturing Parenimodel
(Liberal) (2002, p 33). Lakoff applies conceptual metaphors when suggestiagnéidels show
how moral reasoning in politics is ultimately based on models of the family” (p00Z). To

exemplify this, Lakoff paraphrases columnist William Raspberry (HouStoonicle, section A,
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p. 30, February 4, 1995) in his description of the Conservative’s view of the Liberal: “the
government is an overindulgent, impractical mother and her citizens areildezrt, she has no
self-discipline; she is indulging her children irresponsibly...this is noelp@olitics, it is a
story with a moral” (Lakoff, 2002, p 6). At the very root of these two opposing worldvgew
morality defined as self-discipline and self-reliance within the strict fatiedel vs. love,
empathy and nurturance within the nurturing parent model (2002, p 33).

The current research argues that interpersonal confléstyinontext can result from
opposing worldviews such as those presented in family paradigm theoryrémsirhore, that
individuals who are well versed about these opposing views will be better equippeaidkto w
through, or prevent interpersonal conflict in other contexts.

The significance of developing methodology for the proposed research lieahilitisto
reveal new information that will enable social scientists and neurostetatiquestion current
limitations and explore new ideas. This information will representpateteard explaining
legitimate differences between individuals of opposing worldviews.

Research Hypotheses

Primary Hypothesis

The Hy1 null hypothesis for this study states, among participants who complete the

revised RPAS, there is no relationship between the participantsonallaparadigmatic
orientation and the positive emotions vs. negative emotions they express in résmate
paradigm statement.
Secondary Hypotheses

In order to better understand how moderator variables and control variableshaffect t

relationship between family paradigms and human emotions, several addhtipatneses will
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be tested in this study. Hypothesggkhrough Hys examine relationships between education,

relation, religion and political orientation while controlling for age andigen
The conceptual model used to test hypotheses for this study is illustraigdrien Fon

page 37. This model addresses the following null hypotheses:

Ho1 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, there is no

relationship between participants’ relational paradigmatic orientation and

the emotions they express in response to each paradigm statement

Ho2 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’ level

of education does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
Ho3 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

relationship status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hosa Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

religious status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hos Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

political orientation does not affect the relationship between their relational

16



paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The proposed research is based upon Family Paradigm theory and struciuned a
dialectical logic. The literature review begins with a history andrggsn of family paradigm
theory followed by an explanation of dialectical logic and its potetatialipport family typology
as outlined by family paradigm theory. The review continues by describinghieosstablished
system of oppositemnables family paradigm theory to enter into research. Finadlyiténature
review discusses human emotions and suggests future applications of thistinfotoveard a
greater understanding about the role of emotions in family transition.

Family paradigm theory evolved through the efforts of several individBateson provided
a reasonable foundation for the theory with his application of general sytsieong toward family
systems (Ingold, 2000; Marcus, 1985; Nuckolls, 1995) and introduced the idea ofatiaadt
homeostasis among families (Krause, 2007; Nuckolls, 1995). Kantor and Lehr (197&) fur
developed the theory by identifying three distinct family systems — closediom and open — based
upon their observations of families in their natural environments (1975). Consi{d®8&) later
introduced the synchronous paradigm to Kantor and Lehr’'s model, a contributipnodhaced a
guadruplex model for family paradigm theory making it compatible with otherfébaitypologies
such as Leary'tnterpersonal Circumplex Modé1957); Olson, Sprenkle and Russelscumplex
Model of Marital and Family SystemE9(79 and BeaversCentripetal/Centrifugal Modg]1981).
The quadruplex model also enabietegration of the four family types (closed, random, open and
synchronous) with Kantor and Lehr’s player péan®ver, follower, opposer and bystander) (1975)

allowing for application of the theory in family intervention and indudinyg (2005) further
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developed family paradigms through his contribution and application of the Reld&emaaligm
Assessment Scale (RPAS) (2000b). This contribution provided an essentishergtthat enabled
measurement of paradigms, and moved family paradigm theory deeper inteetirehearena.
Family Process Theory

Based upon their observations of families in their homes, Kantor and Lehrietehtié
fundamental components in the family process theory: subsystems, accassiaing, target
dimensions, structures and player parts. These components serve as theofotordat
understanding structure and function in family systems and empower the whothe ability
to explain everyday family process.
Subsystems

Kantor and Lehr introduced the idea of subsystems in family process tonediffiaiient
types of interaction that occur in family systems. They recognimegdrsonatubsystem that
belonged to each individual member, the interperssuadystem that two or more family
members shared and the family-unit subsystem that included all family mee(hB@5, p. 23).
Kantor and Lehr observed that family members identified boundaries to defneskagonal
system as a separate entity from the surrounding environment. Boundariesroketdrow much
and what type of information passed into and out of the family system. Faoulss theory
applies the theme of metaphorical space to define the spatial boundary around gestbrsubs
Overlapping boundaries define the interface where members form stsdtegchieve common
goals. Identifying the correct boundary interface is significantuseca enables therapists to
make “manifest a system’s latent or covert aims” (Kantor & Lehr, 1975, p. 33)n{Emion

and meaning of the strategy depends on the interface where it occurs.
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Access and Target Dimensions

Family interaction takes place within a social figltht contains access and target
dimensions. These dimensions represent common resources and goals shardg by fam
members. “Members of families gain access to target [dimensions] khtlo@igvay in which
they and their families regulate [access dimensions]” (Kantor &, &5, p. 37). Access
dimensions include the physical aspects of “family members’ questgerierce” and target
dimensions describe the conceptual aspects...” (p. 36).

Access Dimensions

Kantor and Lehr (1975) identified three access dimensions in their frakiespace, time
and energy. They further identified one regulating mechanism and twoiopalatechanisms
for each of these to help explain how the dimensions regulate family sy&eenTable 1).
Constantine introduced a fourth access dimension, matarkmily Paradigmg1986, p. 145).
However, he did not identify mechanisms for this dimension in his theoretaoa¢work. Imig
(2005) later suggested the mechanisms of utilization, availability and styt&diimaterial
dimension. Since submechanisms have not yet been identified for materiaintmnsidin
remains a work in progress.

The first access dimensiaime, reflects the meshing of individual rhythms in a family
process. Family members structure activities around time asxistyneeveryday life. This
element contains three mechanisms: synchronizing, orienting, and clda&irigelp to explain
the function of time within the family process (Kantor & Lehr, 1975, pp. 78-89). §d¢wnd
access dimensioenergy refers to quantitative and qualitative attributes of the family system.
Family members carry energy in high or low quantities and with positimegative charges

(Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005; Kantor & Lehr, 1975, pp. 90-102). In a family systemgy ener
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represents the “co-constructed strategies and rules” (Imig, 2005, p. 51).marsain also
contains three mechanisms: mobilizing, investing and fueling (Imig, 2005; K&ariteinr, 1975,
pp. 90-102). The third dimensiospace ncludes both interior and exterior space and also refers
to system boundaries. Interaction within family systems occurs plymathin the interior
space (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005; Kantor & Lehr, 1975, pp. 66-77). The mechanisms for
space: bounding, linking and centering, prohibit certain ideas and languagarfe family
systems and allow new ideas to flow freely for others (Imig, 2005, p. 104). Camstant
introduced a fourth access dimensiomgterial,as a relational element that reflects the family’s
attitude toward acquiring and consuming goods (Constantine, 1986, p. 152; Imig, 2005). For
some families, material goods are obstacles to personal freedom. Foy oidtersal items are
valued artifacts from the past. The meaning of material for eachyfagstem depends upon the
family’s worldview.
Target Dimensions

Target dimensions refer to family goals. These elements comprisedhaatibnal
dimension in family systems (Constantine, 1985, p. 146). Kantor and Lehr introdueed thre
target dimensions in their family process theory: power, affect and ngedinay described one
regulating mechanism and two operational mechanisms for each elememsanGoadater
referred to the power dimension@mtrol and introducedontentas a fourth target dimension
(see Table 2) (Constantine, 1986, pp. 145,155). Content describes immediate and literal
interpretation, as opposed to more fimiteaning during family interaction (p. 145). This

dimension allows individuals to make sense out of the situation at hand.
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Table 1
Mechanisms and Submechanisms for Access Dimensions

Time Synchronizing** Orienting (past, Clocking
(Monitoring, Priority- present, future, non-  (Sequencing,
Setting, Programming, temporal, integrating*) Frequency-Setting,
Coordinating, Duration-Setting,
Reminding*) Pacing, Scheduling*)
Energy Fueling (Surveying, Investing Mobilizing**
Tapping, Charging, (Reconnoitering, (Gauging,
Storing, Requisitioning*) Attaching, Committing, Budgeting?*,
Detaching, Mustering,
Accounting*) Transforming,
Distributing)
Space Bounding (Mapping*,  Linking (Bridging, Centering**
Screening, Routing, Buffering, Blocking (Locating*,
Patrolling Out, Channeling, Gathering, Designing,
Recognizing*) Arranging,
Spreading)
Material Utilization** Avalilability Suitability
*x Regulating Mechanism
() Submechanisms

In family systems the target dimensicontrol often resides at the center of conflict.
Control describes “the ability of the family to accomplish and achiewa wtvants in a manner
consistent with its paradigmatic design” (Imig, 2005, p. 60). The mechswoismastery,
efficiency and efficacy provide guidelines for the family systantsamembers determine how
to get things done. The second target dimensiffect describes the patterns families engage in
to provide members with an affirmative sense of warmth, closenessigageginess
(Constantine, 1986, p. 162, Imig, 2005, p. 63). Affect includes the mechanisms of reciprocity,
belonging and expression. Family members display affect in differ@yg depending on the
structure of their system. For example, in some family systems memaess affection in a
private manner with close physical contact. In other systems membees®affection through

more playful, public interaction (Constantine, 1986, Imig, 2005, Kantor & Lehr, 1975.)
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Kantor and Lehr definetheaningas “some kind of philosophical framework that provides
us with explanations of reality and helps us define our identity” (1975, p. 37). Theibddke
primary target of the family’s meaning system as “purposeful idéiffie75, p. 37). Meaning
includes the mechanisms of purposefulness, connectedness and continuity. Wéilarsibyn
systems derive meaning through a common set of shared values, others daniregray
recognizing individual perspectives and “not” sharing. Meaning is closalgdetocontent the
fourth target dimension Constantine introduced in family paradigm theory (1988,44155).
Constantine identified content as a separate dimension from meaning to dsktingwveen
immediate, literal interpretations of situations and more continuous, valuettddepretations.
Imig further explains, “what is being sought is a rendering of realiytént). How that reality is
interpreted (opportunity or problem) is the function of meaning” (2005, p. 71). The way
individuals interpret various situations depends to a large degree on the image@ocesbf

their family systems.

Table 2

Mechanisms for Target Dimensions
Control Capability** Efficiency Efficacy
Affect Belonging** Reciprocity Expression
Meaning Purposefulness** Connectedness Continuity
Content Reality** Relativity Representativeness
* Modulating Mechanism

Player Parts
The behavioratomponent of each family system describes the roles family members
assume during goal-seeking activity within the context of the familyadigm. Kantor and

Lehr (1975) described four primary roles, or player parts that constiintire behavioral
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range of social interaction for family systems: mover, followerllehger and bystander.
Constantine supported this player-part typology with family paradigm th£886J.

The mover in a family system represents a collective action that betoenemntral focus
of the family. This role most often belongs to one or more family members pueprasent an
individual or family commitment or illness. The mover is whatever initiatesraatithin the
family (Constantine, 1986, p. 124; Imig, 2005, p. 74; Kantor & Lehr, 1975, pp. 183-184). The
follower supports and agrees with an existing action. This position requires strenpgisaonal
skills. An effective follower can have as much impact on family decisi®tiseamover. Mover-
follower interaction occurs most often in the closed family strucithhese dynamics add
stability to the system. While the closed family system thrives ontdbdity, other family
systems seek change and new ideas. The opposer in a family brings reetwe itiessystem. The
individual who assumes this player part often stops or interferes witmepastiivity and
enables the family to change directions or entertain new ideas (Consta886ep. 125-126;
Imig, 2005, p. 78; Kantor & Lehr, 1975, pp. 184-185). Imig (2005) refers to the opposer as the
challengerbecause of negative connotations that are frequently associated wittmthe te
“opposer” (2005, p. 78). For the purpose of this research, the term opposer and the term
challenger are interchangeable. However, the term opposer will beousesttibe this player
part. The opposer is most often valued in the random family and least often inalnedlosed
family as this individual may be viewed as a threat to the stability afltised systenfimig,
2005, p. 79). The bystander in a family system has a much less active rolediMiiial does
not typically speak much but comments on the family process in a non-biased.riiiene
bystander is essentially a non-participant. However, although the bystkr@denot initiate or

follow action, this player part is essential to the family system. Ve&bder is in the best
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position to see and understand the family process (Constantine, 1986, pp. 126-127; Imig, 2005,
pp. 79-80; Kantor & Lehr, 175, pp. 188-198).

Individuals who possess the skills to interchange between all four playghphtthe
best positions within a family system. These individuals stand to gamdbethrough effective
interpersonal communication (Imig, 2005, p. 74). Families comprised of individhalpessess
these skills achieve a high level of enablement and realize the most goals.

Dialectical Logic

Much like individuals can transition between different player parts, farystemss can
evolve through different paradigms. Dialectical logic is a philosophy tretiders alternative
ideas to the ones believed to be true (Imig, 2005, p. 9). In some circumstancespwhef the
alternatives seem logical, a completely new idea is constructed, orsyaththat makes more
sense than any of the others. Constantine paralleled the idea of dialegtcalith a process he
identified as morphogenetic sequence to explain how some family systeins through
different paradigms over time (Constantine, 1986, p. 174).

Without any order or structure a group tends to fall into a predictable pattstabiity
and change over its life cycle (Constantine, 1986, p. 171). A group with no structure or
leadership has a natural tendency to identify a leader. As time elagsebers become
discontent and rebel against the leader’s authority. They focus more on indiegliras than
group tasks. After a while, members begin to look to each other for divexgithey establish
new goals and norms. At some point the group completes its work and dissolve®ribers
leave the group with a sense of “integrated identification” and “seganatsommon memories”
that define the group that now exists only in the minds of its members (Constaf86ep.

170).
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Constantine applied morphogenetic sequence to a family system’s ooiembati
continuity vs. change over time. He suggested that the natural sequencdy$yatems favors
the early emergence of closed—-type systems in families followeahldom-type systems and
then open-type systems, ending with synchronous-type systems (Constantine, 1986, p. 174).

Constantine described the closed paradigm as a group-oriented, continuitgeorient
system that seeks to continue the past into the future (1986, p. 97). When the needslo&indivi
members conflict with the needs of the group, then the group always coshesdcording to
Constantine, the closed structure is the least complex. Familiesouitiy hildren frequently
function in this structure to provide direction and leadership for the childreheAshiidren
grow into adolescence and begin to rebel, the family frequently fatigintore random
structure that supports independence. This structure is primarily individeatexiand
discontinuity-oriented maximizing change from the past in a radical foctreegresent” (1986,
p. 97). When the needs of the random family conflict with the needs of the individuahé¢hen
needs of the individual always come first.

Once the children reach adulthood, the conflict typically subsides andriiy $gstem
falls into more of a consensual, egalitarian, open structure. Constantineetktoe open
structure as predominantly consequence-oriented with a tendency to sntegrpast, present
and future into a blend of continuity and discontinuity that maximizes eféaess (1986, p.
97). In this paradigm, the individual and the group are both equally important; tteafeme
do not overpower the needs of the other.

After many years of renegotiating the family’s guiding principtbe family system
sometimes achieves a state of “unspoken closeness” characterizedightleVels of

agreement” (1986, p. 174). Constantine introduced this as the synchronous paradigm and
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described it as a coincidence-oriented paradigm characterized by toagieement. Since
everyone is of one state of mind, the issue of group vs. individual does not exist (1986, p. 97).
Constantine suggested that members within a synchronous paradigm connect through
coincidence rather than organized behavior (1986, p. 97). He further describes$imel
atemporal quality” about the synchronous system thataghercontinuity — nor discontinuity-
oriented” (1986, p. 97).

This application of morphogenetic sequence illustrates dialecticalilofamily
paradigm theory. The family system changes between paradignsponse to the changing
needs of its members. However, before the family actually transitionsst first consider the
new paradigm as a viable option, or in dialectic terms, an altern@ovestantine’s application
of dialectical logic identifies the closed paradigm aglhiesisthe random paradigm as its
opposite, oantithesis the open paradigm as a combination of the closed and random, or the
synthesisand the synchronous paradigm as not closed, random or opantidymthesigsee
Figure 1 on page 4) (Constantine, 1986, p. 97). The significance of this dialectidyl ajoailit
family paradigm theory lies in its compatibility with other “systems ofoges” such as that
described by Kantor and Lehr’s (1975) distance regulation perspective.

Distance Regulation Model

Kantor and Lehr (1975) identified five fundamental components in family prdoessy:
subsystems, access dimensions, target dimensions, structures and play&hpagt components
are the fundamental building blocks for the theory enabling it to go beyondrstaledaription
and achieve a more dynamic position within the family system. When catsitieough the
lens of dialectical logic, these components of family process help to exidéance regulation

within family systems through everyday family process.
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Two basic elements of family systems that influence interpersonal dygare system
feedback and relational orientation (Imig, 2005, p. 9). While system feedbablaniems in a
family system regulate change vs. continuity for the family, relatiomahi@tion determines the
family’s focus on individual vs. group (p. 9). Interestingly, the theoreticate formed by
these components producesyatem of oppositésat mirrors dialectical logic (see Figure 1 on
page 4). This relationship is especially useful in the current reseaansieat provides a
framework for interpreting emotions data.

Family systems typically reflect one of four possible combinations ofrayfstedback
and relational orientation:

¢ Closed paradigm — cohesive continuity

e Random paradigm — distant change

e Open paradigm — cohesive change

e Synchronous paradigm — distant continuity

Kantor and Lehr’s distance regulation perspective suggests that sulss\steass
dimensions, target dimensions, structures and player parts all work togeth&intain the
characteristic conditions described above (e.g. cohesive continuity aneonigens in the closed
paradigm and distant change among members in the random paradigm) (1975, pp. 221-224). To
illustrate, members of the closed family commonly claim areas of the hoprevate space and
expect other family members to request permission to enter into thase Adelitionally,
boundaries in the closed paradigm often prevent new ideas from enteringnityo fa
conversation and limit conversation among family members to “approvedstdpirthermore,
in the closed family the needs of the family typically come before the wédus individual

(Constantine, 1986, Imig, 2005, Kantor & Lehr, 1975).
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Let's assume for a moment that an adolescent child in a closed-typs Weatkt into his
father’s office without knocking and interrupts a business call by demanding&ae
purchase a motorcycle. In doing so, the adolescent uses profane languageitcailis ypt
tolerated in the household. This interaction sets off a reaction thad aelgjer and
disappointment for the father. Additionally, the father feels the needamregntrol of the
adolescent in order to restore homeostasis within the family system.

In this example, conflict at the interface of interpersonal vs. personal sisystcurs
because the adolescent is using prohibited language in demanding money for geedsrinat
may not be compatible with family goals. The conflicts that are apparémns example reflect
distance vs. cohesion (the adolescent desires to place personal goalsrgspeney on self -
ahead of family goals — saving money for family) and continuity vs. chadgiegaent
introduces new language into the family system that is outside accdpbaibi@aries and
violates the father’s private space). There are several other comitittay be extracted from
this example but the dynamics are essentially the same; the feedbadk this interaction
elicits responses based upon the subsystems, access dimensions, targgbdanplayer parts
and structure of the family unit in an attempt to restore homeostasis.

While the distance regulation model provides a useful mechanism for recognizing
sources of conflict in the family system, this model does not necessamdyder the emotions
that accompany the conflict. In family paradigm theory, familgisror severe illness sometimes
acts as a perturbation that pushes the family system into a different parAdigmary goal of
the current research is to gain a better understanding about emotionsdhgiaog conflict
within family systems. Specifically, the research aims to utaleigositive vs. negative

emotions that occur among family members in responakeimativeparadigms. This
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information should be applicable toward assessing families in cndisnaking
recommendations toward successful paradigmatic transition.
Human Emotions

What are emotions? Past scholars described emotions in terms of the obdsydsbl
reactions that characterized them: the rapid heartbeat, goose bumgzsedaespiration and dry
mouth that occurred during emotional responses. James, for example argwedaticy some
strong emotion and then try to abstract from our consciousness of it all ingdeas#lits
characteristic body symptoms, we find that we have nothing left behind, no ‘mificbatudf
which the emotion can be constituted” (1884,193).

This prompted later scholars like LeDoux (1996) and Damasio (1994) to extémaine
constituent parts of emotions that James described. The latter scholars estagoanscious
bodily reactions to emotions as well as the associated feelings thatgaty emotions. They
also acknowledged the more cognitive, conscious input of the cerebral corteontindiutes
toward the body’s response. However, during their exploration of emotiorssteachers also
recognized that the basic primitive fear response did not require cogman&sping of
information or overt feelings of the body. Another researcher, Ohman (1999) emhduct
emotions research about the same time and demonstrated that the fear dsg®nse require
consciousness. The famous snake experiment used participants who fearetbsstakesan
unconscious reaction of fear. The individuals were presented with slides of smadeid
succession such that they could not consciously process the images, yewttaeatsdstill
experienced elevated skin conductance responses (Franks, 2006, p. 53).

In reaction to these findings, LeDoux (1996) and Damasio (1994) introducedessw id

that changed the way modern sociologists view emotions. These reseacir@wledged not
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only the significance of the body’s overt response toward emotions but also theamapant
cortical reasoning in offsetting emotional responses (Franks, 2006, p. 53). Thessplaalad
emotions in the unconscious, as well as the conscious realm.

What is the significance of this information in relation to family payai and human
emotions? The response to this question is best considered in terms of decisian-As=
previously stated, some noteworthy scholars in the field believed thabdetiaking was a
rational process based primarily upon available resources and goals (Buboizayy, 1993;
Paolucci, Hall & Axonn, 1977). This idea is significant to the history of Huntatogy theory
as the idea of rational decision-making is one of the basic premises of theahealgcounts
the value of emotions in the decision-making process (Bubolz & Sontag, 1993). Ineceme
times, scholars have questioned whether emotions subconsciously influensexhdeaking,
and may have actually provided benefit during the decision-making processr hetiral
theory of economic decision, Bechara and Damasio reported that emotionatetiuer
interaction between environmental factors and decision-making, thus endashgrid
advantageous decisions” (2004, p. 336).

The distinction of whether emotions play a significant role in the decisionramakocess
is relevant to the current research. In its present form, Family Pardaegpry does not provide
adequate focus on emotions during interpersonal interaction. This is an imponsidecation
for families undergoing change because the primary goal in these situatiomeduce stress
and restore homeostasis within the family system. Without ample considdoatemotions,
recommended paradigmatic changes for families experiencing stagsslicit unexpected

negative emotions and leave the family in a more disabled state.
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Emotions in Research

This study previously identified the usefulness of dialectical logic amandis regulation
as optimal frameworks for understanding family paradigms. The next letggatoward
understanding the relationship between family paradigms and human emotmitei#ify
measurable dimensions of emotions. Posner et al. (2009) offered a useful lappn@ad this
goal in their study focused on emotions and the Circumplex Model of Affectd Basindings
from their fMRI study, the researchers reported that “valence” arali$Sal” represented two
distinct, measurable dimensions of emotions with separate neural network®rnaithd his
finding provided a framework for combining data from Phase 11l and Phasethé icurrent
research.

Historically, neuroscientists and social scientists did not have acceshhology that
provided information about brain activity during neural processing of emofibischanged
with the introduction of functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI)Rwgitron Emission
Tomography (PET). These imaging devices now enable scientists to mowit@card brain
activity in response to specific stimuli, including stimuli that are knowvoae certain
emotions. This technology opened the door for integrated research among eatists@nd
behavioral scientists; it is now possible to study brain activity that oagtemjunction with
social behavior. However, in spite of this opportunity, researchers have bedn glawefforts
toward this goal.

In response to this observation, the current study proposes future reseeaghcavard
combining efforts among social scientists and neuroscientists into comsaamnate. While it is

outside of the scope of this dissertation to conduct the proposed research antedpatings,
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the groundwork for future research is established (see ImplicatiokRstioe Research for

additional explanation).
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Overview

This study includes methodology that evolved over the course of three years ameldcc
in four phases. The first two phases comprised a pilot study that servegdids &r revisions
of the instruments and study design. The primary research question rerhaisache during all
phases of the studig there a relationship between closed paradigm vs. random paradigm and
positive affect vs. negative affett?answer to this question, all phases included collection of
data related to demographics, family paradigms and emotions. Timgdishing factor between
phases occurred in the format of the emotions instrument; the first amal gg@ses used an
open-ended instrument (see Appendix F and Appendix G), the third phase used a-ohdigade
instrument (see Appendix H) and the fourth phase used the Positive and Nedaitte Af
Schedule (PANAS) (see Appendix 1) to collect emotions data. Investigasviewed the data
following each phase of the study and implemented appropriate changes. Tihataliaited
the most concern were the emotions data. The open-ended responses in Phasadeaid P
revealed a general inability among participants to articulateeh®stions. Investigators
predicted that participants would articulate emotions more clearly if #iegted from a list of
30 emotions words rather than responding to open-ended questions (see Figure 3 on page 47).
This format was implemented for Phase Ill. However, additional reviemaffoléowing this
phase revealed continued lack of clarity among participants in regdhsiiv emotions.
Investigators implemented the PANAS in response to this finding and the £AdA used to

collect emotions data during Phase IV.
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Following data collection, researchers explored several options for codirgalyding
data. Review of recent literature (Posner, et al., 2009) revealed potsefiaihess for the
Circumplex Model of Affect (Russell, 1980) to serve as a foundation for recadthgombining
emotions data from Phase Ill and Phase IV of the study, thereby imgyélasipower of the
study. After careful consideration, Investigators opted to convert theammolata according to
the Circumplex Model of Affect and performed analysis using the transfbdata (see
Appendix L for description of data transformation). In addition, because tNAB/As a
validated instrument, a separate analysis was performed using entatiart®llected during
Phase IV in order to evaluate the usefulness of the instrument for futuneheeeased on
family paradigms.

Procedure

Researchers contacted students through the instructor of a 400-level collsgeat@ur
Midwest University and invited them to participate in the study. The edacsised on
interpersonal relationships within the family. Participation in the sivalyoffered as an
alternative option for required participation in twirse. After explaining the study to the
participants, researchers requested their consent to participate. Ingivithaeagreed to
participate completed the revised Relational Paradigmatic AseesSuale (RPAS-1, RPAS-2,
RPAS-3, or RPAS-4) and the demographic survey.

Design

Development of methodology for the proposed research was survey-based andedonduct

using an exploratory design with a revised Relational Paradigmsgies@ment Scale (RPAS-1,

RPAS-2, RPAS-3 or RPAS-4) and a demographic survey. The study included a total of 257
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participants: 40 in the pilot study (Phase | and Phase II) and 217 in the wddkdgdRhase Il
and Phase V). Of the 257 patrticipants, 253 completed the surveys at asgmgdeation.

The major dependent variable for this researchemastionand the major independent
variable wagaradigmatic orientatioras described by Family Paradigm Theory. The theory
defines four family paradigms: closed, random, open and synchrésemigppendices F, G, H,
and ). Moderator variables for the study includedication, relationship, religion and political
orientationand control variables includedjeandgender

Participants in all four phases completed a revised RPAS and providedrdphiog
information including gender, age, level of education, marital status, andalaliientationin
addition, participants in Phase Il and Phase IV also provided informaflimied to significant
relationship with others, religious affiliation, home country, native lagg@ad government
organization of home countrWith the exception of religious affiliation and significant
relationship with others, all variables in the last group described welteded from final
analyses because the data were insufficient to produce significant fintiogever, these data
were coded in case they can contribute toward future research conauesplanse to this
study.

The changes in study design during development of the methodology improved the
measurability of emotions. Conceptual models for the development of the four-phadeiraod

depicted in Figure 2 and Figure 3.
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Input Variable
Family Paradigm
Statements from
RPAS-3 and RPAS-
4 (Self-Reported
Mixed Open/Closed
Responses plus
PANAS)- (See
Emotions list in
Table 3)

¢ Closed

e Random

e Open

e Synchronous

Participants with
Closed Paradigm

Participants with
Random
Paradigm

Participants with
Open Paradigm

Outcome Variable
Emotions Words

Controls:ageandgender

Figure 2

Conceptual Model for Phase Ill and Phase IV Combined

Pilot Study: Phase | and Phase Il
The pilot study collected information about emotions using open-ended questi@ns. Thi

part of the study was comprised of 40 participants at a Midwest Universitiye§® students, 36

Participants with
Synchronous
Paradigm

Participants

were enrolled in a 400-level college course on Interpersonal Relationsk#Hrthky at the

University. The researcher or study representative explained the atindydarticipants and

requested consent for participation. All 40 participants (100%) completed the study

Demographics for participants included 10 males (25%) and 30 females (75%). Tinsstude

ranged in age from 19 years to 48 years with a mean age of 23.5 years.
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The marital status of participants included 30 single, never married (75.0%),itiglee s
living with a significant other (7.5%), five married (12.5%), one divorced (2.8%@,0ne
missing data (2.5%). The highest level of education reported by the participant®d six
sophomore (15.0%), 17 junior (42.5%), 11 senior (27.5%), three graduate/professional degree
(7.5%) and three other (7.5%).

The political orientation for this group included four moderately liberal (18%heither
liberal nor conservative (82.5%), two moderately conservative (5%) and onaelytre
conservative (2.5%).

Working Study: Phase Il and Phase IV

The third and fourth phases of the study comprised the primary data collects@s pha
that served as the foundation for data analysis and interpretation ¢ sesdithe discussion.
Phaselll

During the third phase of the study participants provided emotional responses on the
RPAS-3 (see Appendix H) from a list of 30 emotions words (see Table 3). This parstfdie
was comprised of 143 participants at a Midwest University who were studen#iilevel
course on Interpersonal Relations of the Family. The researcher, preguesentative,
explained the study to participants and requested consent for participatiaty, 158
participants provided informed consent and completed the study. However, tipaarsi
(9.5%) were removed from the study prior to data analysis because tbh&mrenesponses
included multiple occurrences of missing data. This resulted in 143 pantisifor Phase III of
the study. Demographics for participants in this group included 60 males (42.0%) fantaBss
(58.0%). The students ranged in age from 20 years to 51 years with a meal2a@eyefirs.

The marital status for participants in Phase Il included 118 single, nereed (82.5%), 17
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single, living with a significant other (11.9%), six married (4.2%), one didofd®6), and one
missing data (.7%). The highest level of education reported by the partiapaated 93
attended college (65.0.%), 21 college, two-year degree (14.7%), 26 college,dodegeee

(18.2%), two graduate/professional degree (1.4%) and one missing data (.7%).

Table 3
Emotions Words Included in Phase IIl of Development

Exhausted
Confused
Ecstatic
Guilty
Suspicious
Angry
Hysterical
Frustrated
Sad

10. Confident
11. Embarrassed
12. Happy

13. Mischievous
14. Disgusted
15. Frightened

©CoNok~wNE

16. Enraged
17. Ashamed
18. Cautious
19. Smug

20. Depressed
21. Overwhelmed

22. Hopeful
23. Lonely
24. Jealous
25. Bored

26. Love-struck
27. Surprised

28. Anxious
29. Shocked
30. Shy
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Phase IV

During the fourth phase of the study participants provided emotion respoi&ies 84 using
the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (see Appendix | anchAppd). This
phase was comprised of 59 participants at a Midwest University who tudents in a 400-
level course on Interpersonal Relations of the Family. The researcher,\oregitgsentative,
explained the study to the participants and requested consent for participbti@hparticipants
(100%) completed the study. Demographics for participants included 17 males)(3a8@8%2
females (71.2%). The students ranged in age from 20 years to 50 yearsng#h age of 22.4
years.

The marital status of participants in Phase IV included 49 single, neveed(88.1%),
four single, living with a significant other (6.8%), four married (6.8%), one mégadafl.7%),
and one missing data (1.7%). The highest level of education reported by tbipgattiincluded
46 attended college (78.0%), three college, two-year degree (5.1%), negectilur-year
degree (15.3%) and one other (1.7%). Descriptive statistics for this grogzarded in Table 4
on page 58.

Phaselll and Phase 1V Combined

The working phase of the study was comprised of 202 participants: 77 males (38.1%) and
125 females (61.9%). Ages of participants in the combined group ranged from 20 to$1 ye
with a mean age of 22.3 years.

The marital status of participants in this group included 167 single neveranarrie
(82.7%), 21 single, living with a significant other (10.4%), 10 married (5.0%), one divorced
(.5%), one remarried (.5%) and two missing data (1.0%). The highest |eadlicdtion reported

by the participants included 139 attended coll@&$9%), 24 college, two-year degree (11.9%),
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35 college, four-year degree (17.3%), two graduate/professional dédi¢®, one other (.5%)
and on missing data (.5%). Descriptive statistics for the working groupa@reled in Table 18
on page 87.
Conceptual Definitions

This study includes several variables that require conceptual definitions ramfdky
understand the relationship between family paradigms and human emotionsddfir@égens
are provided in a list that follows.
Independent Variable

Paradigmatic orientationRecorded as values assigned to family paradigm statements for
closed paradigm, random paradigm, open paradigm and synchronous paradigms on RPAS-1,
RPAS-2, RPAS-3 and RPAS-4.
Dependent Variable

Human emotionsRecorded as emotions words on RPAS-1, RPAS-2, RPAS-3 and
RPAS-4.
Moderator Variables

Education, relationship status, religious affiliatiandpolitical orientation:Self-
reported through selection of appropriate categories by participants on deghiograveys
Additionally, participants in Phase Il and Phase IV of the study indi¢hgdmarital status by
responding to open-ended question “C2” that described relationship type fariattier same
household (see Appendix E). Conceptual and operational definitions for these vanables
included in Appendix A. In addition to these data, additional information wascted from
participants that described number in household, closeness of significant rblptioative

language, home country, and government organizakiom latter data were excluded from final

41



data analyses but coded and included in Appendix A in case these data ane tisteftd
research related to this study.
Control Variables

Age and gendeige was self-reported by indicating number of years and gender was
indicated through selection of appropriate category by participants on dgrhmgsurveys.
Conceptual and operational definitions for these variables are included in Apgendi

Inclusion Criteria

Inclusion criteria for this study were English-speaking college stadé8tyears of age
or older who were enrolled in a 400-level family relations course at a &diddniversity.
Additional inclusion criteria were mental competency and the abilityait aad write in the
English language.

Exclusion Criteria

Exclusion criteria were students who were less than 18 years of age) arere

mentally incompetent.
Instruments

Demographic Survey

The study used two different demographic surveys to collect information about the
participants (see Appendix D and Appendix E). The original demographic survesseas
during Phase | and Phase Il of the pilot study. This instrument collected atifonmelated to
gender, age, education, marital status, number in household and political amefsd
Appendix D). Based upon review of preliminary data and additional review téddigerature,
the demographic survey was revised prior to Phase 1l of the study. Thededmographic

survey was used during Phase Il and Phase IV of the working stud¢ggeadix E). The
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modified survey collected information related to gender, age, education, stadest istimber
in household, relationship of others in household, significant relationship, home coatitrg,
language, religious group, government organization and political orentBata extracted
from this demographic survey and used for data analyses included gendeduagéipn,
relationship status, religious affiliation and political orientation.
Relational Paradigmatic Assessment Scale (RPAS)
Standard RPAS

The standard RPAS consists of ten questions followed by four statementshfor eac
guestion (Imig, 2000b). Four of the questions on the scale relate to target dimengjoas, or
elements (affect, control, content and meaning), and four questions redateess dimensions,
or resource elemenfspace, material, time and energy). Each question includes four response
statements (a,b,c,d) reflecting one statement for each paradigm - céosdam, open and
synchronous. Participants respond by assigning a 0-10 value for each stéhamedicates
how closely the statement describes their relationship or family sy$tertwo remaining
guestions rate the overall importance of each element in the relationsbigoR@mpleting the
scale, participants are instructed to assign a value of ten to onlyateraant for each question
and then respond to the remaining three statements using a scale from 0-9.d3empdins
scale are analyzed to produce quartile scores and cluster scorefi¢icathe paradigmatic
orientation related to each element (see Appendix K). It should be noted thataginal
RPAS, participants rate their “current” relationships and (sepgyatisb rate their “ideal”
relationships. This information was also collected for the current resd&artdhased upon the
massive amount of information collected, Investigators decided to focusaoprdeided about

“current” relationships for this study.
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The Relational Paradigm Assessment Scale (RPAS) underwent sevesiains during
development. However, all versions are felt to have construct validity leett@yswere
specifically designed to measure family paradigm structure andrgayts as described by
family paradigm theory (Constantine, 1993a, Hidecker, 2004; Imig, 1993a, 2000&; Imig
Phillips, 1992). One of the earliest versions of RPASFtmaily Regime Assessment Scale
(FRAS), is recognized as a useful research instrument within thplsisaf family science
(Touliatos, Perimutter & Strauss, 1999, pp. 50-51). During development of the next véuesion, t
Paradigm Assessment Scale (PAS), participants in a study commentedappropriateness
and the wording of the PAS (Hidecker, 2004; Imig & Phillips, 1992). Hidecker (2004)
summarized several reports (Imig, 1993a, 2000a; Imig et al., 1996; Imig &BNID92; Pate,
1994; Pegorarro, 1999; Villarruel et al., 1995; Ward, 1997) and concluded, “family eamnt&i
have felt that the FRAS and the R-PAS are representative of familydnimgfiwhich is a
component of content validity” (2004, pp. 22-23). Since RPAS (or variations of this scile) i
only instrument available to measure family paradigms, construct vdiastyot been
established. Variations of RPAS have been used to assess paradigmaatianién a variety of
situations related to divorce (Pate, 1994); behavior under stress (Imig, 1993a; BO06a)
schooling (Pegorraro, 1999), men’s groups (Imig et al., 1996), family busnésseg et al.,
1996) and older child adoption (Ward, 1997). Test-retest reliability has niotgetestablished
for RPAS.

Revised RPAS

The primary instrument used to collect data related to paradigmigtntagion for each

relationship in the current study was Revised Relational Paradigmatic Assessment Scale

(RPAS-1, RPAS-2, RPAS-3, or RPAS-4) (see Appendices F, G, H and |) 20QQb).
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RPAS-1 and RPAS-2: Pilot phase. For this study, the RPAS was revised to include four
guestions: two that represented access dimensions (space and matetvad) tiad represented
target dimensions (control and affect). Investigators abbreviated #h® BRensure that
participants could complete the survey in the two-hour time frame allotteddbrresearch
session. Researchers felt that a 10-question scale along with the dencogamy would be
difficult to complete in this amount of time. After considering the valueagh element to the
outcome of the study, Investigators decided to include questions relatecetentisats of space,
material, affect and control in the relationship.

Prior to phase I of the study, the RPAS underwent further revisions to includermgbech-
responses that described emotions participants felt in response to ezderstas it applied to
their relationship. Additionally, Phase | also collected information deagrivhether each
statement applied to the participant’s relationship in a positive (+)avaggative way (-),
neither a positive nor a negative way (0) or both a positive and a negative Waylis/-
resulted in the development of RPAS-1 (see Appendix F).

Preliminary data analysis following Phase | of the study reveatfcutty in measuring
the emotion responses. Most responses were presented by participantenoesform resulting
in difficulty with coding the information. In response to this, the Investig for the study
revised RPAS-1 to include instructions for participants to list “one or two wehdstescribed
how they felt in response to each statement. Additionally, the Invesigdsor discussed the
value of including an intensity value for each emotion word on a scale from 1-%afiaisle
was also added to RPAS-1 and resulted in RPAS-2 (see Appendix G).

Further data analysis following phase Il of the study revealed contindedltyfin

measuring participant emotion responses. The responses suggestedlarganktly among
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participants to articulate the emotions they experienced. Based on thisatibseinvestigators
revised RPAS-2 prior to Phase Il with the addition of a list of 30 emotion Viorgsrticipants
to use in describing their emotions (see Table 3 on page 39).

RPAS-3 and RPAS-4: Working study. For phase Il of the study, researchers introduced
RPAS-3 that included the list of 30 emotion words (see Table 3 and Appendix H).tlorgddi
researchers also added question 5 to RPAS-3 in order to determine theioypendéince of
each element (control, affect, space and material) in the relaifofsee Figure 3 on page 47).

Phase IIl produced somewhat more measurable results. However, dgseésdoldbdwing
this phase continued to show multiple responses that did not reflect emotion#)gadi
frequently responded with words that were not included on the 30-word emotion listelricord
produce more measurable results, researchers implemented the use oftitreedPasNegative
Affect Schedule (PANAS) during the fourth phase. The RPAS-4 resulted froimrmamthe
RPAS with the PANAS. This instrument recorded family paradigm infoomats well as
information that described positive and negative affect.

The data set collected during Phase IV was combined with Phasealdmthtomprised
the Working Study. This data set was categorized according to ther@iex Model of Affect

and was further used to test the hypotheses for the study (see Figure 4 amdiXApphe
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Q1 Control
A. Synchronous
B. Closed

== C.Random
= D.Open

Figure 3
Conceptual Model for Phase Ill and Phase IV Depicting Inclusion of @uéstiFor
interpretation of the references to color in this and all other figuresetder is referred to the

electronic version of this dissertation.
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| D. Control

Q2 Affect
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PANAS

Participants with
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Participants with Open
Paradigm
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Participants with Open
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v

Emotions Words
(Positive vs.
Negative Affect)

Control Variables
e Gender

Figure 4

Moderator Variables

e Highest Level of Education
e Relationship Status

¢ Religious Group

e Political Orientation

Conceptual Model for Phase IV

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) was used to repmtions during
Phase IV of the study (see Appendix C and Appendix J). The PANAS is a sdtiisidrad
mood assessment. Scores have a direct interpretation and indicate thigyiotehsiemotional
response for two affective state dimensions: positive affect and negtigee Scores are

determined by summing responses from each scale: positive affecté®&)(interested,
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excited, strong, enthusiastic, proud, alert, inspired, determined, attamti/active) and
negative affect (NA) items (distressed, upset, guilty, scared, hastibhle, ashamed, nervous,
jittery and afraid). Scoring yields separate scores for PA anthitArange from 10-50.

Reliability and validity of PANAS have been widely reported in theditee (Crawford
& Henry, 2004; Watson & Clark, 1994; Watson & Vaidya, 2003). Test-retest rgjiabsults
indicate coefficient for general ratings are sufficiently highuiggest they indicate participant’s
trait affect and internal consistency for this scale is reported at 0.84 Mde@6on, Clark &
Tellegen, 1988). Appendix C provides additional information related to this insttume

Coding

In preparation for data analysis, data for the study were codedlangrty the scales of
measurement used during data acquisition. Variables measured at the neveinaéle coded
with dummy variables that indicated whether the variables werenpr@se no, 1 = yes).
Variables measured at this level included gender, live alone, signifedationship, and
religious affiliation. Categorical variables included education, matigéus and political
orientation. These variables were also measured at the nominal levekéfpagucation and
marital status were first coded with unique codes for each categerieabihd annotated with
unique labels and then recoded with dummy variables for analysis. Additidveslsg upon the
discrimination achieved between different levels of political orientdtespondents selected
from five categories ranging from liberal to conservative) these dataamalyzed at the interval
level. The variable age was also measured at the interval level and dtdddtewalue reported

by participants during data acquisition.
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Research Hypotheses

Primary Hypothesis

The Hy1 null hypothesis for this study states, among participants who complete the
revised RPAS, there is no relationship between the participantsonalaparadigmatic
orientation and the emotions they express in response to each paradigmerstate
Secondary Hypotheses

In order to better understand how moderator variables and control variabledaffecte

relationships between family paradigms and human emotions, severadrzaditypotheses

were tested in this study. Hypothesep Hhrough Hys examined relationships between

education, relationship status, religious group and political orientatida wontrolling for
gender.
The conceptual model used to test hypotheses for this study is illustraigdrie 4on

page 48. This model addresses the following null hypotheses:

Ho1 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, there is no

relationship between participants’ relational paradigmatic orientation and

the emotions they express in response to each paradigm statement
Ho2 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’ level

of education does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
Ho3 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

relationship status does not affect the relationship between their relational
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paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hosa Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

religious status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hos Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

political orientation does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each
paradigm statement
Data Analysis
Data analysis for the study occurred in four stages. Analyses were aahdaitg Mac
OS x version 16.0 SPSS statistical analysis software (SPSS Inc, &Hhlcag
Univariate Analyses
The first stage of analysis consisted of univariate with descripttistgts. Categorical
variables in these analyses included gender, relationship statusjadacdtreligious status.
Data for each variable were analyzed with frequency tables andtiyemically plotted using
histograms (for interval data) and bar charts (for categorica) etssess for shape, frequency
distribution, central tendency, and variability. Data were also anafgeasttewness, kurtosis,
outliers, gaps and peaks. In addition, interval data were tested for ribstnidlution using the
Shapiro-Wilk normality test.
Frequency distributions and percentages for these variables werea@viReview of the

charts and graphs for gender revealed data that were well suitediier fanalysis. However,
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review of marital status, education and religion showed several daeguat contained less
than three data points. In order to include these variables in furtherignedysgories for
“marital status’ were collapsed to include “married or living withgamsicant other” and “single
or divorced, not living with a significant other”; categories for “educatiweire collapsed to
include “less than a four-year degree” and “four-year degree and higherat@goces for
“religion” were collapsed to include “religious affiliation” and “noigebus affiliation” (see
Table 4 and Table 17).

Descriptive statistics for continuous variables were calculated andeé@s mean,
standard deviation, minimum value and maximum value. Continuous variables for the stud
included age, political orientation, closed paradigm, random paradigm, opergpaeadi
synchronous paradigm (see Table 5 and Table 18). Age values ranged from 2 to 32.38,
SD=4.591), political orientation values ranged from 0 t¥4=(1.79,SD = 1.056), closed
paradigm values ranged from 0.08 to 0.84<.2033,SD = .0540), random paradigm values
ranged from 0.15 to 0.524(= .2973,SD= .0662), open paradigm values ranged from 0.11 to
0.42 M =.2898,SD=.0628) and synchronous paradigm values ranged from 0.09 tdW0:31 (
.2096,SD= .0555).

Normality of distribution for continuous variables was assessed using thedWa|ir
test and each dataset was analyzed for kurtosis and skewness. Diaisefbparadigm, random
paradigm, open paradigm and synchronous paradigm passed the normalityhe296&b t
confidence interval. However, data for age and political orientatiord fiike normality test at
this confidence interval. Further review of box plots for political orientateeraled a bell-

shaped curve with normal distribution so this variable was retained foefuahalysis.
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Review of box plots for age were analyzed and showed skewness in distrire@der
than four. Box and whisker plots were generated in order to identify outliethes®lvalues
were checked for accuracy against original data. These data ars®tmed using natural log,
square root and exponent transformations to improve symmetry, but transborofadata was
not successful in compensating for the skew. The data indicated that a highr otimbe
participants (50 out of 59) reported ages between 20 — 22 years. The resafirendered the
data invalid for use as a moderator variable and age was omitted froer fehtase 1V analysis.
Bivariate Analyses

The next stage of data analysis consisted of bivariate analysesfty seghificant
relationships between continuous variables in each phase of the study. Durstggéjs
analyses were performed using Spearman’s correlation to examimens#lgs between closed
paradigm, random paradigm, open paradigm, synchronous paradigm and poleittzitiomn.
Multivariate Analyses

In order to determine whether emotional responses were related to patacligm
orientation, two different multivariate analyses were conducted. During Rhas¢a analyses,
ordinary least squares (OLS) regression was used to compare paradigenstio
corresponding levels of emotions (positive affect vs. negative affect) weiigtisally
controlling for gender. In addition, education, relationship status (relateigipus status
(religion) and political orientation were included in the model to test f@rahoderating
effects. A probability of p < 0.05 was established as the required valuedbtihej@ull
hypotheses. Scores for each paradigm reflected the sum of correspondiignpaamplex

coefficient values across Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4 (see appendix K):
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For Phase 1ll/IV combined analyses, ordinal regression models of ematoatested
separately for valence (pleasure vs. displeasure) and arousal (dotsateactivated) using
paradigms as primary predictors. Separate ordinal regressioisesalgre run for each outcome
variable: closed valence, random valence, open valence, synchronous \atssckarousal,
random arousal, open arousal and synchronous arousal. Findings were summarized and
interpreted in the results section of this dissertation (see Table 31 on page ThBler®R on

page 116).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The primary purpose of this study was to explore the relationship betweeth eose
random family paradigms and positive vs. negative human emotions. Following dataoegllec
the study focused on two phases from data collection for analyses: Phaskeideédridata from
the 59 participants who rated their emotions according to the PANAS and RH¥ssohbined
included data collected using PANAS combined with data collected unrapen-ended
emotions survey.

The initial plan for analysis was to focus on Phase IV data collected uSMg3F
because the PANAS is a validated instrument. For this reason, Phasay$sisis presented
first. The decision to combine Phase Il and Phase IV was based uponrgeedted to the
Circumplex Model of Affect (Posner et al., 2009; Russell, 1980) that revealadigbbenefit in
framing emotions according to the Circumplex Model. This process entaitdoirting Phase Il
and Phase |V data to provide a larger dataset with more comprehens$ygtsaAaditionally, as
described by Posner et al. (2009) the circumplex model posits that, “all emotidmes ca
described as a linear combination of two underlying, largely independent neurapdigsiol
systems, valence and arousal” (p. 2). Results that follow refleai-adr model of analysis —
Phase IV analysis followed by Phase lll/Phase IV combined asalysth emotions for Phase
IV coded as positive and negative affect (see Appendix N), and emotions ferlPdsse IV

combined coded as valence and arousal (see Appendix M).
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Phase IV Analyses

These analyses tested thgiHypothesisamong participants who complete the revised

RPAS, there is no relationship between participants’ relational paradigmatic orientatmithe
emotions they express in response to each paradigm statédditional sub-hypotheses

included:
Ho2 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’ level

of education does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Ho3 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

relationship status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hosa Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

religious status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hos Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

political orientation does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
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Univariate Analyses for Phase IV

Analysis of data for this study was conducted using Mac OS x version 16.0 SPSS
statistical analysis software (SPSS Inc, Chicago, IL). Thesfiagie consisted of univariate
analyses with descriptive statistics of Phase IV data. Categwaigables in this analysis
included gender, relationship status, education and religious status.renedistributions and
percentages for these variables were reviewed using bar charts and Asagdscribed in
methods sectigmeview of the charts and graphs for gender revealed data that wereiteell s
for further analysis. However, review of marital status, education agebreshowed several
categories that contained less than three data points. In order to imgsdevariables in further
analysis, categories for “marital status’ were collapsed to in¢haderied or living with a
significant other” and “single or divorced, not living with a significant othestegories for
“education” were collapsed to include “less than a four-year degree” andyéar degree and
higher” and categories for “religion” were collapsed to includadi@ls affiliation” and “no
religious affiliation” (see Table 2).

Descriptive statistics for continuous variables were calculated andeé @ mean,
standard deviation, minimum value and maximum value. Continuous variables for the stud
included age, political orientation, closed paradigm, random paradigm, opergpaeadi
synchronous paradigm (see Table 3). Age values ranged from 20Nb=502.38,SD = 4.591),
political orientation values ranged from 0 toM € 1.79,SD= 1.056), closed paradigm values
ranged from 0.08 to 0.3M(= .2033,SD = .0540), random paradigm values ranged from 0.15 to
0.52 M =.2973,SD=.0662), open paradigm values ranged from 0.11 to 0442 (2898,SD=

.0628) and synchronous paradigm values ranged from 0.09 ta\M0:8312096,SD = .0555).
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Normality of distribution for continuous variables was assessed using thed=Walkir
test and each dataset was analyzed for kurtosis and skewness. Diaisefbparadigm, random
paradigm, open paradigm and synchronous paradigm passed the normalityhe296&b t
confidence interval. However, data for age and political orientatiord fiike normality test at
this confidence interval. Further review of box plots for political orientateeraled a bell-

shaped curve with normal distribution so this variable was retained foefuahalysis.

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Data in Phase IV (PANEN=59)

Category FrequencyPercent Valid Percent
Gender Female 42 71.2 71.2
Male 17 28.8 28.8
Relationship Status  Married or Living with 9 15.3 15.5
Significant Other
Single or Divorced, Not 49 83.1 84.5
Living with Significant Other
Missing 1 1.7
Education Less than Four Year Degree 49 83.1 84.5
Four Year Degree or Higher 9 15.3 15.5
Missing 1 1.7
Religion Religious Affiliation 46 78.0 79.3
No Religious Affiliation 12 20.3 20.7
Missing 1 1.7

58



Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Data in Phase IV (PANAS) (N=59)

Mean SD Min Max

Demographics

Age 22.38 4,591 20 50

Political orientation 1.79 1.056 0 4
Paradigms

Closed .2033 .0540 0.08 0.34

Random 2973 .0662 0.15 0.52

Open .2898 .0628 0.11 0.42

Synchronous .2096 .0555 0.09 0.31

Review of box plots for age were analyzed and showed skewness in distrgreader
than four. Box and whisker plots were generated in order to identify outlietheswlvalues
were checked for accuracy against original data. These data aresfotmed using natural log,
square root and exponent transformations to improve symmetry, but transéorofadata was
not successful in compensating for the skew. The data indicated that a highr oimbe
participants (50 out of 59) reported ages between 20 — 22 years. The resafirendered the
data invalid for use as a moderator variable and age was omitted frber fehtase 1V analysis.
Bivariate Analyses for Phase IV

Bivariate analyses were conducted to test for significant relationshipedrecontinuous
variables in Phase IV. Specifically, analyses were performed $&earman’s correlation to
examine relationships between closed paradigm, random paradigm, open pasgd@monous
paradigm and political orientation.

Correlates for Closed Paradigm, Random Paradigm, Open Paradigm, Synchronous Paradigm
and Palitical Orientation in Phase |V

Based upon the theory of dialectical logic, the researcher for the currenpstddcted

that bivariate correlation would reveal negative correlation betwelviduals and groups with
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opposing worldviews. Specifically, the researcher for the study prdditaé bivariate
correlation would reveal negative correlation between participants wheddaigh on closed
paradigm compared to participants who scored high on random paradigm. Additioasdig
upon Kantor and Lehr's model of distance regulation (1975), the researcher alstegrtwit
paradigms characterized by cohesiveness among family memiosed(glaradigm and
synchronous paradigm) would reveal negative correlation with paraditarescterized by
interpersonal distance between family members (random paradigm and opkgnparéable 6
presents findings from these analyses.

Results of the analyses showed significant negative correlation betwsed paradigm
and random paradigm. This finding indicates that individuals who reported highlerdéve
closed paradigmatic orientation also reported proportionally lower levedddbm paradigmatic
orientation compared to individuals who reported lower levels of closed pawatttg
orientation. In other words, participants who perceived high levels of cohessviartdeir
relationship with a focus on group goals perceived lower levels of perseedbim and less
sense of individuality compared to individuals who perceived low levels of cohess/é their

relationship with less focus on group goals.

60



Table 6

Correlation Between Closed, Random, Open and Synchronous Paradigm Scoregieald Pol
Orientation for Phase IV (PANAS) Using Pearson’s (N=59)

Correlations Closed Rand Open Synch Politic
Pearson’ Closed Correlation 1 -497* -.164 -.194 .053
Coeff. .000 215 .140 .693
Sig. (2-tailed)
Rand Correlation - 4Q7r* 1 -.420%** -.233 -.050
Coeff. .000 .001 .076 .709
Sig. (2-tailed)
Open  Correlation -.164 -.420"** 1 -471 .023
Coeff. 215 .001 .000 .865
Sig. (2-tailed)
Synch Correlation -.194 -.233 - 471 1 -.019
Coeff. 140 .076 .000 .888
Sig. (2-tailed)
Politic  Correlation .053 -.050 .023 -.019 1
Coeff. .693 .709 .865 .888
Sig. (2-tailed)

*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 **P<0.01

Results also indicate a significant negative correlation between ogahgrarand

synchronous paradigm. This finding indicates that individuals who perceived atigptakieir

relationships and group values focused on diversity and individual voice alsoedrcei

proportionally lower levels of group harmony, unity and consensus without comniamicat

compared to individuals who perceived lower levels of group adaptabilityegstfocus on

diversity and individual voice.

Interestingly, results also showed significant negative correlagbmeen open paradigm

and random paradigm. In other words, individuals who perceived more adaptatitigyri

relationship and group values focused on diversity and individual voice with agtethnoeigh

consensus also perceived proportionally lower levels of personal freedom and focus on

individuality.
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Surprisingly, results for this analysis showed no significant correlatioveba
paradigmatic orientation and political orientation. This relationship waled further in the
analysis of Phase Ill/Phase IV combined data.

Multivariate Analysis for Phase IV

In order to determine whether emotional responses were related to patacligm
orientation, ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis wa®usedgdare closed
paradigm scores and random paradigm scores with corresponding levelsiohsfpaisitive
affect vs. negative affect) while statistically controlling fender. In addition, education,
relationship status (relation), religious status (religion) and pdlarantation were included in
the model to test for other moderating effects.

Scores for each paradigm reflected the sum of corresponding paradigm>comple
coefficient values across Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4 (see Appendix K):

Paradigm Scores

Closed paradigm score = Q1bi + Q2bi+ Q3bi + Q4ai

Random paradigm score = Q1ci + Q2ci+ Q3ai + Q4bi

Open paradigm score = Q1di + Q2ai+ Q3ci + Q4ci

Synchronous paradigm score = Qlai + Q2di+ Q3di + Q4di
Scores for emotions reflected mean scores for each categorwusitnegative) across Q1,
Q2, Q3 and Q4 (see Appendix N):

Positive Affect Scores
Closed positive score = Mean [Q1lb + Q2b + Q3b + Q4a]
Random positive score = Mean [Q1lc + Q2c+ Q3a + Q4b]

Open positive score = Mean [Q1d + Q2a+ Q3c + Q4c]
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Synchronous positive score = Mean [Qla + Q2d+ Q3d + Q4d]
Negative affect Scores

Closed negative score = Mean [Q1b + Q2b + Q3b + Q4a]

Random negative score = Mean [Q1c + Q2c¢c+ Q3a + Q4b]

Open negative score = Mean [Q1ld + Q2a+ Q3c + Q4c]

Synchronous negative score = Mean [Qla + Q2d+ Q3d + Q4d]

Findings Addressing Research Hypotheses

Findings addressing primary hypothesis. The Hy1 hypothesis statethere is no

relationship between participants’ relational paradigmatic orientation and the emotiegs t
express in response to each paradigm staterniéig.hypothesisvas tested using ordinary least
squares (OLS) regression analysis. Table 7 presents the results fronalysssaFindings
indicate that, when controlling for other variables in the model, each .01 unitsedneclosed
paradigm is associated with .199 unit decrease in random positive affecaredeag PANAS.
This means that individuals who scored high on closed paradigm responded witlel@iseof
positive emotions when they were presented with random-type situations edrtgpar
individuals who scored low on closed paradigm. Findings from this analysis alateceaenear-
significant negative relationship between closed paradigm and closativeegmotional
responses. This means there was a trend among individuals who scored high goackutigch
to respond to closed-type situations with increasingly less negativeoesiotmpared to
individuals who scored low on closed paradigm.

Interestingly, findings also indicated a near-significant positivaiogiship between
gender and closed positive responses. This indicates there was a trendeanadagarticipants

to respond to closed-type situations with more positive emotions comparetetpartecipants.
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Table 7

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression of the Likelihoodbsé€Positive
Valence, Random Positive Valence, Closed Negative Valence and Randativbl&/alence
with Closed and Random Paradigm Predictors Included in the Model and Gendetl€bntr
(N=59)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4:
Closed Random Closed Random
Positive Positive Negative Negative
Predictors Valence (B) Valence (B) Valence (B) Valence (B)
Mzodel
R 118 121 .060 .037
Intercept 9.586 11.950 6.823 6.292
Paradigm
Closed Centered .014 -. 199 - 137 -.036
Random Centerec -.077 -.089 -.055 -.041
Cl_x_Ran -.004 .004 .002 .001

Demographics
Gender 1.587 .803 .605 .834
* 05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

Findings addressing secondary hypotheses. In order to test hypotheseg}iHpz Hos

and Hys (below), additional OLS regression analysis was used to test for modeztects of

education, relation, religion and political orientation on significant oelahips identified in

Table 7. Results from this analysis are described in Table 8.

Ho2 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’ level

of education does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Ho3 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

relationship status does not affect the relationship between their relational
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paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hosa Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

religious status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hos Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

political orientation does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
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Table 8

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model of the Likelihdednafom
Positive Valence with Closed Paradigm Predictor and Moderatingbkesi&ducation, Relation,
Religion and Political Orientation Included in the Model with Gender ©bdet (N=59)

Predictors for Random Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:
Positive Affect (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)

Mode

2
R 121 146 .206 161 .083

Intercep 11.950 11.330 12.264 10.864 11.842

Paradign

Closed Centered -.199 -.210* -.146* -.348* -. 149>
Random Centered -.089

Cl_x_Ran .004

Demographic

Gender .803 1.697 .568 1.362 .932

Education 1.71Z

Closed _x_Educ .168

Relation -1.630

Closed_x_Relation -.303

Religion 1.148

Closed_x_Religion 257

Politic .153

Closed_x_Politic .002
*05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

With gender statistically controlled, results from this analysiealed a near-significant
main effect for education on random positive affect. These results suggesrtiapants with
four-year degrees or higher tend to respond to random-type situations wélposdive affect
compared to participants with less than four-year college degrees.

Additionally, findings also revealed a near-significant main effeateiation on random
positive emotions. This means that participants who were married or liimgsignificant
other tended to respond to random-type situations with less positive emotionsesbtopa

participants who were single. Additionally, results also showed and aige#icant interaction
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effect for relation on the relationship between closed paradigm and rau$itne affect. These
results indicate that participants who scored high on closed paradigneendarried or living
with a significant other also tended to respond to random-type situatidnkessatpositive
emotions compared to participants who scored high on closed paradigm and glere sin

Results also indicated a near-significant interaction effect ligrae on the relationship
between closed paradigm and random positive affect. In other wordsipaautscwith closed-
type paradigms and religious affiliations tended to respond to randomiiygigosis with more
positive emotions compared to participants with closed-type paradighmuavieligious
affiliation.

Findings from this analysis raised further questions about potential relatiobshieen
closed paradigm and random paradigm and positive vs. negative affect for agigrpaand
synchronous paradigm. Based upon the exploratory design of this study, additedysisavas

conducted on the data to explore these relationships. Table 9 (below) sumthased:dings.
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Table 9

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model of the Likelihdddeof Positive
Valence, Synchronous Positive Valence, Open Negative Valence, Synchromatisée
Valence, with Closed and Random Paradigm Predictors Included in the Mab€lender
Controlled (N=59)

Model 1. Model 2: Model 3: Model 4:
Open Pos Synch Pos Open Neg Synch Neg
Val Val Val Val
Predictors (B) (B) (B) (B)
M2<)de
R 143 .153 .051 .023
Intercep 11.455 9.665 5.988 6.596
Paradign
Closed Centered - 141 -.117 .005 -.044
Random Centered -. 194+ - 134+ -.001 -.035
Cl_x_Ran -.003 -.004 .001 .004

Demographic
Gender 380 -1.514 1.052 .320
*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 **P<0.01

With closed paradigm and random paradigm included as predictors in theanddel
gender statistically controlled, findings show that each .01 unit incressedom paradigm is
associated with .194 unit decrease in open positive affect measured by PAN#&B eans that
individuals who scored high on random paradigm responded with lower levels ofgositi
emotions in response to open-type situations compared to individuals who scoredémadan
paradigm.

Results also revealed a near-significant relationship betweemn gdasedigm and open
positive emotions. This means that participants who scored high on closedpatemtied to
respond to open-type situations with less positive affect compared imgaents who scored low

on closed paradigm.
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Additional findings revealed that each .01 increase in random paradigm wasi@skoci
with a .134 decrease in positive synchronous affect. In other words, individuatcared high
on random paradigm responded with lower levels of positive emotions when they wergqutes
with synchronous-type situations compared to individuals who scored low on randaligpara

Findings further revealed a near-significant relationship betweeregand synchronous
positive affect. More specifically, results showed a trend suggdstimgle participants
responded to synchronous situations with lower levels of positive emotions comparaé to
participants.

Additional OLS regression analysis was used to test for moderatingsedfesducation,
relation, religion and political orientation on significant relationships ifietitn Table 9.

Results from these analyses are described in Table 10 and Table 11 below.
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Table 10

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model of the Likelihdddeof Positive
Valence with Random Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables Emlydaalationship,
Religion and Political Orientation Included in the Model with Gender ©bdet (N=59)

Predictors for Open  Model 1: Model 2:  Model 3:  Model 4: Model 5:
Positive Affect (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)

Mzode
R 143 .153 .160 .207 101

Intercep 11.455 11.340 11.634 9.654 11.639

Paradign

Closed Centered -.141*

Random Centered -.194* -.108" -.103* -.147 -.143*
Cl_x_Ran -.003

Demographic

Gender 380 .343 -.079 A77 -.054

Education -.148

Random_x_Educ -.565

Relation 436

Random_x_Relation -.369*

Religion 2.41*

Random_x_Religion .031

Politic 161

Random_x_Politic .001
*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

With random paradigm included in the model and gender statistically codinatailts
from this analysis revealed a significant main effect for religion on opetiyeosmotions.
These results suggest that, on average, participants with religioisdiaffiscore 2.41 units
higher on positive emotions when presented with open-type situations comppagticipants
with no religious affiliation.

Additionally, results also showed a significant interaction effectaiodom paradigm x
relation on open positive affect (see Figure 5). In other words, particidhtsandom

paradigms who were also married or living with a significant other tetaleespond to open-
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type situations with less positive affect compared to participantsrandom paradigms who

were single.
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Figure5
Interaction Effect Of Random Paradigm x Relationship on Open Positive AitacGender
Controlled

71



Table 11

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model of the Likelihood of
Synchronous Positive Valence with Random Paradigm Predictor and Moderatialgiésa
Education, Relationship, Religion and Political Orientation IncludeddrModel with Gender
Controlled (N=59)

Predictors for Synchronou Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:
Positive Affect (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)

Mzode
R 153 307 132 151 128

Intercep 9.665 9.342 9.999 9.022 9.812

Paradign

Closed Centered -.117

Random Centered - 134* -.031 -.074 .055 -.085
Cl_x_Ran -.004

Demographic

Gender -1.514  1.835* 1.049 1.299 1.176

Education -.145

Random_x_Educ -. 939

Relation -.679

Random_x_Relation -.125

Religion 952

Random_x_Religion -171

Politic -.300

Random_x_Politic -.002
*,05<P<10 *P<0.05 **P<0.01

With random paradigm and education included in the model, results revealadieasig
main effect for gender on synchronous positive affect. These results suggest theerage,
females respond 1.84 units higher on positive affect when presented with synchidions
compared to males.

Findings further revealed a significant interaction effect for randoadan x education
on synchronous positive affect. In other words, the effect of random paradigm brosypus
positive valence depended on respondents’ education. Specifically, while randaoingmar
showed little effect on synchronous positive emotions for participants witthis$our years of
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college education, random paradigm showed a large negative associttisgnghronous

positive emotions for participants with more than four years of college eolucati
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Figure 6
Interaction Effect Of Random Paradigm x Education on Synchronous Positivé wiitec
Gender Controlled

Additional OLS regression analysis was conducted in order to include open paeautg
synchronous paradigms as predictors in the model (see Table 13 below). Noliesdth

paradigm was excluded from this model in order to avoid collinearity. Closadigia was

included in a separate model described in Table 16.
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Table 12

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) of the LikelinoGthsed Positive
Valence, Random Positive Valence, Open Positive Valence, SynchronotigePdaience,
Closed Negative Valence, Random Negative Valence, Open Negativee¥aled Synchronous

Negative Valence with Random Paradigm, Open Paradigm and Synchr@amadgm

Predictors Included in the Model and Gender Controlled (N=59)

Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
1: 2: 3: 4. 5. 6: 7. 8:
Closed Rand Open Synch Closed Rand Open  Synch
Pos Pos Pos Pos Neg Neg Neg Neg
Val Val Val Val Val Val Val Val

Predictors (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)

Model

R2 .187 .259 237 .309 .078 .064 .066 .052

Intercept 10.246 11.981 11.734 10.274 6.844 6.288 5.930 6.717

Paradigm

Closed

Centered

Random

Centered -.061 120 -.012 .003 .086 -.012 -.019 .018

Open

Centered -.049 113 141 .017 .135 .042 -.007 .066

Synch

Centered .083 .192+* 107 234+ .136 .056 .017 .052

R x O

R x S .006 .020+* .012 013 .001 -.006 -.005 -.001

O xS .012 -.001 -.012 .009 -.008 -.005 .000 -.002
.018 -.018 .004 .007 .004 .008 .002 .012

Demo-

graphics

Gender 1.262 .638 A72 1.043 481 .735 1.032 226

*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 **P<0.01

Findings from this analysis showed that, when controlling for other predicttire in

model, each .01 unit increase in synchronous paradigm was associated with .192 usd increa

random positive affect. This means that individuals who scored high on synchronougmaradi

responded with higher levels of positive emotions when they were presentednaibtim-type

situations compared to individuals who scored low on synchronous paradigm.
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Results from this analysis also revealed a significant relationshigéetsynchronous
paradigm and synchronous positive emotions. Specifically, a .01 increasehnosynes
paradigm was associated with a .234 unit increase in positive synchroremtsiafother words,
individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigm responded with higher levels w@é positi
emotions when they were presented with synchronous-type situations congpacdididuals
who scored low on synchronous paradigm.

Findings further showed a significant interaction effect for randondjgamax open
paradigm on random positive affect (see Figure 7). This means that theoéfeaaiom
paradigm on random positive emotions depended on respondents’ scores on open paradigm.
Specifically, with both random paradigm and open paradigm included in the modetdoss
on random paradigm combined with high scores on open paradigm were assothatesiswi
positive emotions in response to random-type situations compared to low scores on random
paradigm combined with low scores on open paradigm. However, open paradigm ajbeent
to affect the relationship between random paradigm and random positive affaatantem
scores were high. High random scores were associated with little chagetions in response

to random-type situations whether open paradigm scores were high or were low
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Interaction Effect of Random Paradigm x Open Paradigm on Random Posieat ith
Gender Controlled
In addition, findings revealed a near-significant interaction effecafolom paradigm x
open paradigm on synchronous positive affect. This finding suggests that thefeff@ciom
paradigm on synchronous positive valence depended on respondents’ scores for open.paradigm
Specifically, low random paradigm scores combined with low open paradigns sended to
show high levels of synchronous positive valence and high random scores combnieidhwit
open scores also tended to show high levels of synchronous positive valence. bt,dontra
random scores combined with high open scores tended to show low levels obsgnshr
positive affect and high random scores combined with low open scoresraled te show low
levels of synchronous positive affect.
Following this phase of exploratory analysis, additional OLS regmesghs again
conducted to test for moderating effects of education, relation, religiopaditidal orientation

on significant relationships identified in Table 13.
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Table 13

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model of the Likelihdednafom
Positive Valence with Synchronous Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Vartahleation,
Relation, Religion and Political Orientation Included in the Model @igmder Controlled
(N=59)

Predictors for Random Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:

Positive Affect (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Mode
R? 259 096 102 093 040
Intercep 11.981 11.782 12.375 10.928 12.069
Paradign
Closed Centered
Random Centered 120
Open Centered 113
Synchronous Centered 192+ .054 .099 190 .091
RxO .020+*
RxS -.001
OxS -.018
Demographic
Gender .638 520 .073 551 .206
Education 1.353
Synch_x_ Educ 270
Relation -1.868
Synch_x_Relation -.132
Religion 1.287
Synch_x_Religion -.153
Politic 163
Synch_x_Politic -.001

*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

With synchronous paradigm and relation included in the model, results froem#iysis
revealed a near-significant main effect for relation on random positive.affeese results
suggest that respondents who were married or living with a significant etited to respond
with less positive affect in response to random situations when compared to respariue
were single.

Interestingly, with any moderating variable (education, relatidigjoa or political
orientation) included in the model, the relationship between synchronous paradigam@ormh
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positive affect was no longer significant. The effects of the moderatmabies appeared to
reduce the association between synchronous paradigm and random positivélaftgber main

effects or interaction effects were identified in this analysis.

Table 14

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model of the Likelihddghohronous
Positive Valence with Synchronous Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Varahleation,
Relation, Religion and Political Orientation Included in the Model @igmder Controlled
(N=59)

Predictors for Synchronous Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4. Model 5:

Positive Affect (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Mode
R2 .309 .352 .336 279 261
Intercep 10.297 9.329 9.857 9.023 9.777
Paradign
Closed Centered
Random Centered .003
Open Centered .001
Synchronous Centered 223* 181+ 256+ .280* .206**
RxO 013
RxS .009
OxS .007
Demographic
Gender 1.043 1.79+* 1.45~ 1.53* 1.35
Education 2.24*
Synch_x Educ 227
Relation -.948
Synch_x_Relation -.415*
Religion .881
Synch_x_Religion -.107
Politic -.252
Synch_x_Politic -.001

*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

Results from this analysis showed interesting effects for gender on egauakrpositive

affect when the moderating variables were included in the model. When synchroraaligmpa
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was included as a predictor along with education, relation or religionfititmgs revealed a
significant main effect for gender on synchronous positive affect. Thesksrsuggest that,
when compared to males, females scored 1.79 units higher on positive affepbimseeto
synchronous-type situations with education included in the model; femaled &otBeunits
higher on synchronous positive affect with relation included in the model; enadiefe scored
1.54 units higher on synchronous positive affect with religion included in the model.
Additionally, findings also revealed a near-significant main effecgémder on synchronous
positive emotions when synchronous paradigm and political orientation warddadah the
model. It is interesting to note that, without the inclusion of the moderatirgplesj results did
not indicate a main effect for gender on synchronous positive affect.

In addition to these findings, results also revealed a significant maut &f education
on synchronous positive affect. This means that participants with a foureflegecdegree or
higher scored 2.24 units higher on positive affect when presented with synchronatisns
compared to participants who had less than a four-year college degree.

Findings further showed a significant interaction effect for synchrongasligan x
relation. This means that the effect of synchronous paradigm on synchronous postioa®
depended on the respondents’ relationship status. Specifically, while synchpanadigm
showed a slight negative effect on positive emotional responses to synchigpeasdtiations
for participants who were married or living with a significant othemchyonous paradigm was
associated with increased levels of synchronous positive emotional resprsasi¢ipants

who were single (see Figure 8 below).
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Figure 8
Interaction Effect of Synchronous Paradigm x Relation on Synchronous Positat With
Gender Controlled

Additional OLS analysis was conducted to include closed, open paradigm and

synchronous paradigms as predictors in the model with random paradigm exolodael ito

avoid collinearity. All other outcome variables remained the same fondblisratory analysis.

80



Table 15
Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression of the Likelihoodbsé€Positive
Valence, Random Positive Valence, Open Positive Valence, SynchronotigePdaience,

Closed Negative Valence, Random Negative Valence, Open Negativecy aled
Synchronous Negative Valence with Closed Paradigm, Open Paradigmrartid®ypus
Paradigm Predictors Included in the Model and Gender Controlled (N=59)

Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
1: 2: 3: 4. 5. 6: 7. 8:
Closed Rand Open Synch Closed Rand Open  Synch
Pos Pos Pos Pos Neg Neg Neg Neg
Val Val Val Val Val Val Val Val
Predictors (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Mode
R2 .193 .158 .195 271 1076 .069 .073 .062
Intercep 10.10¢ 11.651 11.80 9.911 6.967 6.495 6.027 6.768
Paradign
Closed .090 -.073 .034 .030 -.084 .009 .021 -.012
Centered
Random
Centered
Open .049 .063 .210* .057 .051 .022 -.024 .034
Centered
Synch 144 .105 136 25T .051 .057 .024 .031
Centered
C x O .012 -.005 .003 -.002 -.001 -.001 -.002 -.002
C x S .010 .008 .012 .001 .006 .008 .008 .006
O x S .015 -.014 .014 .004 .008 .009 .001 .013
Demc- 1.137 .907 428 1.137 .564 732 1.003 252
graphic:
Gender

*.05<P<10 *P<0.05 ***P<0.01

When controlling for other predictors in the model, results from this analysisedhaw

significant main effect for open paradigm on open positive affect. Sglifieach .01 unit

increase in open paradigm was associated with .210 unit increase in opae pdfgitt. This

means that individuals who scored high on open paradigm responded with higher levels of
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positive emotions when they were presented with open-type situations ednbpandividuals
who scored low on open paradigm.

Findings also revealed a significant main effect for synchronous parautig
synchronous positive affect. Each .01 unit increase in synchronous paradigm wagexbsott
.251 unit increase in synchronous positive emotions. Individuals who scored high on
synchronous paradigm also reported more positive emotions in response to synclymmous-t
situations compared to participants who scored low on synchronous paradigm. Sincingpde
effects for this relationship were previously explored in Table 15, thenatotganalysis will
not be repeated here.

Additionally, results also showed a near-significant main effect forggnous
paradigm on closed positive affect. In other words, participants who scorednhsyimchronous
paradigm tended to respond to closed-type situations with more positiveresnmiimpared to
participants who scored low on synchronous paradigm.

Surprisingly, findings also revealed a near-significant main effecyiochronous
paradigm on open positive affect. This means that, with closed, open paradigyn@mdsous
paradigms included in the model, participants who scored high on synchronousmpdesigd
to respond to open-type situations with more positive emotions compared to individoals w
scored low on synchronous paradigm. Since synchronous paradigm and open paradsgntrepr
(respectively) cohesive relationships and relationships characterizettipersonal distance,
this finding was unexpected.

Following this exploratory analysis, additional OLS regression was ctedltactest for
moderating effects of education, relation, religion and political otientan significant

relationships identified in Table 15.
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Table 16

Exploratory Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model of the Likelihdofdeof
Positive Valence with Open Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Vagigblgcation,
Relation, Religion and Political Orientation Included in the Model @igmder Controlled
(N=59)

Predictors for Open Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:

Positive Affect (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Mode
R2 195 145 161 216 117
Intercep 11.803 11.078 11.420 9.498 11.401
Paradign
Closed Centered .034
Random Centered
Open Centered 210 161+ 104 .149 .158*
Synchronous Centered 136+
Cx0O .003
CxS .012
OxS .014
Demographic
Gender 428 1.09 .708 .883 .675
Education 1.55
Open_x_Educ -.106
Relation -.336
Open_x_Relation 267
Religion 2.36*
Open_x_Religion -.024
Politic 145
Open_x_Politic -.013

*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 **P<0.01

With open paradigm included in the model and gender statistically codinakults
from this analysis showed a significant main effect for religion on open podiie. & hese
results suggest that, on average, participants with a religioustaiffilscored 2.36 units higher
on positive affect when presented with open-type situations comparedi¢gopats with no
religious affiliation. This supports findings reported in Table 10 with randoadgan included

as a predictor variable.
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Additionally, results also showed a near-significant moderating défiecpen paradigm
x relation on open positive emotions. In other words, the effect of open paraaligpen
positive emotions tended to depend on the respondent’s relationship status. Slyewifide
open paradigm appeared to have little effect on positive emotional responses-tgpape
situations for people who were single, open paradigm had near-signifisantadi®n with open
positive emotions for people who were married or living with a significant.other

Phase IlI/IV Combined Analysis

Phase Ill/IV combined analyses were based on the sgqleyHothesis that was tested

in the Phase IV analysiamong participants who complete the revised RPAS, there is no

relationship between participants’ relational paradigmatic orientation and the emotiegs t

express in response to each paradigm stateriymotheses b Hpz Hog andHpswere also

included in this phase of analysis:

Ho2 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’ level

of education does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
Ho3 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

relationship status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
Hosa Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

religious status does not affect the relationship between their relational
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paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hos Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

political orientation does not affect the relationship between their relational

paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
Univariate Analyses for Phase I11/IV Combined

Analysis of data for this phase of the study was conducted using Mac OS x \ué€xfion

SPSS statistical analysis software (SPSS Inc, Chicago, Hig.sfage consisted of univariate
analysis with descriptive statistics of Phase 1lI/IV data combi@ategorical variables included
gender, education, relationship status (relation) and religious stdig®re As with the Phase
IV analysis, frequency distributions and percentages for Phase Ill/Rhasmbined variables
were reviewed using bar charts and graphs. Review of the charts phd fimagender revealed
data that were well suited for further analysis. However, review afahstatus, education and
religion again showed several categories that contained fewer thard#teepoints. In order to
include these variables in this phase of analysis, categories for matital #ducation, and
religion were collapsed as they were for analysis in Phase t&gaaes in “marital status’ were
collapsed to include “married or living with a significant other” anddte or divorced, not
living with a significant other”; categories for “education” were @p#led to include “less than a
four-year degree” and “four-year degree and higher” and categoriggligion” were collapsed

to include “religious affiliation” and “no religious affiliation” (seable 17).
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Table 17
Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Data in Phase Ill/tmBined

Category Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Gender Female 123 61.9 61.9
Male 77 38.1 38.1
Relationship  Married or Living with Significant 32 15.8 16.0
Status Other
Single or Divorced, Not Living 168 83.2 84.0
with Significant Other
Missing 2 1.0
Education Less than Four Year Degree 163 80.7 81.5
Four Year Degree or Higher 37 18.5 18.5
Missing 2 1.0
Religion Religious Affiliation 157 77.7 78.9
No Religious Affiliation 42 20.8 21.1
Missing 3 1.5

Descriptive statistics for continuous variables were calculated andeé @ mean,
standard deviation, minimum value and maximum value. Continuous variables for the stud
included age, political orientation, closed paradigm, random paradigm, operypaeanti
synchronous paradigm (see Table 18 below). Age values ranged from 2Ma2PR(33,SD =
4.054), political orientation scores ranged from 0 tM4=(1.74,SD = 1.038), closed paradigm
scores ranged from 0.07 to 0.M € .2157,SD = .0618), random paradigm scores ranged from
0.13to 0.52 = .2843,SD= .0662), open paradigm scores ranged from 0.11 to ®M49 (
.2891,SD=.0638) and synchronous paradigm scores ranged from 0.08 tdVD=32108,SD=

.0601).
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Table 18
Descriptive Statistics for Interval Data in Phase I[lI/IV Combinéd202)

Mean SD Min Max

Demographics

Age 22.33 4.054 20 51

Political orientation 1.74 1.038 0 4
Paradigms

Closed .2157 .0618 0.07 0.41

Random .2843 .0662 0.13 0.52

Open .2891 .0637 0.11 0.49

Synchronous .2108 .0601 0.08 0.36

Based upon the problematic distribution of age in Phase IV analysis, reviesquency
distribution for age was also assessed prior to Phase IlI/IV combinggianReview of the
data revealed skewness in distribution greater than four. Box and whistsewple generated in
order to identify outliers and these values were checked for accurangtaga&inal data. These
data were transformed using natural log, square root and exponent transfmgraimprove
symmetry, but transformation of data was not successful in compensatthg &kew. The data
indicated that a high number of participants (181 out of 202) reported ages between 20 — 23
years. The resulting bias rendered the data invalid for use as a modetiatie\smd age was
omitted from further Phase Ill/IV combined analysis.
Bivariate Analysis for Phase III/IV Combined

Bivariate analysis was conducted to test for significant relationshipgée continuous
variables in Phase Ill/IV combined. Specifically, analyses wenfenpeed using Spearman’s rho
correlation to examine relationships between closed paradigm, randongparagden

paradigm, synchronous paradigm and political orientation.
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Correlatesfor Closed Paradigm, Random Paradigm, Open Paradigm, Synchronous Paradigm
and Political Orientation

As previously described in the Phase IV analysis, researcherstpcetiiat analysis for
bivariate correlation would reveal negative correlation between individadlgroups with
opposing worldviews. Table 19 presents findings from bivariate correlatioysanaf Phase

[1I/1IV combined data.

Table 19
Correlation Between Closed, Random, Open and Synchronous Paradigm Scoregieald Pol
Orientation for Phase 11l/IV Combined Using Pearson’s (N =202)

Correlations Closed Rand Open Synch  Politic
Spear- Closed Correlation Coeff. 1 -574* -380%** .049  .096
man’s Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 492 176
rho Rand Correlation Coeff. -.574%** 1 -.064 -.398** -.112

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .366 .000 .117
Open Correlation Coeff. -.380** -.064 1 -.552** -.012
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .366 .000 .870
Synch Correlation Coeff. .049 -398** - 552** 1 .039
Sig. (2-tailed) 492 .000 .000 .584
Politic Correlation Coeff. .096 -.112 -.012 .039 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 176 117 .870 .584

*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 **P<0.01

Results of the analyses showed significant negative correlation betweeal se
paradigms: closed paradigm and random paradigm; closed paradigm and opempaaadigm
paradigm and synchronous paradigm and open paradigm and synchronous paradigm. This
finding suggests that, on average, individuals who scored high on closed parsdigooeed
low on random paradigm and low on open paradigm; individuals who scored high on random
paradigm also scored low on closed paradigm and low on synchronous paradigm. Irgdividual

who scored high on open paradigm also scored low on closed paradigm and low on synchronous
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paradigm and individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigm also scored low on random
paradigm and low on open paradigm.
Findings from the analysis showed no significant correlation between paditieatation
and closed paradigm, random paradigm, open paradigm or synchronous paradigoppdiis s
similar findings from the Phase IV analysis.
Multivariate Analysis for Phase I1I/IV Combined
Scores for each paradigm reflected the sum of corresponding paradigm>comple
coefficient values across Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4 (see appendix K):
Closed paradigm score = Q1bi + Q2bi+ Q3bi + Q4ai
Random paradigm score = Q1ci + Q2ci+ Q3ai + Q4bi
Open paradigm score = Q1di + Q2ai+ Q3ci + Q4ci
Synchronous paradigm score = Qlai + Q2di+ Q3di + Q4di
Scores for emotions reflected the sum of indicator variables for eadooabf emotion across
Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4 (see Appendix M):
Closed pleasure score = Q1b + Q2b + Q3b + Q4a
Random pleasure score = Q1lc + Q2c+ Q3a + Q4b
Open pleasure score = Q1d + Q2a+ Q3c + Q4c
Synchronous pleasure score = Qla + Q2d+ Q3d + Q4d
Emotions: Valence and Arousal
Ordinal regression models of emotions were tested separately for vgleraire vs.
displeasure) and arousal (activated vs. deactivated) using closedjpraesdi random paradigm
as primary predictors in order to answer the research questidaishére a relationship between

closed paradigm vs. random paradigm and pleasure emotions vs. displeasure emotions? 2. Is
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there a relationship between closed paradigm vs. random paradigm and activated emotions vs.
deactivated emotionsSeparate ordinal regression analyses were run for each outcome variable;
random valence, closed valence, random arousal and closed arousal usingpreaiators

closed paradigm and random paradigm (see Table 20).

Table 20

Exploratory Ordinal Regression of the Likelihood of Random Valence, CloseddéalRandom
Arousal and Closed Arousal Responses with Closed Paradigm and RanddignP&edictors
Included in the Model and Gender Controlled (N=202)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4:
Closed Random Closed Random
Valence Odds Valence Odds  Arousal Arousal Odds
Predictors Ratio Ratio Odds Ratio Ratio
Paradigm
Closed 1.0356 0.9616 0.9771 0.9802
Random 1.0450 1.0587* 0.9920 1.0429
Closed x
Random 1.0010 1.0020 1.0020 0.9990
Demographics
Gender 0.9724 0.8261 1.0534 1.241

*.05<F<10 *P<0.05 ***P<0.01

Results from this analysis showed a main effect of random paradigm on random.valence
With gender statistically controlled, findings revealed that scdrigly on random paradigm
greatly increased the probability of responding to random situations wésupéeemotions.
Results indicated that for each .01 unit increase in random paradigm, theeehquiats of
scoring in the next higher category of pleasure emotions in response to ran@doions
increased by a factor of 1.06.
Surprisingly, findings also revealed a near-significant main effecafatom paradigm

on closed positive emotions. This reflects a trend among participants ared sigher on
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random paradigm to also respond to closed type situations with higher scqresifive
emotions.

Findings further showed a near-significant main effect for random paramigandom
arousal. This result suggested that the higher participants scored on randdignpate greater

the probability that they would also score higher on active emotions vs. deactiversmoti

In order to test hypotheseg$iHpz andHp4 (below),additional ordinal regression

analyses were used to test for moderating effects of education, releligion and political
orientation on significant relationships identified in Table 20. Results insanhalysis are

described in Table 21.

Ho2 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’ level

of education does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Ho3 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

relationship status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hosa Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

religious status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
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Hos Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

political orientation does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Table 21

Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Random Valence with Random
Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables Education, Relatiomiéteind Political
Orientation Included in the Model with Gender Controlled (N=202)

Predictors for Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:
Random Valence (Odds Ratio(Odds Ratio’ (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio’ (Odds Ratio)
Paradign
Closed Centered 0.9616
Random Centered 1.0587* 1.0800* 1.081%** 1.0026* 1.0887**
Cl_x_Ran 1.0020

Demographic

Gender 0.8261 0.7780 0.8869 0.8932 0.8976

Education 0.6151

Random_x_Educ 1.0060

Relation 1.8478

Random_x_Relatiol 0.9980

Religion 1.1514

Random_x_Religiot 0.9231

Politic 0.9831

Random_x_Politic 1.0305
*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 **P<0.01

With education, relation, religion and political orientation included in tbhdeth) results
showed a near-significant main effect for relation on random positive valenmther words,
there was a trend among participants who were married or living widimificant other to score
higher on positive valence when presented with random-type situations congppagticipants

who were single. No other main effects or interaction effects wenéfidd in this analysis.
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Results from this analysis raised further questions about potential relgt®bsiiveen
closed paradigm and random paradigm and open valence, synchronous valenceusaéarst
synchronous arousal. Based upon the exploratory design of this study, additiorsdsanelie

conducted on the data to explore these relationships. Table 22 (below) sumtharfaetings.

Table 22

Exploratory Ordinal Regression of the Likelihood of Open Valence, Synchrondeiscéa
Open Arousal and Synchronous Arousal Responses with Closed Paradigm and Random
Paradigm Predictors Included in the Models and Gender Controlled (N=202)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4:
Open Synchronous Open Synchronous
Valence Odds Valence Odds Arousal Odds Arousal Odds
Predictors Ratio Ratio Ratio Ratio
Paradign
Closed 0.9213* 0.9503* 0.9656 0.9930
Random 0.954% 0.9871 0.9940 0.9930
CxR 1.0070G* 0.9990 0.9960 1.0030

Demographics
Gender 2.0751* 0.6637 1.0253 1.3418
*05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

Findings from this analysis showed a main effect for closed paradigm on operevalenc
Specifically, results indicated that, when controlling for other predi¢tothe modelscoring
high on closed paradigm greatly decreased the probability of respondingnttyppesituations
with pleasure emotions. Results indicated that for each .01 unit incredssed paradigm, the
expected odds of scoring in the next lower category of pleasure emoti@spamse to open-
type situations increased by a factor of 0.92.

Findings also showed a main effect for closed paradigm on synchronous vRlesgks
indicated that scoring high on closed paradigm greatly decreased the lsobal@sponding to

synchronous-type situations with pleasure emotions. Findings showed thatfod kaait
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increase in closed paradigm, the expected odds of scoring in the nextdbegarg of pleasure
emotions in response to synchronous-type situations increased by a féc@dr. o

Additional findings revealed a significant main effect for gender on openvygositi
emotions. This result indicates that, when compared to males, femaigpats showed 2.08
higher expected odds of scoring in the next higher category for pleasotiererin response to
open-type situations.

Results also showed a near-significant main effect for random paradigmropaxigve
emotions. This finding reflected a trend toward greater probability grparticipants who
scored high on random paradigm to also respond to open-type situations with l@ss posi
emotions compared to participants who scored low on random paradigm.

In addition, findings revealed a significant interaction effect for closeatjganm x
random paradigm on open positive valence. Participants who scored low on closedparatlig
low on random paradigm were more likely to report more positive emotions when pdeaitht
open-type situations compared to participants who scored high on closed mpaaadi@igh on
random paradigm. Participants who scored low on both closed paradigm and ranaidignpar
revealed the highest expected odds of responding with more positive emotiop®nmsec®
open-type situations. As scores increased for closed paradigm and naacaiigm, the
expected odds of scoring in a higher category of positive emotions in respopsaitype
situations decreased. Participants who scored high on closed paradigrghaad random
paradigm revealed the highest expected odds of scoring in a low cai@gpogitive emotions

in response to open-type situations.
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Figure 9
Interaction Effect of Closed Paradigm x Random Paradigm on Open Valéhcgemder

Controlled
No further main effects or interaction effects were identifiedhfthis analysis. However,
in order to test for moderating effects of education, relation, religiopalitccal orientation,
additional analyses were conducted to test the effects of these variabigsificant

relationships identified in Table 22 (see Table 23 and Table 24 below).
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Table 23

Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Open Valence witte@los
Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables Education, Relatiomgiéteand Political
Orientation Included in the Model with Gender Controlled (N=202)

Predictors for Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:
Open Valence (Odds Ratio)(Odds Ratio (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio (Odds Ratio)
Paradign
Closed Centered 0.9213* 0.9268* 0.9296* 0.9418 0.9277**
Random Centered 0.954F
CxR 1.0070*

Demographic

Gender 2.0751* 1.6064 1.6586 1.6323 1.7402*
Education 1.1096

Closed_x_Educ 1.0608

Relation 1.0629

Closed_x_Relation 1.0640

Religion 0.6434
Closed_x_Religion 0.9871

Politic 1.2337
Closed_x_Politic 0.9763
*,05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

Results from this analysis showed a main effect for gender on open positivevakéec
political orientation was included in the model. This finding indicates that) wbpared to
males, the expected odds for female participants to score in the next higlgeryaf positive
emotions in response to open-type situations increased by a factor of 1.74ndigitfindings
also revealed a near-significant main effect for gender on open positdt®ers when relation
or religion was included in the model. Interestingly, when education waslettin the model
the effect of gender was not significant. This raises the question about whgttesrlevels of
education cancel the effect of gender on open positive valence. No additional e @ff

interaction effects were revealed in this analysis.
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Table 24

Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Synchronous ValenbeOhased

Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables Education, Relatiomgiéteand Political
Orientation Included in the Model with Gender Controlled (N=202)

Predictors for
Open Valence

Model 1:

Model 2:

Model 3:
(Odds Ratio)(Odds Ratio (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio (Odds Ratio)

Model 4: Model 5:

Paradign

Closed Centered
Random Centered
Cl_x_Ran

Demographic
Gender

Education
Closed_x_Educ
Relation
Closed_x_Relation
Religion
Closed_x_Religion
Politic
Closed_x_Politic

0.9503*
0.9871
0.9990

0.6637

0.9474*

0.6163
1.0576
1.0704

0.9656 0.9352 0.9608

0.6730 0.6650 0.6998

1.2080
0.9570
0.6730
1.0284
1.0597
0.9920

*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 **P<0.01

With the moderating variable education included in the model, results from thysianal
showed a near-significant main effect for gender on synchronous posigve®aln other
words, when compared to males, there was a trend among female paditopscore higher on
positive valence in response to synchronous-type situations. No other mais @ffieteraction
effects were identified in this analysis.

Based upon the exploratory design of this study, additional ordinal regresdigsisana
was conducted in order to include open paradigm and synchronous paradigm as predictors in the
model (see Table 25). Note that closed paradigm is excluded from this mod#drimncoavoid

collinearity. Closed paradigm is included in a separate model desaoribathle 30.

97



Table 25

Exploratory Multiple Regression of the Likelihood of Closed Valence, Randdemd&g Open
Valence, Synchronous Valence, Closed Arousal, Random Arousal, Open Aradisal a
Synchronous Arousal Responses with Random Paradigm, Open Paradigm and Synchronous
Paradigm Predictors Included in the Models and Gender Controlled (N=202)

Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model

1: 2: 3: 4. 5: 6: 7: 8:
Closed Rand Open Synch Closed Rand Open Synch
Val Val Val Val Arousal Arousal Arousal Arousal

(Odds  (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds
Predictors Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio)
Paradigm
Closed
Centered
Random 1.0121 1.1129** 1.0294 1.0450* 1.0121 1.0513**1.0010 0.9980
Centered
Open 0.9646 1.1119** 1.0747** 1.0356 1.0121 1.0243 1.0419 1.0111
Centered
Synch 0.9675 1.0315 1.0608* 1.0757** 0.9930* 0.9900 0.9714 1.0141
Centered
R x O 0.9970 1.0030 0.9960 0.9990 0.9940** 0.9980 0.9960 0.9990
R x S 1.0040 1.0050 0.9980 1.0010 0.9990 0.9980 0.9980 1
O x S 09990 1.0050* 1.0131*+* 0.9970 0.9970 1 0.9960 0.9980

Demc-

graphics

Gender 0.9474 0.7641 1.433 1.3785 0.9503 1.1019 0.8869 1.3165
*.05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

With random paradigm, open paradigm and synchronous paradigms included as
predictors in the model, findings revealed numerous effects. Results sheigadieant main
effect for random paradigm on random valence. Findings indicated that for each .01 aagencr
in random paradigm, the expected odds of scoring in the next higher cateptagsaire
emotions in response to random-type situations increased by a factor of 1 del rdddts
supported similar findings described in Table 21 that showed each .01 unit increamom r
paradigm increased the expected odds of random pleasure by a factor of 1.@tosddn

paradigm and random paradigm were assigned as predictors.
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Findings also showed a significant main effect for synchronous paradignmdraiyous
valence. Results indicated that for each .01 increase in synchronous paradexpettied odds
of scoring in the next higher category for positive emotions in response ta@yogs-type
situations increased by a factor of 1.08.

Interestingly, results also revealed a main effect for open paramhgandom valence.
Results showed that for each .01 unit increase in open paradigm, the expectaitsoddag in
the next higher category of pleasure emotions in response to random-typerstuatreased by
a factor of 1.11.

Results further revealed a main effect for open paradigm on open végeo#ically,
findings showed that for each .01 unit increase in open paradigm, the expected smbatgg in
the next higher category of positive valence in response to open-type situati@ased by a
factor of 1.07.

Similarly, findings also showed a significant main effect for random pgradn random
arousal. This means that for each .01 unit increase in random paradigm, thecegpdstof
scoring in the next highest category of arousal in response to random-tgti®isg increased by
a factor of 1.05.

Findings also showed a near-significant main effect for synchronous paradigpen
valence. This indicates a trend among participants who scored high on synchraoadiggrpto
also score high on positive emotions in response to open-type situations.|ginetarts
revealed a near-significant effect of random paradigm on synchronous posiéineevarhis
finding suggests a trend among participants who scored high on random paradgprstoie

high on positive emotions in response to synchronous-type situations.
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In contrast, findings revealed a near-significant negative effesyhchronous paradigm
on closed arousal. In other words, results showed that participants who scbred hig
synchronous paradigm tended to score low on arousal in response to closetryionsi This
was the only negative effect in the model that approached significance.

For interaction effects, results showed a near-significant etiecipen paradigm x
synchronous paradigm on random valence. This means that participant scores onaajgm par
tended to affect the relationship between scores on synchronous paradigandond positive
valence. For participants who scored low on open paradigm, the relationsteeive
synchronous paradigm and random positive affect did not appear to change. Haever, f
participants who scored high on open paradigm, results showed a tendency fordbrmsous
scores to be associated with low levels of positive emotions in response to rtgpdom-
situations and high synchronous scores to be associated with high levelsivé pasotions in
response to random-type situations.

Results further revealed a significant interaction effect for rangkmadigm x open
paradigm on closed arousal (see Figure 10). This means the relationsl@prbeindom
paradigm and closed arousal depended on respondents’ scores on open paradigoall$pecif
for participants who scored low on open paradigm, high scores on random paradigm were
associated with high scores on arousal in response to closed-typersstuldtwever, for
participants who scored high on open paradigm, low scores on random were alsiexbsoth
high scores on closed arousal. Interestingly, moderate scores on both arddigm and open
paradigm seemed to cancel out the interaction effect. This combinationed pcoduced a

nearly neutral effect on arousal in response to closed-type situations.
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Figure 10
Interaction Effect of Random Paradigm x Open Paradigm on Closed Arotis&evider
Controlled

In addition, findings also revealed a significant interaction effect fen garadigm x
synchronous paradigm on open valence (see Figure 11). This finding indicatbs #fétct of
open paradigm on open positive valence depended on respondents’ scores for synchronous
paradigm. Specifically, while open paradigm was associated with aratedecrease on open
positive valence for participants who scored low on synchronous paradigm, seswtd a

much stronger association between open paradigm and open positive valencéeipapisrt

who scored high on synchronous paradigm.
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Interaction Effect of Open Paradigm x Synchronous Paradigm on Open Valém¢&ewder
Controlled

In order to test for moderating effects of education, relation, relenoihpolitical
orientation, additional analyses were conducted on significant relaifpgngentified in Table 25

(see Table 26, Table 27, Table 28 and Table 29 below).
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Table 26

Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Random Valence with Open
Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables Education, Relatiomgiéteand Political
Orientation Included in the Model with Gender Controlled (N=202)

Predictors for Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:
Random Valence (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio)
Paradign
Closed Centered
Random Centere( 1.1129**

Open Centered 1.1119* 1.0243 1.0253 0.9418 1.0243

Synch Centered 1.0315

RxO 1.0030

RxS 1.0050

OxS 1.0050¢

Demographic

Gender 0.7641 0.9231 1.0263 0.8278 0.9920

Education 0.6991

Open_x_Educ 0.9940

Relation 1.870%

Open_x_Relation 0.9861

Religion 1.0481

Open_x_Religion 1.0640*

Politic 0.9436

Open_x_Politic 1.0202
*,05<P<10 *P<0.05 **P<0.01

With open paradigm included as a predictor in the model, findings revealed a near-
significant main effect for relation on random valence. This means thateoage, participants
who were married or living with a significant other tended to score in a highegory of
positive emotions in response to random-type situations compared to participavere
single.

In addition, findings also revealed a significant interaction effect fen garadigm x
religion on random valence (see Figure 12). This finding indicates that tbeddftgen
paradigm on random positive valence depended on respondents’ status regarding religi

affiliation. Specifically, while open paradigm was associated aitoderate increase in random
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positive valence for participants who had no affiliation with a religioasmrresults showed a

large increase in random positive valence for participants who repdiitedianh with a

religious group.
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Figure 12

Interaction effect of Open Paradigm x Religion on Random Valence with G€ndé&olled
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Table 27
Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Open Valence with Open
Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables Education, Relatiomgiéteand Political
Orientation Included in the Model with Gender Controlled (N=202)

Predictors for Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:

Open Valence (Odds Ratio)(Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio)
Paradign
Closed Centered
Random Centerer  1.0294
Open Centered 1.0747** 1.1354** 1.1503** 1.1309** 1.1264
Synch Centered  1.0608
RxO 0.9960
RxS 0.9980
OxS 1.0132**
Demographic
Gender 1.433 1.4477 1.3840 1.3675 1.5296
Education 1.1653
Open_x_Educ 0.9743
Relation 1.0536
Open_x_Relation 0.9003
Religion 0.6970
Open_x_Religion 1.0233
Politic 0.9418
Open_x_Politic 0.9990

*05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

With the moderating variable relation included in the model, results showed a nea
significant interaction effect for open paradigm x relation on open \alémother words, the
relationship between open paradigm and open valence depended on whether thamaras
married (or living with a significant other) or single. Findings shoaé&end among participants
who scored high on open paradigm and were married or living with a signifibenttotrespond
to open-type situations with more positive emotions compared to participamtscored high
on open paradigm and were single. No additional main effects or interait#icts evere

identified from this analysis.
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Table 28

Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Synchronous Valenke wit

Synchronous Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables EducationpReRaligion and

Political Orientation Included in the Model with Gender Controlled (N=202)
Predictors for Model 1:  Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:

Synchronous Valenc(Odds Ratio(Odds Ratio' (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio (Odds Ratio)

Paradign

Closed Centered

Random Centered  1.0450

Open Centered 1.0356

Synch Centered 1.0757* 1.0346 1.0263 0.9900 1.0212

RxO 0.9990

RxS 1.0010

OxS 0.9970

Demographic

Gender 1.3785 0.8049 0.8270 0.8336 1.5296

Education 1.0768

Synch_x_Educ 0.9570

Relation 1.2411

Synch_x_Relation 0.9970

Religion 0.7619

Synch_x_Religion 1.0398

Politic 0.9418

Synch_x_Politic 1.0315
*05<P<10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01

With synchronous paradigm included as predictor in the model and synchronous valenc
as the outcome, education, relation, religion and political orientationtested for moderating
effects. Results from this analysis showed no significant main effeicteecaction effects for

the moderator variables.
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Table 29

Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Random Arousal with Random
Paradigm Predictor and Moderating Variables Education, Relatiomgiéteand Political
Orientation Included in the Model with Gender Controlled (N=202)

Predictors for Model 1:  Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5:
Random Arousal (Odds Ratio(Odds Ratio} (Odds Ratio) (Odds Ratio’ (Odds Ratio)
Paradign
Closed Centered
Random Centered 1.0513* 1.0534* 1.0608* 1.0020 1.0618*
Open Centered 1.0243
Synch Centered 0.9900
RxO 0.9980
RxS 0.9980
OxS 1
Demographic
Gender 1.1019 1.3060 1.2056 1.1595 1.2386
Education 1.1230
Random_x_Educ 1.0141
Relation 0.525Z
Random_x_Relatiot 0.9734
Religion 1.5434
Random_x_Religior 1.0736
Politic 0.9980
Random_x_Politic 1
*,05<P<10 *P<0.05 **P<0.01

With the moderating variable relation included in the model, results showed a nea
significant interaction effect for random paradigm x relation on random ardérus¢her words,
the relationship between random paradigm and random arousal depended on whether the
participant was married (or living with a significant other) or singledifigs showed a trend
among participants who scored high on random paradigm and were married owitiiag
significant other to respond to random-type situations with higher leval®o$al compared to
participants who scored high on random paradigm and were single. No additiomaffiects or

interaction effects were identified from this analysis.

107



Additional ordinal regression analysis was conducted to include closed paradigm, ope
paradigm and synchronous paradigm as predictors in the model with random paradigiade
in order to avoid collinearity. All other outcome variables remained the gamnthis exploratory

analysis.
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Table 30

Exploratory Ordinal Regression Model of the Likelihood of Closed Valence, Randéandé,
Open Valence, Synchronous Valence, Closed Arousal, Random Arousal, @psalAand

Synchronous Arousal Responses with Closed Paradigm, Open Paradigm and Synchronous

Paradigm Predictors Included in the Models and Gender Controlled (N=202)

Model Model Model Model Model Model Model  Model
1 2. 3. 4. 5: 6. 7. 8:
Closed Rand Open Synch Closed Rand Open  Synch
Val Val Val Val Arousal Arousal Arousal Arousal
(Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds (Odds
Predictors Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio) Ratio)
Paradigm
Closed 0.9861 0.9076* 0.9608 0.958% 0.9714 0.953F* 0.9980 0.9940
Centered
Random
Centered
Open 0.951> 0.95791.141%+* 0.9960 0.9881 0.9743 1.048% 0.9910
Centered
Synch 0.9589 0.936%* 1.0192 1.0336 0.9743 0.9455* 0.9714 1.0080
Centered
C x O 0.9990 0.9990 1.0010 1.0010 0.9970 0.9990 1.0513 0.9930*
C xS 0.9950 0.9990 0.9980 1.0020 0.9960 1.007G¢ 1.0030 0.9980
O x S 0.9990 1.00301.013%* 0.9980 0.9990 1.0030 0.9980 0.9980
Demo-
graphics
Gender 1.0131 0.7765 1.4362 0.7334 1.0284 1.2080 0.8642 1.3910

*.05<P<10 *P<0.05 ***P<0.01

With closed paradigm, open paradigm and synchronous paradigms included dsrgredic

in the model and gender statistically controlled, findings revealed numeffeats. Results

showed a significant main effect for closed paradigm on random valence. Bindiigated that

for each .01 unit increase in closed paradigm, the expected odds of sconagaxt lower

category of pleasure emotions in response to random-type situationseddogasfactor of

0.91.

Findings also showed a significant main effect for synchronous paradigmadonra

valence. Results indicated that for each .01 increase in synchronous paradigpetied odds
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of scoring in the next lower category for positive emotions in response to ragpersituations
increased by a factor of 0.94.

Results further revealed a main effect for open paradigm on open vdR&stats
showed that for each .01 unit increase in open paradigm, the expected oddsgfistba next
higher category of pleasure emotions in response to open-type situatie@asauwcby a factor of
1.14. These results supported similar findings described in Table 26 with randoigrpara
included as a predictor in the model. Findings from that analysis showed thatHabé unit
increase in open paradigm the expected odds of scoring in the next higherycatg@ieasure
emotions in response to open-type situations increased by a factor of 1.07.

In addition, findings also showed a main effect for synchronous paradigm on random
arousal. Specifically, findings showed that for each .01 unit increagachrenous paradigm,
the expected odds of scoring in the next lower category of arousal in respoaiséam-type
situations increased by a factor of 0.95.

Results also revealed a near-significant main effect for open paradiglosed valence.
This indicates a trend among participants who scored high on open paradigonsimoadsin a
lower category of positive emotions in response to closed-type situaharmtrast, results
revealed a near-significant main effect for open paradigm on open arousdindimg suggests
a trend among participants who scored high on open paradigm to also schighieraategory
of arousal in response to open-type situations when compared to participargsosed low on
open paradigm.

For interaction effects, results showed a significant interactfentdbr open paradigm x
synchronous paradigm on open valence. This means the relationship between abgm @anch

open valence depended on respondents’ scores on synchronous paradigm. This supgorts sim
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findings for these variables described in Table 26 with random paradigm inesi@depredictor
instead of closed paradigm (see Figure 13).

Finally, results also showed a significant interaction effect foed@aradigm x open
paradigm on synchronous arousal. In other words, the relationship between clasigghpand
synchronous arousal depended on participants’ scores on open paradigm. For panttipant
scored low on open paradigm, high scores on closed paradigm were assotiateghngcores
on emotional arousal in response to synchronous-type situations. However,itquarag who
scored high on open paradigm, high scores on closed paradigm were agsathai®v scores

on emotional arousal in response to synchronous-type situations (see Figure 13).
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Figure 13
Interaction Effect of Closed Paradigm x Open Paradigm on Synchronous ArousakwiterG

Controlled

Following completion of Phase IV ordinary least squares regression aratgsPhase
[1I/IV combined ordinal regression analysis, results were summarizZeditibate

interpretation. Summaries of findings are presented in Table 31 and Table 32 below
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Table 31
Summary of Findings from Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regressidypsinaf Phase 1V
Data

Signif. Main Effects Phase IV

Variable 1 Variable 2 Unit Change

Gender Synchronous positive Females 1.79 higher w/education;
1.45 higher w/relation; 1.54 units
higher w/religion; 1.84 higher
w/random and education

Education Synchronous positive 4 yr de& 2.24 higher

Religion Open positive Religion 2.41 higher (Table 10),
2.36 higher (Table 16)

Closed Random positive .199 decrease

paradigm

Random Open positive .194 decrease

paradigm

Random Synchronous positive .134 decrease

paradigm

Open Open positive .210 increase

paradigm

Synchronous Random positive (but effectis  .192 increase
paradigm cancelled with education,

relation, religion or political

orientation included in model)

Synchronous Synchronous positive .234 increase (Table 12); .251
paradigm increase (Table 15)
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Table 31 (cont'd)

Near-Signif. Main Effects Phase IV

Variable 1 Variable 2 Unit Change
Gender Closed positive Females higher
Females lower without other
Gender Synchronous moderating variables included.
positive Females higher w/political.
Random
positive N
Education 4 yr deg higher
Random
Relation positive Married/SO lower
Closed
paradigm Open positive High closed lower
Synchronous Closed positive High synch higher
paradigm
Synchronous Open positive High synch higher
paradigm
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Table 31 (cont'd)

Signif. Interaction Effects Phase IV

Interacting Dependent
Variables Variable Change +/-
Education x Synchronous High random w/ less than 4 yr degree: little

random paradigm positive

Relation x random Open positive
paradigm

Relation x Synchronous
synchronous positive
paradigm

Random paradigm Random
X open paradigm positive

change. High random w/4 yr dJé'gower

High random/married lower

High synchronous/married (or SO)-slightly
lower, high synchronous/single-higher

Low random/high open-lower. High
random/low open-little change. High
random/low open, high random/high open-both
showed little change

Near-Signif Interaction Effects Phase IV

Interacting Dependent
Variables Variable

Change +/-

Relation x closed Random
paradigm positive

Random paradigm
x open paradigm Synchronous
positive

High closed/married lower

Low random/low open-lower, high random/high
open-higher. Low random/high open, high
random/low open — lower
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Table 32
Summary of Findings from Ordinal Regression Analysis of Phase llidiviléned Data

Signif. Main Effects Phase IlI/IV Combined

Variable 1 Variable 2 Units
Gender Open valence 2.08 increase for females w/no moderating
variables; 1.74 increase for females
w/political
Closed Random valence .91 decrease
paradigm
Closed Open valence .92 decrease
paradigm
Closed Synchronous .95 decrease
paradigm valence
Random Random valence 1.06 increase (Table 20)
paradigm 1.11 increase (Table 25)
Random Random arousal 1.05 increase
paradigm
Open Random valence 1.11 increase
paradigm
Open Open valence 1.07 increase (Table 25)
paradigm 1.14 increase (Table 30)
Synchronous Random valence .94 decrease
paradigm
Synchronous Random arousal .95 decrease
paradigm
Synchronous Synchronous 1.08 increase
paradigm valence
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Table 32 (cont'd)

Near-Signif. Main Effects Phase 11l/IV Combined

Variable 1 Variable 2 Units
Gender Open valence Females higher w/relation or religion
Gender Synchronous valence Females higher w/education
Relation Random valence Married higher
Random paradigm Closed valence Increase
Random paradigm Random arousal Increase
Random paradigm Open valence Decrease
Random paradigm Synchronous valendecrease
Open paradigm Closed valence Decrease
Open paradigm Open arousal Increase
Synchronous paradigm Closed arousal Decrease
Synchronous paradigm Open valence Increase
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Table 32 (cont'd)

Signif. Interaction Effects Phase IIl/IV Combined

Dependent
InteractingVariables Variable Change +/-
Religion x open paradigm Random Low closed/low random-
valence higher. High closed/high

Closed paradigm x random paradigm Open valence

random-lower.

Open paradigm/no religion
moderately higher. Open
paradigm/religion much
higher

Random paradigm x open paradigm Closed arousal  High random/lowl@pen,

Open paradigm x synchronous paradigB®pen valence

random/high open higher.
Mod scores on both
cancelled effect.

High open/losynchronou
moderately higher. High
open/high synchronousuc
higher (Table 25 and Table
30)

Closed paradigm x open paradigm Synchronous High closed/low open

arousal

higher. High closed/high
open lower

Near-Signif. Interaction Effects Phase III/IV Combined

. . Dependent
Interacting Variables Variable Change +/-
Relation x random paradigm Random High random/married hig|
arousal

Relation x open paradigm
Open valence
Open paradigm x synchronous paradigm
Random
positive

High open/married higher

Low open/low synch, low
open high syncimo chang:
High open/low syncltiewel
High open/high syncligh
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Summary

Analysis of data showed several significant and near-significant §sdResults are
summarized for each phase of analysis in order to facilitate interpnetat
Phase IV Bivariate Correlation

Findings from bivariate correlation of Phase IV data indicated signifitagative
correlations between closed paradigm and random paradigm, open paradigmcanoneus
paradigm, and open paradigm and random paradigm. Results did not show sigroficgation
between paradigms and political orientation.
Phase IV Ordinary Least Squares Analyses

Results from OLS regression analyses of Phase IV data showed sigmifimia effects
for gender on synchronous positive emotions with random paradigm and education, oelation
religion included in the model. Additional main effects included education on reyratrs
positive emotions and religion on open positive emotions. Main effects betweergperadi
included closed paradigm on random positive emotions (decrease), random paradigm on open
positive emotions (decrease), random paradigm on synchronous positive emotiaeséjecr
open paradigm on open positive emotions (increase), synchronous paradigm on random positive
emotions (increase), and synchronous paradigm on synchronous positive emotieas&)n€df
note was the finding that the inclusion of education, relation, religion or pblitientation in
the model canceled the effects of synchronous paradigm on random paradigm;¢higasffieo
longer significant with the inclusion of any moderating variable.

Findings also showed near-significant main effects for gender on closédegoos

emotions (higher for females) and gender on synchronous positive emotions (lofeendtas
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without political orientation included in the model and higher with politicaraation
included).

In addition to main effects revealed, several significant and neafisagniinteraction
effects were also identified. Significant interaction effects industiucation x random
paradigm on synchronous positive emotions (lower for high random with high education),
relation x random paradigm on open positive emotions (lower for high random andirarrie
significant other), random paradigm x open paradigm on random positive emotionsf@lower
low random with high open), and relation x synchronous on synchronous positive emotions
(higher for high synchronous and single). Near-significant interactfenteffor Phase IV
analyses included random paradigm x open paradigm on synchronous positive emotions (highe
for high random with high open) and relation x closed paradigm on random positiveresnoti
(lower for high closed and married).

Phase III/IV Combined Bivariate Correlation

Findings from bivariate correlation of combined Phase IlI/IV data tedeagnificant
negative correlations between closed paradigm and random paradigmd,paesgigm and open
paradigm, random paradigm and synchronous paradigm, and open paradigm and synchronous
paradigm. Similar to Phase IV analysis, results did not show sigrtittcarelation between
paradigms and political orientation.

Phase IlI/IV Combined Ordinal Regression Analysis

Results from ordinal regression analysis of Phase 11l/IV combined datedho
significant main effects for gender on open valence with political orientatcluded in the
model and also without any moderating variables included in the model. Mairs d&igdwateen

paradigms included closed paradigm on random valence (decrease), cltaskghpan open
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valence (decrease), closed paradigm on synchronous valence (decaedea), paradigm on
random valence (increase), random paradigm on random arousal (increase), apgmpmara
random valence (increase), open paradigm on open valence (increase), synchiawioyrs [oa
random valence (decrease) synchronous paradigm on random arousal (decrease) and
synchronous paradigm on synchronous valence (increase).

Findings also showed near-significant main effects for gender on open véiages
for females with relation or religion included in the model) and genderrarthsynous valence
(higher for females with education included in the model). Near-signifimain effects between
paradigms included random paradigm on closed valence (increase), randdignpararandom
arousal (increase), random paradigm on open valence (decrease), randonmpamadig
synchronous valence (increase), open paradigm on closed valence (deopeasparadigm on
open arousal (increase) synchronous paradigm on closed arousal (decr@ayarhronous
paradigm on open valence (increase).

Several significant and near-significant interaction effects aseidentified during
Phase III/IV combined analyses. Significant interaction effectsidiecl religion x open
paradigm on random valence (higher for high open with religious affiliatidkoged paradigm x
random paradigm on open valence (higher for low closed with low random and lowegifo
closed with high random), random paradigm x open paradigm on closed arousalf¢iidpinggn
random with low open or low random with high open), open paradigm x synchronous paradigm
on open valence (higher for high open with high synchronous) and closed paradjggn
paradigm on synchronous arousal (higher for high closed with low open and lowetfor hig

closed with high open).

121



Near-significant interaction effects for Phase I1I/IV combinedys®a included relation
x open paradigm on open valence (higher for high open and married or sigraftoami
relation x random paradigm on random arousal (higher for high random and married or
significant other) and open paradigm x synchronous paradigm on random valehee frig

high open with high synchronous and lower for high open with low synchronous).
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The discussion is presented in five parts with a focus on results, applicat@nd t
paradigmatic transition, study limitations, implications for futureaegeand the conclusion.
The research collected information about family paradigms and hunwioesifrom students
in a University setting who were primarily single and in the 20 — 22-glelaage group.
Although variation in age was somewhat limited among the participafiesedces in
paradigms were apparent and education, relationship status and religiomcedllee emotions
they expressed in response to alternate paradigms. Surprisingigapolientation among
participants did not correlate with specific paradigms or influence tha@mdhey expressed in
response to alternative paradigms. This was an unexpected finding aneflextyarnarrow
range of political perspectives among the participants due to minimaimai@their ages.

Also worth noting is the overall high number of relationships revealed througf®out t
analyses. In order to maintain focus on the relationships that were sighifiscussion in this
section will exclude near-significant relationships and focus only onaesdips that attained
significance at p <= 0.05.

Before delving deeper into discussion, attention needs to focus on the two dimensions of
affect described by Posner, et al. (2009). As stated previously, Posheted¢amined through
research using fMRI that valence (pleasure and displeasure) and éactisated and
deactivated) are two distinct dimensions of affect. This principle wasedgplithe current study
during coding to enable combining of data from Phase Ill (N = 143) with detaRhase 1V

(N =59) in order to achieve a more robust study. As indicated by the resodiissignificant
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findings for the data reflected differences in valence as opposed tomttsrim arousal. In fact,
only two significant main effects related to arousal: decreased dnousaponse to random-
type situations among individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigm and éhcrease
arousal in response to random-type situations among individuals who scored higam ra
paradigm. All other significant findings from Phase IlI/IV combined asedyelated to valence
(pleasure vs. displeasure).

The question at hand in response to this findingas; does this finding affect the
interpretation of results for the researchifde answer to this query is not a simple answer, but
more likely, a suggestion that the distinction between valence and aasusdependent
dimensions provides a valuable mechanism for combining emotions data (thereasinctiee
N) but does not contribute significantly toward their understanding. Based upon thertdyver
(two) of findings related to arousal in this study, findings for valenceaemasal are combined
throughout discussion. Positive valence and higher arousal are considered “positi@s”
and negative valence and lower arousal are considered “negative efnétdmigsonally, for the
purposes of discussion, the word “emotions” and the word “affect” are usedharigeably.

Results

Results from the study revealed numerous relationships between paradigms and
emotions. One pattern in the relationships that stood out more than any aheerdasults was a
dialectic-type pattern between paradigms that reflected Kantdrednt$ distance regulation
model (cohesion vs. distance) (1975). This pattern in the relationships wasnsomued in the
results that it warrants special focus and serves as the lens throegHfindings are

interpreted.
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According to dialectical logic, the closed paradigm (thesis) and the rapai@digm
(antithesis) represent opposite worldviews. The closed paradigm is ehiaetby
cohesiveness among family members with group orientation and the rancahgpeis
characterized by personal freedom with focus on the individual. Dialecgalfurther
characterizes the open paradigm (synthesis of closed paradigm and parddigm) as a
system that values different perspectives and respects the voice of eacliahdlhe
synchronous paradigm (antisynthesis of the open paradigm) reflects “onanéss”
characterized by a sense of unity (Constantine, 1986, pp. 19-21).

This study explored dialectical logic as it applies to everyday fasggtems. Previous
research has cited the value of family paradigms in assessing feags and preferences for
families seeking intervention to assist with problem solving (Constait@886; Imig, 2005;
Kantor & Lehr, 1975). In this light, the primary goal of this study wagdia a better
understanding about the emotions that accompany paradigmatic transitionifiesfam
undergoing change. A secondary goal of the study was to apply the informatiot towa
promoting or restoring interpersonal harmony through successful paradigraasition.

At the foundation of this study is acceptance that each family system is ;unttpte
works for one family system may not work for another family system.spstem is neither
more valid nor more desirable than another; it is just different from the oBassd on
information Kantor and Lehr collected within the family’s naturalisgtithey described family
life as a goal-seeking system,gypocessthatrevolves around actual and metaphorical space.
“How does a family set up and maintain its territory? How does it regdistance among its
own members?” (Kantor & Lehr, 1975, p. 7). Kantor and Lehr explained that feypdy

determines the family’s response to everyday events and also providedia sgfecence frame
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for enabling change that supports its homeostatic ideals (p. 119). Thus, thefaypdyosystem
determines how the system uses access dimensions (space, energy, timteaat$) to
achieve target dimensions (affect, control, content and meaning) whiiéamaig homeostatic
ideals.

Findings from this study support the idea of dialectical logic among fayskems.
Closed-type systems reflect negative correlation (opposite image, t@pgioscture and opposite
behavior) compared to random-type systems, and open-type systemsegfaiee correlation
with synchronous-type systems. However, beyond this dialectic relaponssults of this study
also validate Kantor and Lehr’s perspective on distance regulation asibrisdél for
understanding dialectical logic among family systems. This relatiomskignificant because it
provides a framework for studying emotions that are inherent in family ch@hgdocus for
discussion will now turn toward distance regulation among family sgstemrder to explore
emotions that accompany paradigmatic transition.

Discussion first addresses the research quessidimere a relationship between family
paradigms and human emotionSihdings in this section focus on the null hypothesisong
participants who complete the revised RPAS, there is no relationship betweertitipgrds’
relational paradigmatic orientation and the positive emotions vs. negative emotiorexgnegs
in response to each paradigm statem®&mscussion then addresses additional hypotheses that
focus on the moderating variables: education, relationship, religion and politerztation.
Distance Regulation and Emotions

To review, Kantor and Lehr (1975) identified three paradigms in their modeddglos
random and open. Constantine (1986) later introduced a fourth paradigm: synchronous.

According to the distance regulation model, the closed paradigm and the synclparzaligm
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are characterized by cohesiveness between family members anddberparadigm and the
open paradigm are characterized by distance between family mefibeiags from this
research suggest correlation between the distance regulation moddf-agploseed emotions
based upon family paradigms.

Bivariate correlations from both Phase IV (PANAS) and combined (Rhasel Phase
IV) analyses as well as ordinal regression (Phase lll/Phase IWited) and ordinary least
squares (OLS) (Phase IV) analyses all supported the distance-mypkatspective. Both
analyses revealed significant negative correlation between closstigm vs. random paradigm
and open paradigm vs. synchronous paradigm. Additionally, findings from PHRbax sk IV
combined bivariate correlation analyses showed significant negatnetatimmn between closed
paradigm vs. open paradigm and random paradigm vs. synchronous paradigm. Finalyy Phas
bivariate correlation analyses showed significant negative caorelag¢tween open paradigm vs.
random paradigm; this was an unexpected finding.

In terms of Kantor and Lehr's model of distance regulation, these findingsespr
distance vs. cohesiveness among family members. The results indicaigenegrrelation
between closed paradigm (cohesive) vs. random paradigm (distant), opegmduisiiant) vs.
synchronous paradigm (cohesive), closed paradigm (cohesive) vs. open padistigm) @nd
random paradigm (distant) vs. synchronous paradigm (cohesive). The only bicarialation
finding that did not support Kantor and Lehr’'s model of distance regulation was titesaeg
correlation between open paradigm (distant) vs. random paradigm (distant).

Findings from OLS (Phase V) analyses and ordinal regression (RiBbase 1V
combined) analyses explored the relationship between family paradigms amzhenesponses.

These results are further characterized according to the distancicggmodel to assess for
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consistency. The logic behind this approach is to determine whether tmeelistgulation
model provides a useful framework for assisting families during paradgtraatsition, and
furthermore, to determine whether the distance regulation model adggeptesents human

emotions that accompany transition.
Addressing the Hy1 Null Hypothesis: Main Effects

Both Phase IV and Phase Ill/Phase IV combined analyses supported &@htcehr’s
distance regulation model. These analyses revealed that individuals whibligbren closed
paradigm responded with lower levels of positive emotions when they weratpresgth
random-type situations compared to individuals who scored low on closed paradigm.
Additionally, both analyses also revealed that individuals who scored high on opdigpa
(distant) responded with more positive affect when presented with operdistaa() situations
compared to individuals who scored low on open paradigm. Similarly, theysesalso
revealed that individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigm (cohesive) respamded wit
more positive affect when presented with synchronous-type (cohesivéipssusompared to
individuals who scored low on synchronous paradigm. These were the most sigfirfidizngs
commonly revealed through the analyses as they addressed and refutelll hypothesis,
among participants who complete the revised RPAS, there is no relationship bétveen t
participants’ relational paradigmatic orientation and the positive emotions vs. negativéoas
they express in response to each paradigm statement.

Additional findings from Phase IV and Phase Ill/Phase IV combined asdiytber
supported Kantor & Lehr’s distance regulation model. Phase IV anabsesed that
individuals who scored high on random paradigm (distant) responded with lesgepaf$itct

when presented with synchronous-type (cohesive) situations compared to indiwidoasored
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low on random paradigm. Similarly, Phase lll/Phase IV analyses shoatdddividuals who
scored high on closed paradigm (cohesive) responded with less positive erfretonged as
lower valence) when they were presented with open-type (distargdiens compared to
individuals who scored low on closed paradigm. Results from Phase IlI/Rhasmbined
analyses also showed that individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigmétohesi
scored lower on emotional valence and lower on emotional arousal when they werdgate
with random-type (distant) situations compared to individuals who scored Isynchronous
paradigm (see Figure 15).

Results from Phase Ill/Phase IV combined analyses further showeddiveduals who
scored high on open paradigm (distant) also scored higher for positive enfeti@mse) in
response to random-type (distant) situations compared to individuals who sso@udpen
paradigm (see Figure 15). Results from this phase of analysis also rahediedividuals who
scored high on random paradigm (distant) responded with higher levels of posiivensm
(higher valence and higher arousal) when they were presented with réym(distant)
situations compared to individuals who scored low on random paradigm.

Neither Phase IV analyses nor Phase lll/Phase IV combined anadyseted a
significant relationship between the closed paradigm and positive ematigesponse to
closed-type situations. In other words, individuals who scored high on closedypadidinot
respond with higher levels of positive emotions in response to closed-tyagosis compared to
individuals who scored low on closed paradigm. This was an unexpected finding based on other
results that showed individuals who scored high on random paradigm, open paradigm and
synchronous paradigm all reported higher levels of positive emotions when tleegresented

with situations that supported their primary paradigms. Kantor and Lignedipossible insight
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into this finding as they described expectations in the closed fanplpeéss your most intense
emotional needs indirectly, through faith in the family’s meaning ant$.gé&e do not have time
for whiners or malcontents” (Kantor & Lehr, 1975, pp. 126-127).

In addition to the above finding, two other findings from Phase IV analyses arel Phas
lll/Phase IV combined analyses also failed to support distance tiegulathe first finding
supports the negative correlation previously identified between open paradiganaom
paradigm. Phase IV analyses showed that individuals who scored high on randdignpara
(distant) also scored lower on positive emotions when presented with opedisgaet)
situations compared to individuals who scored low on random paradigm (see Figure 14).
Similarly, Phase lll/Phase IV combined analyses also revealenmhtiaduals who scored high
on closed paradigm (cohesive) also scored lower for positive emotions (valdmrepresented
with synchronous-type (cohesive) situations compared to individuals who scored |tgeuh ¢
paradigm.

Although findings from this study offer strong support for using the distagcdateon
model as a framework for family change, the latter three findings abmgest that this model
does not fully consider emotional responses that accompany interaction with sgpporti
paradigms (closed paradigm responses to closed-type situationgratalipparadigms (random
paradigm responses to open-type situations).

One finding from Phase lll/Phase IV combined analyses worth notiaghedevel of
emotions activity associated with the random paradigm. This paradigtectlice highest level
of positive and negative emotional responses overall. Not surprisingly, fomses related to
random-type situations supported Kantor and Lehr’s distance regulation maodklm

paradigm (distant) and open paradigm (distant) responded with more positivensnadten
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presented with random-type situations while closed paradigm (cohesive)rahdosyous
paradigm (cohesive) responded with less positive emotions when presehteahadm-type
situations (less valence and less arousal) (see Figure 15). Thighaiseestion of whether
individuals who score high on closed paradigm or synchronous paradigm are generall
reactive to random-type situations compared to individuals who score high on randdigmpa

or open paradigm.
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Main Effects for Phase IV (PANAS) Analyses
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Main Effects for Phase Ill/Phase IV (Combined) Analysis
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Addressing the Hy1 Null Hypothesis: Interaction Effects

The findings reported thus far focused on main effects between paradigmiditionato
these findings, several significant interaction effects among paradigne also revealed during
analyses.

e Low closed scores combined with low random scores responded to open-typensituat
with higher levels of positive affeeindhigh closed scores combined with high random
scores responded to open-type situations with lower levels of positive affect

e Low random scores combined with high open scores responded to random-typansituati
with lower levels of positive emotions

e High open scores combined with high synchronous scores responded to random-type
situations with higher levels of positive affectd high open scores combined with low
synchronous scores responded to random-type situations with lower levelsigéposit
affect

¢ High open scores combined with high synchronous scores responded to open-type
situations with higher levels of positive affect

e Low open scores combined with high random scordsgh open scores combined with
low random scores responded to closed-type situations with higher levels afrexhot
arousal

e Low open scores combined with low closed scores responded to synchronous-type
situations with higher levels of emotional arousadl high open scores combined with
high closed scores responded to synchronous-type situations with lowemleve

emotional arousal
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These findings provide additional insight about relationships between paradigms and
emotions. While the first finding supports the negative relationship between gasadigm and
open paradigm (supporting the distance regulation model), it also reinforcesgytitere
relationship between random paradigm and open paradigm (refuting the eliggulation
model but supporting findings discussed above). Individuals who reported high scores on
random paradigmandlow scores on closed paradigm responded to open-type situations with
even lespositive emotions compared to individuals who scored high on random paradigm and
high on closed paradigm. The presence of random paradigm for these individuzdsl $e
reduce their tolerance for open-type situations.

Similarly, the second finding suggests that individuals who scored low on random
paradigm and high on open paradigm responded to random-type situations with legs positi
emotions compared to individuals who scored high on random paradigm and high on open
paradigm. Again, the score on random paradigm for these individuals seemed thairive
responses. Low random paradigm scores apparently reduced tolerance fortygreleituations
for individuals who scored high on open paradigm.

The third finding shows that high scores on synchronous paradigm enhanced the
relationship between open paradigm and random paradigm (open paradigm responded more
positively to random-type situations when synchronous paradigm scores wererhig fourth
finding further supports this result and shows high scores on synchronous paradigm also
enhanced the relationship between open paradigm and positive responses tp®p#uoatons.
In other words, individuals who reported high scores on open parasigmgh scores on
synchronous paradigm responded to open-type situairaasidom-type situations with more

positive emotions. Interestingly, individuals who scored high on open paraddjtava on
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synchronous paradigm still scored moderately higher for positive emotions whentedesith
open-type situations, but higher scores on synchronous paradigm increaseditres posi
emotional responses to open-type situations.

The fifth finding suggests that individuals who repotethrandom paradigm and open
paradigm responded more favorably to closed-type situations. However ttars pas only
seen when one of the paradigm scores was high and the other paradigm sdove (@ag. high
random paradigm score combined with low open paradigm score responded motdyfdgora
closed-type situations). When random paradigm scores and open paradigmveceresth
high, then this effect was cancelled.

Finally, the sixth finding shows that high open paradigm scores combinediglith
closed paradigm scores resulted in less emotional arousal in respoyrsehtosous-type
situations. In other words, individuals who scored high on both open paradigm adl clos
paradigm responded to synchronous-type situations with lower levels of erhataunsal
compared to individuals who scored low on open paradigm and high on closed pathdigm;
latter group scored higher for emotional arousal in response to synchronous-tyjmsitua
Main Effects for the Control Variable: Gender

Although gender served as a control variable for this research, Phasaysearand
Phase lll/Phase IV combined analyses each identified a main thi¢atcluded this variable.
Results from Phase IV analyses revealed significant main efé@aender on synchronous
paradigm. This means that females, in general, responded with moreepaiéct when
presented with synchronous-type situations compared to males (sex Fayurhis finding

raised questions about whether results reflected emotions related te specicteristics of the
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synchronous paradigm - perhaps communication. Is it possible that females eelspamnd
favorably to nonverbal communication compared to males?

Results for Phase Illl/Phase IV analyses also revealed a mainfeffgender on open
paradigm. In other words, females scored higher for positive emotions (hidgrece)avhen
presented with open-type situations compared to males (see Figure din).tA raised the
guestion about possible differences in emotions related to communication &eders. males.
Interestingly, the open paradigm is characterized by consensus tlwaughunication, so these

results suggest females also responded more favorably to verbal commnnicat
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Addressing Secondary Hypotheses
Phase IV analyses and Phase lll/Phase IV combined analysesvaated main effects

related to modifying variables that addressed the secondary hypotheses:

Ho2 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’ level

of education does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement
Ho3 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

relationship status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hos4 Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

religious status does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each

paradigm statement

Hos Among participants who complete the revised RPAS, the participants’

political orientation does not affect the relationship between their relational
paradigmatic orientation and the emotions they express in response to each
paradigm statement
Education
Results from Phase IV analyses revealed significant main eféeaducation on

synchronous paradigm. This means that in general, individuals with a foutlegrae or higher
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also responded with higher levels of positive affect when presented witlrggoas-type
situations compared to individuals with less than a four-year college emusde Figure 18).
This finding again questions whether results might have reflectetiesbiklated to
communication; were individuals with higher education more versed in uadéirsg nonverbal
communication compared to individuals with less education? Phase Ill/Rhesabined
analyses did not show significant main effects for education.
Relation

Results from Phase lll/Phase IV combined analyses showed a mairf@&fieelation on
random paradigm. In other words, individuals who were married or had amskap with a
Significant Other responded to random-type situations with higher levelsibt@esnotions
(higher valence) compared to individuals who were single. Phase I\saralid not show
significant main effects for relation.
Religion

Phase IV analyses revealed a main effect for religion on open par&peuwifically,
these results showed that with random paradigm included in the model, individthaisligious
affiliation scored higher for positive affect when presented with dyes-situations compared
to individuals without religious affiliation (see Figure 18). This was anasterg finding
because strong religious affiliation is more often associated withabedcparadigm. The results
that were anticipated included a main effect for religious affiliationlosedparadigm, as
opposed to open paradigm. This finding might reflect more liberal religiousranatnong
participants in the study. Phase Ill/Phase IV combined analyses dilowtsignificant main

effects for religion.
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Political Orientation
Results from Phase IV analyses and Phase Ill/Phase IV cominialgdes did not show

significant main effects for political orientation.
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Main Effects for Moderating Variables in Phase IV Analyses
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Interaction Effects

In addition to the main effects described above, Phase IV analyses aadIPRhase IV
combined analyses also revealed several significant interactiatsdfiat included moderating
variables. These findings further support Kantor and Lehr’s distance reguiabidel.

Phase IV analyses revealed significant interaction between randadtigmarand relation
on open paradigm. In other words, individuals who scored high on random and were also
married or had a Significant Other scored lower on positive affect wiesernged with open-
type situations compared to individuals who scored low on random and were marriecor had
Significant Other. This pattern was shown for single individuals as wellplaukeisser degree.
Individuals who scored high on random and were single responded with slightly lovtepos
affect in response to open-type situations compared to individuals who scored tamdom
paradigm and were single. In both cases, higher scores on random paradigsedquusgive
responses to open-type situations.

Phase IV analyses also showed significant interaction between synchpamadigm
and relation on synchronous paradigm. This means that individuals who scored high on
synchronous paradigm and were single responded with more positive aflegppamse to
synchronous-type situations compared to individuals who scored high on synchronougparadi
and were married or had a relationship with a Significant Other.

Additionally, Phase IV analyses also revealed significant interabetween random
paradigm and education on synchronous paradigm. This means that individuals whooscored |
on random paradigm and had four years of college education or higher responded to
synchronous-type situations with higher levels of positive affect comparadividuals who

scored high on random paradigm and had four years of college or higher. Hou#tsestgygest
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that higher scores on random paradigm reduce tolerance for synchronousasfiensi for
individuals who hold four year college degrees or higher.

Finally, findings from Phase Ill/Phase IV combined analyses regeatignificant
interaction effect for open paradigm and religious affiliation on randoadgan. In other
words, individuals who scored high on open paradigm and also reported a relifjiatiom
responded to random-type situations with much higher positive emotions (higtreze)al
compared to individuals who scored low on open paradigm and reported @usshffiliation.
Similarly, individuals who scored high on open paradigm but did not report atdigffiliation
scored moderately higher for positive emotions in response to random-typiersstcampared
to individuals who scored low on open paradigm and did not report a religiousiaffiligt this
example, religious affiliation appeared to increase the intensity diygosesponses to random-
type situations for individuals who scored high on open paradigm.

Applications Toward Paradigmatic Transition

Results of this study indicate that the revised RPAS is a useful tool fosiagses
paradigmatic orientation and human emotions among family systems. When wxhsidether
with Kantor and Lehr’s (1975) distance regulation model, RPAS results providé use
guidelines for helping distressed families successfully transitionalternate paradigms.

In general, the results from this study support Kantor and Lehr’s DisRamdation
Model: paradigms that reflect cohesive interpersonal relations amory faembers (closed
paradigm and synchronous paradigm) showed negative correlation withgpasdtat reflect
distant interpersonal relations among family members (random paradigm and @ukgrpha
Results further indicate that paradigms that reflect cohesive interplersiatians among family

members (closed paradigm and synchronous paradigm) gerteralbtshare negative
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correlation with one another. In other words, closed paradigm results do ncit mefiative
correlation with synchronous paradigm results, and vice-versa. The ierdepthis finding
occurred in the relationship between open paradigm (distant) and random padigign);
findings indicated a negative correlation between these paradigms.

Given these relationships, how does this information translate into usefuligesdelr
distressed families in need of paradigmatic transition? The answes tpiery lies in the
emotions family members express in response to alternate paradigm&s€hi€h measured
participants’ positive vs. negative emotional responses to situations that sdppeit@rimary
paradigm and also situations that reflected alternate paradigmsidrajeesults of this study
showed that individuals responded favorably (with positive emotions) when theyeexed
situations that supported their primary paradigm. The exception to this @tetineclosed
paradigm; these individuals did not respond with higher levels of positive emoti@sponse
to closed-type situations.

Individuals’ emotional responses varied between positive vs. negative when they
experienced alternate paradigms. However, their responses showed iktianships with the
situation they experienced depending on their primary paradigm:

¢ Individuals who scored high on closed paradigm reported less positive emotions in
response to random-type situations, open-type situations and synchroreus-typ
situations compared to closed-type situations

¢ Individuals who scored high on random paradigm reported less positive emotions in
response to open-type situations or synchronous-type situations compao=stb cl

type situations.
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¢ Individuals who scored high on open paradigm did not report less positive emotions
in response to closed type situations or synchronous-type situations anddreporte
morepositive emotions in response to random-type situations

e Individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigm reported less positive
emotions in response to random-type situations compared to closed-typerstuat
or open-type situations.

If we consider these findings from the perspective of families in transthen the
information above suggests the following:

¢ Individuals who scored high for closed paradigm reported lower positive emotions
in response to all other paradigms. Thus, these individuals have limited opportunity
for successful transition into an alternate family paradigm. Honyvéwve random
paradigm should be considered as the least desirable option based upon previous
findings that showed higher overall negative responses to random-type situations for
individuals who score high on closed paradigm.

e Individuals who scored high for random paradigm responded most favorably to
closed-type situations when presented with alternate paradigms.

¢ Individuals who scored high for open paradigm responded most favorably to
random-type situations and somewhat less favorably to closed-typeosisuartid
synchronous-type situations when presented with alternate paradigms.

¢ Individuals who scored high for synchronous paradigm responded most favorably to
closed-type situations and open-type situations when presented witiaigte

paradigms
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The information presented above offers useful guidelines for assessing$aimli are
experiencing stress and helps to identify the best options for alternatikgmas. However,
along with this information the effects of gender, education, relatiogiomeland political
orientation should also be considered:

e Females responded to open-type situations and synchronous-type situdahions w
more positive affect compared to males

e Individuals with higher education responded more favorably to synchronous-type
situations compared to individuals with lower education

¢ Individuals who were married or had a Significant Other responded more favorably
to random-type situations compared to individuals who were single

e Individuals who reported a religious affiliation responded more favorably te open
type situations compared to individuals who did not report religious affitiati

Additionally, interactive effects must be considered when assessmigfafor
paradigmatic transition with the main focus on their primary paradigm:

Closed Paradigm
¢ Individuals who scored high on closed paradigm and high on random paradigm
responded less favorably to open-type situations
¢ Individuals who scored high on closed paradigm and high on open paradigm
responded less favorably to synchronous-type situations
Random Paradigm
e Individuals who scored high on random paradigm and high on closed paradigm

responded less favorably to open-type situations
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¢ Individuals who scored high on random paradigm and low on open paradigm
responded more favorably (higher emotional arousal) to closed-typecsituat

e Individuals who scored high on random paradigm and were married or had a
Significant Other responded less favorably to open-type situations

¢ Individuals who scored high on random paradigm and had higher education
responded less favorably to synchronous-type situations

Open Paradigm

Individuals who scored high on open paradigm and high on closed paradigm
responded less favorably to synchronous-type situations
e Individuals who scored high on open paradigm and low on random paradigm
responded less favorably to random-type situations (valence) and mordhatora
closed-type situations (arousal)
¢ Individuals who scored high on open paradigm and low on synchronous paradigm
responded less favorably to random-type situations
e Individuals who scored high on open paradigm and high on synchronous paradigm
responded more favorably to open-type situations and random-type situations
¢ Individuals who scored high on open paradigm and reported religious affiliati
responded more favorably to random-type situations
Synchronous Paradigm
e Individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigm and high on open paradigm
responded more favorably to random-type situations or open-type situations
e Individuals who scored high on synchronous paradigm and were married or had a

Significant Other respond less favorably to synchronous-type situations
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The results above are presented according to dialectical logic inritextof distance
regulation and take into account the emotions that accompany paradigmatith&hitlea
behind this approach is to avoid “triggers” for further conflict. Famijipgally do “more of the
same” during times of stress (Constantine, 1986, pp. 202-205; Imig, 2005, p. 43). Closed
families often tighten their boundaries and implement authoritariaergaig resulting in
exaggerated cohesion among family members. Random families frequentgnogveasize the
individual as well as the distance between family members leaving thamhiaotic,
disconnected state. Open families often increase discussion amongrfenibers to a point of
exhaustion in an attempt to reach consensus through agreement. Tlatsetegsults in
exaggeration of distance between family members. Synchronous fagpiieslty lose sight of
their boundaries and fall into a state of ambiguity with overemphasizedioohamong family
members (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005). Principles of family paradigmssaful for
restoring harmony in these situations. If situations that result in mgegive, or less positive
emotions are identified, then in theory, these situations can be avoided. Thalisyrodel is
to identify and avoid transition into paradigms that are known to promotavesgatotions and
introduce paradigms that are known to promote positive emotions instead.

While these findings offer guidelines for change based upon family paradigm,the
they do not provide solid strategies. This information serves as a usefalgspanitit for
initiating necessary change for families in distress. The ultig@zdéof this information is to
assist families toward successful paradigmatic transition. Wholegsional advice and family
therapy are outside the scope of this study, these findings should assistsmgabe family in
order to capitalize on its strengths and identify its weaknesses. Tharypralue in this

approach is the inclusion of emotions in family assessment and intervention.
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Study Limitations

This study had limitations related to the sample group, geographical toeatiodata
collection technique. Participants in this study were all university stsidelt most (84.7%)
were in the age range of 20-22 years. In addition, the study was limiéesingle-site location
in the Midwest and included only college students who could read and writeEnglish
language. These factors limited generalizabilty of results tdidmsacomprised of similar
demographics.

Another limitation of the study relates to the number of modifications thatredcwith
the RPAS throughout data acquisition. As explained in the Methods section, emtditnoia
Phase Ill and Phase IV were combined and transformed accordivg@ircumplex Model of
Affect (Posner et al., 2009, Russell, 1980). Based upon the Emotions Survey useddozea
emotion words into these categories (see Appendix L), some of the emotiorfelidrde more
than one category (e.glevestruckwas recorded as both pleasure activated and pleasure
deactivated). In these instances, the category in which the word ocicuhnigtest frequency
was the category assigned to the emotion word during coding.

A third limitation of the study relates to study design and data agdtysihe revised
RPAS. During initial data collection, participants also recorded thigal” paradigmatic
orientations and assigned values using the same (0-10) rating method theyrasetheir
current relationship. Due to the complexity of the current research anth§sve amount of
data collected (over 200,000 data points), Investigators for the study declioheid data
analyses to information representing current relationships. Givenrttieigs from the current
study provide useful information about the most desirable paradigms for fanmtesgoing

transition, information related to ideal relationships would enhance assgd®r these families
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and provide a comparison for recommended alternative paradigms. Fuaareheshould
include these data to provide additional insight for interpreting resuttstfre current study.
Implications for Future Research

Findings from this study offer valuable insight about emotions during famalygshfrom
a social science perspective. Interestingly, parallel researsimwhe discipline of neuroscience
has contributed equally toward understanding human emotions over the past tvasdecad
although from a different perspective. While each discipline contributes valudttmation
toward understanding human emotions within families, integrated cbstat includes both
sciences would likely increase validity for these findings and promoteegmadrall
understanding of emotions during family transition. Bateson described theamp®of
dialectical logic and the role of emotions in the family long before teoggalas prepared to
support his theory through research. Bateson’s interpersonal theory of emittienywhasis on
“social constructiorof emotion categories” that relied upon “dialectical conflict andyiteachic
principles” revealed this (Nuckolls, 1995, pp. 370-371). Today we have the technology to
“connect the dots” between social science and neuroscience through etegsaarch.

This study introduces two important goals: the first is to summarize theogaveht of
methodology used in the current research and the second is to proposech cessgn that
applies this methodology within a cognitive social science study - a studgtdgriates
neuroscience and social science into common research. Functional Nl&gsethance Imaging
(fMRI) offers an ideal imaging framework for conducting researchrtteets these goals.
fMRI as a Research Tool Toward Cognitive Social Science

It is generally understood and accepted that certain areas of the hanmaaréractive

during specific activities and thought processes. The introduction of modermgmagdalities
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such as fMRI has enabled researchers to record brain activity in resp@pseific stimuli. For
example, with fMRI, areas of the brain that are active during “happwptiens have been
distinguished from areas that are active during “sad” emotions. |datith of brain activity
that reflects “opposite” thoughts has occurred in various other contexts asckeling music
(Barrett, Pike & Paus, 2004), aggression (Boes & Anderson, 2008) and pergdtelityr et al.,
2004). While findings such as these open the door for additional research that catiseters
opposing emotions and thought processes, dialectical logic offers an ideafonamdeiducting
such research.

Family Paradigm Theory provides an ideal framework for fMRI researdubedt is
based upon dialectical logic, or a system of opposites. More specifiealiy fparadigm theory
includes two opposing worldviews: a closed worldview that follows an authorifatizer
model vs. a random worldview that represents individualistic, autonomous valuess Resul
this study show that individuals who encounter views that oppose their own values more ofte
respond with negative emotions, or negative aflakewise, individuals who encounter similar
views that support their own values more often respond with positive emotions,timeposi
affect. The dichotomy of emotions suggested in this example occurs as oppos#itise affect
VS. negative affect - and coincides with specific brain activity dUdMl.
fMRI and Human Emotions

Functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI) is now recognized ag\d tos®# for
demonstrating brain activity that relates to human emotions. This stoplygas use of fMRI to
increase understanding about the relationship between positive affect vaenafjatit and

closed paradigm vs. random paradigm.
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Based on previous fMRI research, the areas of the brain that are mostiadtige
emotional responses include the prefrontal cortex, the anterior cingutas the insula and the
amygdala (Canli et al., 2001). Habel et al. (2005) performed emotionsctessang positive
VS. negative pictures to induce corresponding brain activity. These ressasgwted in their
study that sad and happy moods both activated the amygdala—hippocampetiesardiageinto
the parahippocampal gyrus as well as the prefrontal and temporal cortextetier @ingulate,
and the precuneus. However, more activation was demonstrated in the venatrplatfrontal
cortex (VLPFC), the anterior cingulate cortex (ACC), the transweraporal gyrus, and the
superior temporal gyrus during negative affect. Happiness, on the other hand, praauncga st
activations in the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC), the citeygharus, the inferior
temporal gyrus, and the cerebellum. “Hence, negative and positive moods rstreet dortical
activation foci within a common neural network...” (Habel et al., 2005, p. 206). GiediViRI
research model currently proposed, one would expect to see activity thapoade to areas
referenced above.

Proposed fMRI Research

The study of family paradigm theory and human emotions offers a useful desilgtRfo
investigation of opposing worldviews. Given the dichotomy provided through dialdoticg if
we allow the closed family structure to represent the thisis present a more random-type,
opposing (antitheticaifdea to the family, then, in theory, the family should either resist tlae ide
(express more negative emotions and less positive emotions) or support the ides (expee
positive emotions and less negative emotions). On the other hand, if we expose an inolivadual
group to a situation that we know it will resist, then we should be able to obsetiaia c

emotional responses from the individual or group that reflect this resistance.
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This idea is directly applicable to the study of family paradigm theory andmum
emotions. To begin, let's assume that we have access to a large group dtialdiviho are
willing to participate in a research study, an fMRI scanner, théi®oand Negative Affect
Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) and a Relational Paradigmatic rAsseScale
(RPAS) (Imig, 2000Db). Let’s also assume that we know from previous researghiMRI
precisely which areas of the brain are active when an individual expesipositive affect and
which areas are active when an individual experiences negative Hffeetinstruct the
individuals in the group to describe their relational paradigmatic orientatiorgsthse revised
RPAS, then we can group the individuals according to their primary ormmgagurthermore, if
we ask these same individuals to rate their emotions (positive vs. negativaHaeestion on
the revised RPAS, then we can determine their emotional valence andrexhatousal levels
as they apply to each paradigm.

For the purpose of this study, let's say we are able to identify two distowgqbgyof
individuals based on the information we collected. Individuals in the first graup sgtremely
high for closed paradigmatic orientation on the revised RPAS and demonstateve affect
(as our results suggest) toward the random paradigm on the PANAS - welisaglidup the
closedgroup. Individuals in the second group score high for random paradigmatic coieotat
the revised RPAS and demonstrate positive affect toward the random paaadigrautral affect
(as suggested by Phase lll/Phase IV combined results) towardskeed plaradigm on the
PANAS - we'll call this group the randogroup.

Next, we'll ask each individual in these two groups to undergo fMRI scanning sarwe
record activity in their brains while they read narratives on a speoiaton positioned in the

fMRI scanner. Each narrative will consist of a question from the revised Rf2ASttongly
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reflects either the closed paradigm or the random paradigm (e.g. - &uthorcontrol in the
closed family vs. independent decision-making). Then, immediatelythégread the narrative
we’ll instruct them to record the emotion they feel according to the FANs\g a finger pad
that we strap to their hand. During this entire process we will recordtil@yain their brain
using fMRI.

When the experiment is complete, we'll analyze the data from the RPAS, PANA
fMRI for correlations between their paradigmatic orientation, ttemiorded affect and the
activity in their brain. Based upon results of the current research, weatgithat individuals
who score high on random paradigm will respond with positive affect to randomdyagives
and we will record activity in the positive-affect areas of theimbifaor individuals who score
high on closed paradigm, we anticipate that they will respond with negaiat®as to random-
type narratives and we will record activity in the negative-affeesaof their brain.

Since findings from the current research did not reveal significant relaifpsnsetween
closed paradigm and closed-type situations, we do not anticipate that indiwidhaescore high
on closed paradigm will respond with positive affect to closed-type naasatr that we will
record activity in the positive-affect areas of their brain. Furtbezrbased upon current
research findings, we do not anticipate that individuals who score high on randaoingmpanal
respond with negative affect to closed-type narratives or that wesadid activity in the
negative-affect areas of their brain.

The proposed research is offered as a step toward integrating sanaksand
neuroscience into common research with a goal to gain a better undiergtabout
interpersonal interaction and emotions during family transition. Whileslasmall step toward

this goal, it is nonetheless a step in the right direction. If scientiste achieve the full
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potential of integrated research for these two disciplines, then effagsbe combined on a
much greater scale than indicated by the suggested research stwayel] as efforts continue,
the potential benefits of integrated research will undoubtedly become.reality

Conclusions

Sociologist David Franks articulated the need for combined efforts amorgsoiemtists
and social scientists to integrate research from their fields intomoomesearch focused on
human emotions:

A more than cursory look at the evidence from neuroscience iefithe] needed to

change long-held tenets and understand the potential contributimufscience to the

sociology of emotions. ...Sociology’s general reputation in acadeinties will depend

on being willing to do so (2006, Chapter 2, p. 39).

In answer to emerging research based upon alliances between ceaiet &ind
neuroscience, the Social Science Research Network (SSRN) form@dghgive Science
Network (CSN) in April of 2009 (http://www.ssrn.com). This worldwide networktes an
online community for research in all areas of cognitive science incladiggitive social
science, and publishes an eJournal for each area. CSN addresses ress@nals gosed by
sociologists, economists, political scientists, anthropologists and othegeaeiclly discusses
the origin of mental events and how such events network within social systesscial
cognition. The diversity in topics presented in this journal reflects incgeasmalgamation and
application of social science and cognitive science within common rasdée formal
recognition of Cognitive Social Science by the SSRN represents aGghididvancement in

cognitive social science research.
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Until recently, the assimilation of social science and cognitive sciab@eeammon
research was nothing more than a fascination, something that might occutaomehe future.
Technology did not exist to support such integrated research. However, egehraddgy
advanced and enabled researchers to measure mental events, sotistissarel neuroscientists
were slow to recognize the potential for these breakthroughs. Sociologist Gomm@aented on
the imbalance between technical ability and reality as early as 200&n‘this convergence of
cognitive science and the social sciences at their intellectual coresthmdeneral umbrella of
the nature of thought and meaning, it would be natural to conclude that they must converge as
disciplines. They have not done so (p. 153). However, as noted above, the SSRNHermed t
Cognitive Science Network in 2009. While this is a positive move toward advanceiment
cognitive social science, this field is still in its infancy, itustjnow gaining recognition as a
legitimate discipline.

The research presented in this study explored the relationship betwelgrptmadigms
and human emotions with a goal to understand emotions that accompany paradignstion
more clearly. Results from this study provided valuable findings that comidibasdvard this
understanding. Information gained through this research can senataasry point for
assessing families who are experiencing stress and identify@ngadlve paradigms that offer
potential to reduce conflict and restore harmony. However, if reseianeld goward
understanding the role of emotions in family systems is to achieve its fefit@dt then
additional studies must occur in the future to expand upon the ideas introduced undhi3 Ists
study is but a small step toward a greater understanding of family paracdidrnaraan

emotions, but it is nonetheless, a step in the right direction.

158



APPENDICES

159



APPENDIX A

CONCEPTUAL AND OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS
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Table 33

Conceptual and Operational Definitions

Variable Conceptual Definition ~ Operational Definition
Gender The sex of an individual Measured by respondent on
based upon reproductive Demographic Survey (see Appendix E)
anatomy and coded as either “0ale or “1”
Female
Age Number of years since Measured by respondent during research

Highest Education

Significant
Relationship

birth

Highest level of
education achieved by
the respondent

Significant relationship

session on Demographic Survey (see
Appendix E)

Measured by respondent on
demographic survey (see Appendix E)
and coded as “1Grade School or Less,
“2” - General Educational
Development;3” - High School;'4” —
Attended College’s” — College 2-Year
Degree,'6” — College4-Year Degree,
“T” — Graduate/Professional Degreer
“8” — Other (Please Describejighest
Education is coded with indicator
variables for analysis.

Measured by respondent on

between respondent and Demographic Survey (see Appendix E)

another individual

Gender of Significant
Other based on
reproductive anatomy

and coded as “ONoor “1” Yes

Measured by respondent on
Demographic Survey (see Appendix E)
and coded as either “OMale or “1” -
Female
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Table 33 (cont'd)

Religious Group

Political Orientation

Closeness of relationshipMleasured by respondent on

with Significant Other

Organized religious
group to which
respondent belongs

Demographic Survey (see Appendix E)
and coded as “ONot Close at All;1”
Just a Little Closé2” — Somewhat
Close,“3” — Closer than Mosbr “4” —
Extremely CloseSignificant Other is
coded with indicator variables for
analysis.

Measured by respondent on the
Demographic Survey (see Appendix E)
and recorded as “0” Ehristian,“1” —
Islamic,“2” — Hindu, “3” — Jewish,*4”

— Buddhist,'5” — Chinese Traditionabr
“6” — Other (Please Describe).
Religious group is coded with indicator
variables for analysis.

Respondent’s primary Measured by respondent on the
orientation related to the Demographic Survey (see Appendix E)

United States political
system

and recorded as “0” Extremely liberal,
“1” - Moderately liberal “2” - Neither
Liberal nor Conservative,3”

- Moderately Conservativey “4” -
Extremely Conservativ@olitical
Orientation is coded with indicator
variables for analysis.
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Table 33 (cont'd)

Paradigmatic
Orientation

Emotions

The orientation of

Measured by respondent on the

respondent’s relationship Relational Paradigmatic Assessment
(Closed, Random, Open, Scale (RPAS) (see Appendices H and 1)
Synchronousas defined and recorded as values of “O'Net at

by Family Paradigm

Theory

all like my Relationshiphrough “10” —
Very Much Like my Relationship.
Paradigms are calculated from
participant’s responses to five different
guestions representing the relational
elements otontrol, affect, space and
material. Values from responses in each
category —losed, random, opeand
synchronous- are summed and
appropriately weighted for data analysis.

Respondent’s perceived Phase IlI- Measured by respondent on
emotions in response to the Relational Paradigmatic Assessment
closed, random, opeand Scale (RPAS) (see Appendix H) and

synchronoustatements

on RPAS

recorded as “Descriptive Words” from
Emotions Word#$ist (see Table 3)

Phase IV Measured by respondent on
the Relational Paradigmatic Assessment
Scale (RPAS) (see Appendix 1) and
recorded as responses to 20 Emotions
Words (see Appendix J) as “1"\fery
Slightly or Not at All;'2” — A Little, “3”

— Moderately,4” — Quite a Bit or'5” —
Extremely.
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APPENDIX B

INSTRUMENT REVIEW

RELATIONAL PARADIGMATIC ASSESSMENT SCALE (RPAS)
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Title:

Author:
Population:

Score:

Time:

Original Publisher:

Date:

Concept or Variable:

Relational Paradigm Assessment Scale (RPAS)

David Imig

College Students and Adults.

2 Scores: Current and Ideal Paradigmatic Orientation
Approximately 60 Minutes

Michigan State University

2000

Closed Paradigm €onceptual definition — A family system based
upon stability through tradition and time-tested ideas. The family
commonly focuses on the past. Family members are cohesive and
maintain very private relationships. The family frequently operates
under authoritative rule with the father generally in charge.
Members of this system are loyal and experience a strong sense of
belonging. The family is group-oriented (Constantine, 1986; Imig,
200r; Kantor & Lehr, 1975).

Random Paradigm Conceptual definition — A family that values
freedom and independence. The needs of the individual come
before the needs of the family. The family is discontinuity-oriented
and often appears chaotic and unorganized. The family seeks
change and new ideas and supports curiosity and innovation but
the family does not support hierarchy. Competition is the norm as
it sparks innovation (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005; Kantor &
Lehr, 1975).

Open Paradigm Conceptual definition — A family system that is
oriented to the past, present and future with semi-permeable
boundaries. The family is consequence-oriented with a healthy balance
between continuity and change. The system stresses practical
consensus through open communication and encourages multiple
perspectives in an environment of flattened hierarchy. The family
values both the individual and the group and encourages participation
toward collective goals. The family reaches consensus through
communication and values diversity and different perspectives as it
respects the voice of each individual (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005;
Kantor & Lehr, 1975).

Synchronous ParadigmConceptual definition — a general

harmonious system that reflects natural alignment and deeply held
beliefs. The system is timeless; it does not operate in the past, present
or future. Members share consensus without communication through a
special way of knowinglrhe system promotes learning through
observation and listening with no visible hierarchy, but still contains
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Adequacy of Sample
Tested:

Normative Data:

Level of Measurement:

Discriminability:

Reliability:

Validity:

structure and patterns. Members learn by being a part of the
environmental context that contains the strugtorembers maintain
cohesion through unspoken shared understandings. These family
values individuality and, at the same time, provides stability with rigid
system boundaries (Constantine, 1986; Imig, 2005).

Description of Items: The Relational Paradigm Assessment Scale
(RPAS) is a self-report assessment that determines both the current
and ideaparadigmatic orientation and player part for resource
elements (time, energy, space and material) and goal elements
(control, affect, content and meaning) in the respondent’s
relationship (see Appendices H and I). (Note: the focus of this
study was limited to current paradigmatic orientation of control,
affect, space and material — idpakadigmatic orientation and

player part information was not considered in the analysis.)
Participants rated their relationship in terms of closed, random,
open and synchronous paradigmatic orientations on a scale of 0-10
for each element. Instructions for the RPAS vary according to the
different time periods assessed (current [real] relationship vs. ideal
relationship). Scores on the scale indicate the extent to which each
RPAS statement (closed, random, open and synchronous) reflects
the participant’s understanding of their current and ideal
relationship. Higher scores on RPAS indicate greater similarity
between the respondent’s relationship and the paradigm described
by each statement.

Samples used to test the RPAS are adequate.

Normative data are not available for RPAS
Interval level of measurement.

The Relational Paradigm Assessment Scale @3R8es an
interval (0-10) scale.

Test-Retest Reliability Fest-Retest reliability has not yet been
established for RPAS

Content Validity:Content validity on the RPAS has been
established through research (Imig, 1993a, 2000a; Imig et al.,
1996; Imig & Phillips, 1992; Pate, 1994; Pegorarro, 1999;
Villarruel et al., 1995; Ward, 1997).
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Administration and
Scoring:

Desirable Features:

Undesirable Features:

Variations of RPAS have been used to assess paradigmatic
orientation in a variety of situations related to divorce (Pate, 1994);
behavior under stress (Imig, 1993a, 2000a); home schooling
(Pegorraro, 1999), men’s groups (Imig et al., 1996), family
businesses (Imig et al., 1996) and older child adoption (Ward,
1997). It is felt that these studies have established adequate content
validity for RPAS.

Contruct Validity:Although construct validity has not been

formally established for RPAS, all versions of RPAS were
developed specifically to measure family structure and behavior as
defined by Family Paradigm theory (Constantine, 1986).
Therefore, construct validity is assumed for this instrument.

Ease and BrevityThe test was designed with 20 questions (ten for
current relationship and ten for ideal relationship) that require four
responses each (one response for each paradigm). Although the test
is relatively long, it presents questions in a logical, orderly fashion
and is easy to follow. The original RPAS requires approximately

60 minutes to complete.

The RPAS is a self-administered paradigmatsssent.

Scores require transformation (see Appendix K) but provide direct
interpretation: raw scores and transformed scores both indicate the
similarity of participant’s perceived paradigmatic orientatiothwi
the orientation represented by each question/statement. In addition,
transformed scores also consider the overall importance of each
paradigm to the relationship. High scores indicate more similarity
and low scores indicate less similarity. Scoring yields separate
scores for closed paradigm, random paradigm, open paradigm and
synchronous paradigm (see Appendix K).

The RPAS is efficient and cost-effectiteeasy to administer.
This instrument is also portable, allowing for administration in
various settings. The availability of the inventory enables use in
both clinical and research settings. Additionally, the RPAS can be
administered individually or in a group setting.

RPAS requires complex transformation of datagpri
interpretation of results
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INSTRUMENT REVIEW

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT SCHEDULE (PANAS)
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Title:

Authors:
Population:

Score:

Time:

Original Publisher:
Date:

Concept or Variable:

Adequacy of Sample
Tested:

Normative Data:

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)

David Watson, Lee A Clark, and Auke Tellegen.
Adults.

2 Scores: Positive Affect and Negative Affect
Approximately 5 Minutes

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology

1988

Positive Affect (PA) Eonceptual definition — "reflects the extent

to which a person feels enthusiastic, active and alert. High PA is a
state of high energy, full concentration, and pleasurable
engagement, whereas low PA is characterized by sadness and
lethargy” (Watson et al., 1988, p. 1063).

Negative Affect (NA)Conceptual definition — "a general

dimension of subjective distress and unpleasurable engagement
that subsumes a variety of aversive mood states, including anger,
contempt, disgust, guilt, fear and nervousness, with low NA being
a state of calmness and serenity” (Watson et al., 1988, p. 1063).

Description of Items: The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule
(PANAS) is a self-report assessment that consists of two separate
mood scales that contain 10 questions each. These two subscales
use a five-point Likert-type scale by which the respondent
indicates the intensity of the emotional response. The instrument
measures two affective state and trait dimensipositive affect
andnegative affectinstructions for the PANAS vary according to
the different time periods assessed. The authors tested PANAS
using seven time periodsioment, today, past few days, past few
weeks, yeaandgeneral The essential qualities evaluated by the
scale are feelings of enthusiasm, activeness and alertness(PA) a
anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear and nervousness (NA). Scores
on the scale reflect the extent to which participants experience each
mood state.

Samples used to test the PANAS are adequate.
Normative data are provided for 101 undergraduate university
students and164 adult university employees.

Mean scores for PA usirgg this momentime frame were 29.7
(SD=7.9 for PA, and 14.83D=5.4 for NA. PA scores are
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Level of Measurement:

Discriminability:

Reliability:

Validity:

generally higher than NA scores and tend to rise as the time
interval increases.

Ordinal level of measurement.

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule usekexrtitype scale
with five categories.

Reliability of the instrument has been widely repierawford
& Henry, 2004; Watson & Clark, 1994;Weiner et al., 2003).

Test-Retest ReliabilityRANAS stability was assessed on college
students and non-college students for test-retest intervals ranging
from themomento thegeneral(greater than one year). The
magnitude of the reliability coefficients increased as a function of
interval length. For the PA subscale the coefficients ranged from
47 (moment) - .68 (general), whereas coefficients for the NA scale
ranged from .39 (moment) - .71 (general). As the interval of time
increased, participants seemingly averaged their responses over
time that covered more occasions and resulted in implicit
aggregations (Watson et al., 1988, p. 1065). The stability
coefficients for theyeneralrating are sufficiently high to suggest
they represent the participanttait affect.

Internal Consistencyinternal consistency of the two subscales
based on temporal dimensiam®ment, today, past few days, past
few weeks, yeandgeneralwas as follows: Positive Affec0.86 -
0.90, Negative Affect0.84 — 0.87.

Validity of the instrument has been widely reported (Crad/r
Henry, 2004; Watson & Clark, 1994; Weiner et al., 2003).

Scale Validity:Scale validity on the PANAS was determined by
subjecting ratings on 60 Zevon and Tellegen (1982) mood
descriptors in each of the six data sets to principal factor analysis
with squared multiple correlations as the communality estimates.
Two dominant factors emerged that explained approximately 2/3
of the common variance. After computing regression estimates
with the factor scores, factor scores were correlated with PANAS
PA and NA scales. This comparison demonstrated high correlation
for both scales with corresponding regression-based factor scores.

Item Validity: The item validity of the individual PANAS items
was determined by factoring participant’s ratings on the 20
PANAS descriptors in each of the six data sets with Zevon and
Tellegen’s (1982) 60 mood descriptors using a principal factor
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Administration and
Scoring:

Desirable Features:

Undesirable Features:

analysis with squared multiple correlations as the initial
communality estimates. Two dominant factors emerged in each
solution. Together, they accounted for nearly all of the common
variance in these solutions, ranging from 87.4% in the moment
solution to 96.1% in the general ratings.

PANAS IntercorrelationThe correlation between the Positive
Affect and Negative Affect scales is low, ranging from -.12 to -.23.
The two scales share approximatelyl % to 5% of their variance.
These values indicate quasi-independence, a desirable feature for
many purposes, and are substantially lower than those of many
other short PA and NA scales (Watson et al., 1988).

Ease and BrevityThe test was designed with only two, ten point
scales that can easily be answered in approximately five minutes.

The PANAS is a self-administered mood assatsme

Scores have a direct interpretation: high scores indicate the
intensity of the emotional response for two affective state
dimensionspositive affec{feelings of enthusiasm, activeness and
alertness) andegative affecffeelings of anger, contempt, disgust,
guilt, fear and nervousness). Scores are determined by summing
responses from each scale: PA items (interested, excited, strong,
enthusiastic, proud, alert, inspired, determined, attentive, and
active) and NA items (distressed, upset, guilty, scared, hostile,
irritable, ashamed, nervous, jittery and afraid). Scoring yields
separate scores for PA and NA that range from 10-50.

The PANAS is efficient and cost-effectidevary easy to
administer and score. This instrument is also portable, allowing for
administration in various settings. The availability of the inventory
enables use in both clinical and research settings. Additionally, the
PANAS can be administered individually or in group settings.

Harmon et al. (2009) reported that PANAS Rérémsed by
anger-inducing situations, not because anger is experienced
positively, but because many of the PA items reflect approach
motivation, which can be negative in valence.
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Al Participant Number _

We would like you to tell us about you and your family to help us understand
more about emotions and different family types. Please circle the best answer for
each question or fill in the blanks with your answer.

A2 What is your gender?
1 Male
2 Female
A3 What is your age in years?
1
A4 What is the highest level of education you've completed?

1 High School
2 Freshman year of college

3 Sophomore year of college

4 Junior year of college

5 Bachelor degree

6 Graduate/Professional degree
7 Other (please describe)

A5 How do you describe your marital status?

Single (never married)

Living with a significant other, not married
Married

Married but Separated

Divorced

Remarried

Widowed

~No o~ WNE

A6 Do you live alone?
1 No l

2Yes
A7 If you do not live alone, how many
individuals live in your home besides you?

Number Relationship
1 one
2 two
3 three
4 four
5 five or more
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A8 Based on most political and social issues, how do you describe your political
orientation?
1.Extremely liberal
2 Moderate
3 Extremely Conservative

Thank you for participating in this study; we appreciate your input.
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Al

Case ID Number _

We would like you to tell us a little bit about yourself. Please circle the best
answer for each question or fill in the blanks with your answer.

Bl

B2

B3

B4

What is your gender?
0 Male
1 Female

What is your age in years?
o _

Are you a student?
0 No
1 Yes

What is the highest level of education you've completed?
Grade School or less

General Educational Development (GED)

High School

Attended College

College 2-year degree

College 4-year degree

Graduate/Professional degree

Other (please describe)

O~NO O WNE

Next, we would like you to tell us about your family to help us understand how
different family structures relate to risk-taking. Please circle thé dxeswver for
each question or fill in the blanks with your answer

Cl

Do you live alone?

0 No
1 Yes
Cc2 If you do not live alone, how many
individuals live in your home besides you?
(Please circle the number and describe their
relationship to you)
Number Relationship

one

two

three

four

five or more

apbrwnN -
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C3 Do you share a significant relationship with another individual?
0 No
1 Yes i

C4 If you do share a significant relationship
with another individual, is the individual
male or female?

0 Male
1 Female

C5 Please describe the closeness of your
relationship with this individual

Not very close at all

Just a little close

Somewhat close

Closer than most

Extremely close

A WNPEF O

Lastly, we would like you to describe your culture. Please circle the b&stafor each
guestion or fill in the blanks with your answer.

D1 Please list your home country.
0

D2 What is your native language?
English

French

Spanish

German

Italian

Russian

Arabic

Chinese

Other (please describe)

oO~NO UG WNEO

D3  Are you a member of a religious group?
0 No
1 Yes ¢

D4 If yes, please describe the religious group
0 Christian
1 Islamic
2 Hindu
3 Jewish
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4 Buddhist
5 Chinese traditional
6 Other (please describe)

D5 Please describe the Government organization in your home country.
Anarchy (no government)

Capitalist (free market)

Communist

Democracy (people elect the government)
Dictatorship (single leader)

Federal government (elected leader) USA

Monarchy (King or Queen)

Other (please describe)

~No ook~ wWNPEFLO

D6 Based on most political and social issues, how do you describe your political
orientation?
0 Extremely liberal
1 Moderately liberal
2 Neither Liberal nor Conservative
3 Moderately Conservative
4 Extremely Conservative

Thank you for participating in this study; we appreciate
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FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS

We would like to learn more about the way your family functions in everyday life. Please
respond to the following questions by telling us how true each statement is for your family
now (real) and how much you would like it to be true (ideal).

>

Please rate each statement on a scale of O (not true at all for my family) through 10
(most true for my family). Please use the value of “10” only once in the real category
and once in the ideal category for each group of statements. You may use values of
0-9 as needed to rate the remaining statements for real and ideal.

In addition, please indicate whether you feel each statement applies to your family in
a positive way (+), a negative way (-), both a positive and a negative way (+/-), or
neither a positive nor a negative way (0) based on the way your family functions
now (real) and the way you would like

1). What is the approach your family most typically uses to achieve and accomplish what they

want?

a). Unstated agreements and just knowing what to do

Real Ideal + +- 0

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

b). Authority, rules, and discipline

Real Ideal +/- 0

> Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

c¢). Personal freedom, individual competence, and choice

Real Ideal | + +/- 0

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

d). Cooperation, discussion, and mutual agreement

Real Ideal + +- 0

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?
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2). In what manner do your family members express their caring and support for each other? In
what manner do your family members express their caring and support for each other?

a). Expressive, responsive, and given willingly Real Ideal |+ - +/- O

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why do
you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

b). Private, formal, and regulated Real Ideal |+ - +- O

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

). Spontaneous, public, and enthusiastic Real Ideal |+ - +/- O

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

d). Limited, reserved, and rarely expressed because we Real Ideal |+ - +/- O
know we care deeply for each other

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

3). How does your family deal with ideas and information?

a). Discussions have few limits, no ideas are too silly or Real Ideal |+ - 4~ O
extreme, individual perceptions are expected

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

b). Certain topics are rarely discussed, controversy is Real Ideal |+ - +- O
avoided, different ideas are suspect

> Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

c). Different ideas are okay, friendly conflict is expected, Real Ideal |+ - +/- O
but should be resolved through communication

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

d). We are very rational and think alike without a great Real Ideal |+ - +/- O
deal of discussion and communication

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?
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4). How does your family relate to material possessions and belongings?

a).

Material things are functional and valued because the
family works hard for them and deserves the benefits of
life

Real

Ideal

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?

b). Material possessions are viewed as being both confining Real Ideal + - +- 0
and limiting to achieving personal meaning
» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?
c). Belongings are a means of convenience, and serve to Real Ideal + - +- 0
assist in family interaction and in achieving personal goals
» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?
d). Possessions are valued because of their aesthetic quality, Real Ideal + - +/- 0

and should be kept as perfect as possible

» Oral Interview: What feelings made you respond to that statement the way you did? Why
do you think you feel that way? How does this make you feel about your family?
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FEELINGS, EMOTIONS AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS

We would like to learn more about the feelings and emotions that you have regarding how
your family functions in everyday life. Please respond to the following questions below by
assigning certain numbers to each statement (A-D) describing how your family is now
(real) and how you would like it to be (ideal).

First, please rate each statement (A - D) on a scale of 0 — 10 with 0 being not true at all
for my family through 10 being most true for my family. Please use the value of “10” only
once in the real category and only once in the ideal category for each group of
statements. You may use the values of 0-9 as needed to rate the remaining statements
for real and ideal. Each cell must have a number assigned. The distribution of numbers
for choices A — D should describe what your family is most like and least like (real) and
what you would most and least like it to be (ideal).

Second, please indicate for choices A - D for both real and ideal, how you feel about
each statement as it applies to your family. Use only one symbol for each choice.

1. in a positive way (+) or

2. in a negative way (-) or

3. in both a positive and a negative way (+/-) or

4. in neither a positive nor a negative way (0)

Third , using a scale of 1 — 5 with 1 representing lowest intensity and 5 representing
highest intensity, please rate how intense your feelings are for each statement (A — D).

Fourth , please list 1 or 2 words that describe your feelings for the choices A — D. Do not

use the words that have already been identified previously (positive, negative, etc.). The
words may also reflect your level of intensity.

184



1). What is the approach your family most typically uses to achieve and accomplish what they
want that is, to get done the important thin

s that need to get done, get done?

Real + - +- 0 Emotional Descriptive
Intensity Words
1-5
a). Unstated agreements and just
knowing what to do
b). Authority, rules, and discipline
c). Personal freedom, individual
competence, and choice
d). Cooperation, discussion, and
mutual agreement
Ideal + - +- 0 Emotional Descriptive
Intensity Words
1-5
a). Unstated agreements and just
knowing what to do
b). Authority, rules, and discipline
c). Personal freedom, individual
competence, and choice
d). Cooperation, discussion, and

mutual agreement
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2).

In what manner do your family members express their caring and support for each other?

Real

+

+/-

0

Emotional
Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a).

Expressive, responsive, and
given willingly

b).

Private, formal, and regulated

. Spontaneous, public, and

enthusiastic

d).

Limited, reserved, and rarely
expressed because we know we
care deeply for each other

Ideal

+/-

Emotional
Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a).

Expressive, responsive, and
given willingly

b).

Private, formal, and regulated

. Spontaneous, public, and

enthusiastic

d).

Limited, reserved, and rarely
expressed because we know we
care deeply for each other
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3). How does your family deal with ideas and information?

Real

+

+/-

0

Emotional Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Discussions have few limits,
no ideas are too silly or extreme,
individual ideas are expected

b). Certain topics are rarely
discussed, controversy is
avoided, different ideas are
suspect

c). Different ideas and conflict is
OK, but differences should be
resolved

d). We are very rational, and think
alike without a great deal of
discussion and communication

Ideal

+/-

Emotional Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Discussions have few limits,
no ideas are too silly or extreme,
individual perceptions are
expected

b). Certain topics are rarely
discussed, controversy is
avoided, different ideas are
suspect

c). Different ideas are okay,
friendly conflict is expected, but
should be resolve through
communication

d). We are very rational, and think
alike without a great deal of
discussion and communication
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4). How does your family relate to

material possessions and belon

ings?

Real

+ -

+/-

0

motional Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Material things are functional and
valued because the family works hard
for them and deserves the benefits of
life

b). Material possessions are viewed
as being both confining and limiting to
achieving personal meaning

c). Belongings are a means of
convenience, and serve to assist in
family interaction and in achieving
personal goals

d). Possessions are valued because
of their aesthetic quality, and should
be kept as perfect as possible

Ideal

+/-

motional Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Material things are functional and
valued because the family works
hard for them and deserves the
benefits of life

b). Material possessions are viewed
as being both confining and limiting
to achieving personal meaning

¢). Belongings are a means of
convenience, and serve to assist in
family interaction and in achieving
personal goals

d). Possessions are valued because
of their aesthetic quality, and should
be kept as perfect as possible
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FEELINGS, EMOTIONS AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS

We would like to learn more about the feelings and emotions that you have regarding how
your family functions in everyday life. Please respond to the following questions below by
assigning certain numbers to each statement (A-D) describing how your family is now
(real) and how you would like it to be (ideal).

First, please rate each statement (A - D) on a scale of 0 — 10 with 0 being not true at all
for my family through 10 being most true for my family. Please use the value of “10” only
once in the real category and only once in the ideal category for each group of
statements. You may use the values of 0-9 as needed to rate the remaining statements
for real and ideal. Each cell must have a number assigned. The distribution of numbers
for choices A — D should describe what your family is most like and least like (real) and
what you would most and least like it to be (ideal).

Second, please indicate for choices A - D for both real and ideal, how you feel about
each statement as it applies to your family. Use only one symbol for each choice.

5. in a positive way (+) or

6. in a negative way (-) or

7. in both a positive and a negative way (+/-) or

8. in neither a positive nor a negative way (0)

Third , using a scale of 1 — 5 with 1 representing lowest intensity and 5 representing
highest intensity, please rate how intense your feelings are for each statement (A — D).

Fourth , please list a single word from the Emotions list provided that best describes
your feelings for choices A — D for each statement. You may then add additional
descriptive words or comments about each statement. The words may also reflect your
level of intensity.
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1). What is the approach your family most typically uses to achieve and accomplish what they
want that is, to get done the important things that need to get done, get done.?

Real + - +- 0 motional Intensity | Descriptive
1-5 Words
a). Unstated agreements and just
knowing what to do
b). Authority, rules, and discipline
c). Personal freedom, individual
competence, and choice
d). Cooperation, discussion, and
mutual agreement
Ideal + - +- 0 motional Intensity | Descriptive
1-5 Words

a). Unstated agreements and just
knowing what to do

b). Authority, rules, and discipline

c). Personal freedom, individual
competence, and choice

d). Cooperation, discussion, and
mutual agreement
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2). In what manner do your family members express their caring and support for each other?

Real + - +- 0 Emotional Descriptive
Intensity Words
1-5
a). Expressive, responsive, and
given willingly
b). Private, formal, and regulated
¢). Spontaneous, public, and
enthusiastic
d). Limited, reserved, and rarely
expressed because we know we
care deeply for each other
Ideal + - +- 0 Emotional Descriptive
Intensity Words
1-5

a). Expressive, responsive, and
given willingly

b). Private, formal, and regulated

¢). Spontaneous, public, and
enthusiastic

d). Limited, reserved, and rarely
expressed because we know we
care deeply for each other
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3). How does your family deal with ideas and information?

Real

+ - -

0

motional Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Discussions have few limits, no
ideas are too silly or extreme,
individual ideas are expected

b). Certain topics are rarely
discussed, controversy is avoided,
different ideas are suspect

c). Different ideas and conflict is
OK, but differences should be
resolved

d). We are very rational, and think
alike without a great deal of
discussion and communication

Ideal

motional Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Discussions have few limits, no
ideas are too silly or extreme,
individual perceptions are expected

b). Certain topics are rarely
discussed, controversy is avoided,
different ideas are suspect

c). Different ideas are okay, friendly
conflict is expected, but should be
resolve through communication

d). We are very rational, and think
alike without a great deal of
discussion and communication
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4). How does your family relate to

material possessions and belon

ings?

Real

+ -

+/-

0

Emotional Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Material things are functional and
valued because the family works
hard for them and deserves the
benefits of life

b). Material possessions are viewed
as being both confining and limiting
to achieving personal meaning

). Belongings are a means of
convenience, and serve to assist in
family interaction and in achieving
personal goals

d). Possessions are valued because
of their aesthetic quality, and should
be kept as perfect as possible

Ideal

+/-

Emotional
Intensity
1-5

Descriptive
Words

a). Material things are functional and
valued because the family works
hard for them and deserves the
benefits of life

b). Material possessions are viewed
as being both confining and limiting
to achieving personal meaning

). Belongings are a means of
convenience, and serve to assist in
family interaction and in achieving
personal goals

d). Possessions are valued because
of their aesthetic quality, and should
be kept as perfect as possible
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5). From a relational point -of-view, what emphasis do you feel is being placed on the

following areas?

Real + +-0 Emotional Descriptive
Intensity Words
1-5
a). The importance of ideas,
questions & information
b The importance of
possessions and belongings
). That in our relationship we
provide each other with the
amount & kind of affection,
caring, love & support wanted
& needed
d). That the important &
necessary things that need to
get done - in order to have a
guality relationship - get done
Ideal + +- 0 Emotional Descriptive
Intensity Words
1-5

a). The importance of ideas,
guestions & information

b The importance of
possessions and belongings

). That in our relationship we
provide each other with the
amount & kind of affection,
caring, love & support wanted
& needed

d). That the important &
necessary things that need to
get done - in order to have a
quality relationship - get done
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FEELINGS, EMOTIONS AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS

We would like to learn more about the feelings and emotions that you have regarding how
your family functions in everyday life. Please respond to the following questions below by
assigning certain numbers to each statement (A-D) describing how your family is now
(real) and how you would like it to be (ideal).

First, please rate each statement (A - D) on a scale of 0 — 10 with 0 being not true at all
for my family through 10 being most true for my family. Please use the value of “10” only
once in the real category and only once in the ideal category for each group of
statements. You may use the values of 0-9 as needed to rate the remaining statements
for real and ideal. Each cell must have a number assigned. The distribution of numbers
for choices A — D should describe what your family is most like and least like (real) and
what you would most and least like it to be (ideal).

Second, please complete the scale that follows each statement for questions 1-5.
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

1la). We just know what needs to get done & how to d

oit

Score for
la: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1a -1d)

REAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the
statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.
Very
slightly Alitle | Moderately | Quitea | Extremely
or not at bit
all
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 S
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4.  Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5.  Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 S
7.  Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8.  Hostile 1 2 3 4 S
9. Enthusiastiq 1 2 3 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 S
11. |Irritable 1 2 3 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 S
13. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 S
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 S
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

1b). By being well organized, using successful & str
perhaps most importantly having a plan we ca

uctured routines, and
n count on.

Score for
1b: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1la -1d)

REAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the
statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.

Very

slightly Alitle | Moderately | Quitea | Extremely

or not at bit

all
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5
3. Excited 1 2 g 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 5
11. Irritable 1 2 g 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 5
13. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

1c). Each person does what they think needs to get

done and how to do it

Score for
1c: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1a -1d)

REAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the
statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.

Very

slightly | Alitle | Moderately | Quite a bit Extremely

or not

atall
1. Interested 1 2 g 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 S
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 g 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 S
9. Enthusiastic| 1 2 3 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 S
11. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 5
13. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 S
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

1d). By regularly discussing and agreeing with each
get done and how “best” to work together to g

other what needs to

et things done

Score for
1d: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1a -1d)

REAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the
statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.

Very

slightty | Alitle | Moderately | Quite abit | Extremely

or not at

al

1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 S
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 S
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 g 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 S
11. Irritable 1 2 g 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 S
13. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 S
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 )
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 S
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

1la). We just know what needs to get done & how to d

Score for
la: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1a -1d)

IDEAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the
statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.

Very

slightly or Alittle Moderately | Quitea | Extremely

not at all bit
1. Interested 1 2 g 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 S
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 )
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 S
11. Irritable 1 2 g 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 S
13. Ashamed 1 2 g 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 )
19. Active 1 2 g 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 S
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

1b). By being well organized, using successful & str
perhaps most importantly having a plan we ca

uctured routines, and
n count on.

Score for
1b: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1la -1d)

IDEAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the
statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.

Very

sightly | Alile | Moderately | Quiteabit | Extremely

or not at

all
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5
3. Excited 1 2 g 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 5
11. Irritable 1 2 g 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 5
13. Ashamed 1 2 g 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

?

1c). Each person does what they think needs to get

done and how to do it.

Score for
1c: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1a -1d)

IDEAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the
statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.

Very

slightyor | Alitle Moderately | Quitea | Extremely

not at all bit
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 5
11. Irritable 1 2 g 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 5
13. Ashamed 1 2 g 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5
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1). In your relationship, how do the important things that must get done, get

done? (Question #1 on your RPAS from class)

1d). By regularly discussing and agreeing with each
get done and how “best” to work together to g

other what needs to
et things done

Score for
1d: (0-10)
How much
does the
statement
above
describe
your
relationship
with your
partner?

(Remember
to use “10”
only once
for 1la -1d)

IDEAL

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different
feelings and emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt this way about the

statement above during the past week. Use the following scale to record your

answers.

Very

sighttyor | A | Moderately | Quiteabit | Extremely

notatall | little
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5
9. Enthusiastig 1 2 3 4 5
10.Proud 1 2 3 4 5
11.Irritable 1 2 3 4
12. Alert 1 2 3 4
13. Ashamed 1 2 3 4
14.Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15.Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5
17.Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX J

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT SCHEDULE
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PANAS
Directions
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feegs and emotions.

Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer next to that word. Incate to what
extent you have felt this way during the past week.

Use the following scale to record your answers.

(1.)=Very slightly or not at all (2)=A little (3)=Moderately (4)= Quite a bit 6)=Extremely

Very A Little Moderately | Quite a bit Extremely
Slightly or
not at all
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 5
11. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 5
13. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX K

REVISED RPAS CALCULATIONS
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Resource Elements Goal Elements
Space Control
Question Question
3A Random 1A Synchronous
3B Closed 1B Closed
3C Open 1C Random
3D Synchronous 1D Open
Material Affect
Question Question
4A Closed 2A Open
4B Random 2B Closed
4C Open 2C Random
4D Synchronous 2D Synchronous

The table above defines the elements (control, affect, space and matetiphradigms
(closed, random, open and synchronous) reflected through question 1, question 2, §uestion
guestion 4 and questions 5 on the Revised Relational Paradigm Assessment-BEASR
Questions 1-4 describe the paradigmatic orientation for each elememnol(caffiect, space and
material) in the relationship or family system and question 5 describeséledl importance of
each element in the relationship or family system. Participantgassa 0-10 score for each
statement (A, B, C and D) in Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4 and Q5 according to their tamaing of the

relationship or family system. Participants assign the value of 10 only oaebtiinthey
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assigned values 0-9 as many times as necessary in order to indicatedbestanding of the
relationship.

During coding, simple coefficients were computed for each item respogsestions
Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4 and Q5 by summing the responses to each question (ex. 1A + 1B +)1C + 1D

and then dividing each response by the sum (ex: 1A/ sum [1A + 1B + 1C + 1D)).

Question
5A Space
5B Material
5C Affect
5D Control

Question 5 coefficients were then applied to corresponding coefficie@ik, iQ2, Q3
and Q4 in order to reflect appropriate weighting for each elemeneXample, Q5A reflects the
importance okpacein the relationship so the simple coefficient for Q5A was multiplied viaigh t
simple coefficients for each response in Q3 to prodooeplex coefficient®Q3A * Q5A, Q3B *
Q5A, Q3C * Q5A and Q3D * Q5Alhat factor in the overall importance sfacein the
relationship. This computation was repeated for item responses in Q1 fesBIg toefficient),
Q2 (using the 5C coefficient) and Q4 (using the 5B coefficient).

Finally, overall paradigm scores were computed by summing complexcoeaf from
Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4 for each paradigm. Closed paradigm scores were cobypsuetning
complex coefficient values for Q1B + Q2B + Q3B + Q4A; random paradigmsoeme

computed by summing values from Q1C + Q2C + Q3A + Q4B, open paradigm sevees w
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computed by summing values from Q1D + Q2A + Q3C + Q4C, and synchronous paradigm

scores were computed by summing values from Q1A + Q2D + Q3D + Q4D.
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APPENDIX L

EMOTIONS SURVEY FOR CATEGORIZING

PHASE I11l/IV COMBINED EMOTIONS
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EMOTIONS SURVEY

| am requesting your assistance in a critical task for my Datgert Your participation is
optional and will not affect your grade either positively or negativelyVidlarruel suggested
that | appeal to you for participation based on your commitment gxteitcurate information at
the graduate level. Your participation will require 5-10 minutes of your. fitmave disabled all
tracking, so there is no way for me to identify who completes this task, ave blocked Dr. V.
from seeing this so he also has no ability to see who participates inrihey sr not.

| am asking for your help as a partial requirement for my dissertati@rhiah | am trying to
understand how different types of family systems (family paradigmeoddviews relate to
human emotions. | propose that this research will provide information thdtelplfamilies
adapt to changes brought about by stressful life events (divorce, job loss, tieath, e

This exercise involves categorizing 48 emotions words based upon the dimensions ef valenc
and arousal:

Valence- Degree to which an emotion is pleasant or unpleasant - may also be thcagyttief
positive or negative felt quality that is inherent to all emotional experiences

Arousal- Preparedness of an organism for action - may also be thought of as theaedred
an emotion is behaviorally activating.

To participate in this exercise, please rate each of the following woodsding to your
perception of its overall valence and arousal. The four categories asarel@ativated,
Pleasure Deactivated, Displeasure Activated and Displeasuravaezdtt

As an example, the word "calm" is pleasant (valence) and inactive dgreashe appropriate
category to check for this word is "Pleasure - Deactivated”. See
http://sites.google.com/site/circumplexmodelofaffect/circummpledel-of-affectfor an
illustration of the model.
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1. Active
0]
0]
0]
0]
2. Afraid
0]
0]
0]
0]
3. Alert
0]
o]
0]
0]
4. Angry
0]
0]
0]
0]
5. Anxious
0]
o]
0]
0]
6. Ashamed
0]
0]
o]
o]
7. Attentive
0]
0]
0]
0]
8. Bored
0]
0]
0]
o]
9. Cautious
0]
0]
0]
0]

oOoOw>» UOOW>» OOW>»r OUOOWP» UTOW>» OOW>»r OOWl>» TOl>

o0 w>

EMOTIONS SURVEY

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated
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10. Confident

o A
o B
o C
o D
11.Confused
o A
o B
o C
o D
12.Depressed
o A
o B
o C
o D
13.Determined
o A
o B
o C
o D

14.Distressed

o A
o B
o C
o D
15. Disgusted
o A
o B
o C
o D
16. Ecstatic
o A
o B
o C
o D
17.Embarrassed
o A
o B
o C
o D
18.Enraged
o A
o B
o C
o D

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated
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19. Enthusiastic

o A
o B
o C
o D
20.Excited
o A
o B
o C
o D
21.Exhausted
o A
o B
o C
o D
22.Frightened
o A
o B
o C
o D
23. Frustrated
o A
o B
o C
o D
24. Guilty
o A
o B
o C
o D
25.Happy
o A
o B
o C
o D
26.Hopeful
o A
o B
o C
o D
27.Hostile
o A
o B
o C
o D

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated
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28. Hysterical

o A
o B
o C
o D
29.Inspired
o A
o B
o C
o D
30. Interested
o A
o B
o C
o D
31.Irritable
o A
o B
o C
o D
32.Jealous
o A
o B
o C
o D
33. Jittery
o A
o B
o C
o D
34.Lonely
o A
o B
o C
o D

35. Love-struck

o A
o B
o C
o D
36. Mischievous
o A
o B
o C
o D

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated
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37.Nervous
0 A. Pleasure - Activated
o0 B. Pleasure — Deactivated
o C. Displeasure — Activated
o D. Displeasure - Deactivated
38. Overwhelmed
0] . Pleasure - Activated
. Pleasure — Deactivated
. Displeasure — Activated
. Displeasure - Deactivated

O OO

39.Proud
. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

O O0OO0OOo

40.Sad
. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

OOwm>» OOm>» OUOOW>

O o0oOo0o

41.Scared

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated
42.Shocke
. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

OoooQooo0o0
onOom>» COTOWrP

43.Shy

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

(ol elNeolNe]

44. Smug
. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

oOw>»r OTOW>

O O O0OOo

45. Strong

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

ocooo
o0 w>
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46. Surprised

47.Suspicious

48.Upset

(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]

(0]

O OO

O O0OO0OOo

oOO0Owm>» UTOW>» O0OW>

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated

. Pleasure - Activated

. Pleasure — Deactivated

. Displeasure — Activated

. Displeasure - Deactivated
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APPENDIX M

GUIDELINES FOR CATEGORIZING EMOTIONS

FOR PHASE lII/IlV COMBINED

220



Surprised

Confident

Pleasure Activated (PA)

Hopeful

Secure

Alert

Enthusiastic

Inspired

Strong

Attentive
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Angry

Cautious

Disgusted

Enraged

Frustrated

Jealous

Suspicious

Afraid

I

Irritable

Jittery
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Displeasure Deactivated (DD)

Ashamed* Ashamed*
Bored Guilty*
Depressed

Disgusted

Embarrassed

Exhausted

Guilty*

Sad

Shocked

Shy

The table above defines categories (pleasure activated “PA”, pletsactvated “PD”,
displeasure activated “DA” and displeasure deactivated “DD”) for eawtion word included
in Phase lll and Phase IV of the study. In preparation for data anagsltsresponse was coded
according to valence (pleasure vs. displeasure) and arousal (activadedatssated) using
indicator variables (0, 1).

Phase IIl -During Phase Il of the study, participants provided a single emotion word f
a 30-word list (see Table 3 on page 39) in response to each item (ex. 1A) in orderibe dies

emotions they felt in response to each paradigmatic statement:

Q1. In your relationship, how do the important thing$ thast get done, get

done?
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above:

A. We just know what needs to get done & how to do it
Emotion response enthusiasti¢“PA” according to table above)

For Phase lll data, indicator variables were assigned for eacladmmding to the table

Emotion response EnthusiastiqPA)
Coded as: Pleasure, displeasure =1,0

Activated, deactivated = 1,0

Phase IV For Phase IV (PANAS) dataleasurevs. displeasureandactivatedvs. deactivated

scores were determined using the following calculations:

Pleasurevs. displeasure for each item (ex. 1A) raw scores for pleasure words (1, 3, 5,
9,10, 12, 14, 16, 17, 19) on PANAS were summed, and then an average “pleasure” score
was determined by dividing the sum by the number of items (10). This was refoeated

all items in Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4. To determine average “displeasure” seaves;ores

for displeasure items (2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 18, 20) were summed and then divided by
the number of items (10). These calculations were repeated for all ite€pis Q2, Q3

and Q4.

Activatedvs. deactivated -The average “activated” score for each item was determined

by summing the raw scores for activated items (1, 2, 3, 4,5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20) and then dividing the sum by the number of items (16). This was repeated for
all items in Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4. The average “deactivated” score forteactvas

calculated by summing the raw scores for deactivated items (6, 10, 13, 17)rand the

dividing the sum by the number of items (4).
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e Assigning Indicator VariablesFor each item (ex. 1A) the pleasure score was compared with
the displeasure score. The score with the highest value was coded ad thé acore with the
lowest value was coded as “0”. This was repeated for all items in Q1, GdJ34. Next, the
activated score for each item (ex. 1A) was compared with the deadtseore for each item.

The score with the highest value was coded as “1” and the score with te i@lue was coded

as “0”. This was repeated for all items in Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4.

o0 Missing Data and Ties For cases with missing data or with equal values
assigned to pleasure vs. displeasure or activated vs. deactivated, theveatues
assigned according to the most frequent response among corresponding paradigm
statements for the other three questions.

Q1B “Closed” response = (missing)

Q2B “Closed” response = “pleasure”

Q3B “Closed” response = “displeasure”

Q4A “Closed” response = “pleasure”
In the example above, the response “pleasure” would be assigned to Q1B
(missing data) because a pleasure response occurs twice in the correspondi
paradigm statements (Q2B, Q4A) whereas a displeasure responseootgurs
once (Q3B).
If two items in a paradigm category were missing emotions data and thewather t
guestions revealed split responses (ex. the response for one question was
“pleasure” and the response for the other question was “displeasure”) then the

missing data were assigned values according to Q5 ranking of elements.
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Q1B “Closed” response = (missing) (control question)
Q2B “Closed” response = “pleasure” (affect question)
Q3B “Closed” response = “displeasure” (space question)

Q4A “Closed” response = (missing) (material question)

Q5A (space) =4
Q5B (material) =9
Q5C (affect) = 10
Q5D (control) =3
In the example above, the response “pleasure” would be assigned tad@1B a
Q4A (missing data) because Q5 shows the highest emphasis on the element
“affect” (10) compared to the other elements (material = 9, space = 4, control
3). Question 2 focuses on affect and reveals a “pleasure” response.
Emotions Scores by Paradignastly, overall emotions scores were computed for each
paradigm by summing the correspondpigasurevs. displeasureandactivatedvs. deactivated
indicator scores from Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4.
Valence
e Pleasureclosed paradigm scores were computed by summing pleasure indicator scores
from Q1B + Q2B + Q3B + Q4A
e Displeasureclosed paradigm scores were computed by summing displeasure indicator

scores from Q1B + Q2B + Q3B + Q4A
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Pleasurerandom paradigm scores were computed by summing pleasure indicator scores
from Q1C + Q2C + Q3A + Q4B

Displeasuraandom paradigm scores were computed by summing pleasure indicator
scores from Q1C + Q2C + Q3A + Q4B

Pleasureopen paradigm scores were computed by summing pleasure indicator scores
from Q1D + Q2A + Q3C + Q4C

Displeasureopen paradigm scores were computed by summing displeasure indicator
scores from Q1D + Q2A + Q3C + Q4C

Pleasuresynchronous paradigm scores were computed by summing pleasure indicator
scores from Q1A + Q2D + Q3D + Q4D.

Displeasuresynchronous paradigm scores were computed by summing displeasure

indicator scores from Q1A + Q2D + Q3D + Q4D.

Arousal

Activatedclosed paradigm scores were computed by summing activated indicates sc

from Q1B + Q2B + Q3B + Q4A

Deactivatedclosed paradigm scores were computed by summing deactivated indicator
scores from Q1B + Q2B + Q3B + Q4A

Activatedrandom paradigm scores were computed by summing activated indicator scores
from Q1C + Q2C + Q3A + Q4B

Deactivatedandom paradigm scores were computed by summing deactivated indicator
scores from Q1C + Q2C + Q3A + Q4B

Activatedopen paradigm scores were computed by summing activated indicator scores

from Q1D + Q2A + Q3C + Q4C
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Deactivatedopen paradigm scores were computed by summing deactivated indicator
scores from Q1D + Q2A + Q3C + Q4C

Activatedsynchronous paradigm scores were computed by summing activated indicator
scores from Q1A + Q2D + Q3D + Q4D.

Deactivatedsynchronous paradigm scores were computed by summing deactivated

indicator scores from Q1A + Q2D + Q3D + Q4D.
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APPENDIX N

GUIDELINES FOR CATEGORIZING EMOTIONS

FOR PHASE IV (PANAS)
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Phase IV Emotions (PANAS)
Positive Affect Negative Affect
Active Afraid
Alert Hostile
Determined Irritable
Enthusiastic Distressed
Excited Jittery
Inspired Nervous
Interested Scared
Strong Upset
Attentive Ashamed*
Proud Guilty*

The table above defines categories (positive affect “PA” and negatect &fA”) for each
emotion word included in Phase IV of the stuBgsitive affect vs. Negative affecbres were
determined using the following calculations:
e Positive affect/s. negative affect +or each item (ex. 1A) raw scores for positive affect
words (1, 3, 5, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 17, 19) on PANAS were summed, and then an average
“PA” score was determined by dividing the sum by the number of items (AB)whs
repeated for all items in Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4. To determine average “nexfédiste
scores, raw scores for negative affect items (2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 18, 20) were summed
and then divided by the number of items (10). These calculations were refjpeatiéd
items in Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4.
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0 Missing Data -Since each PA and NA sum above was divided by the number of
actual responses for each question, the coding process compensated for missing

data by substituting the average value from the responses provided.

Emotions Scores by Paradigniastly, overall emotions scores were computed for each

paradigm by summing the correspondpusitive affect/s. negative affecscores from Q1, Q2,

Q3 and Q4.

Positive affectlosed paradigm scores were computed by summing PA scores from Q1B
+ Q2B + Q3B + Q4A

Negative affectlosed paradigm scores were computed by summing NA scores from Q1B
+ Q2B + Q3B + Q4A

Positive affectandom paradigm scores were computed by summing PA scores from Q1C
+ Q2C + Q3A + Q4B

Negative affeatandom paradigm scores were computed by summing NA scores from
QIC +Q2C +Q3A + Q4B

Positive affecbpen paradigm scores were computed by summing PA scores from Q1D +
Q2A + Q3C + Q4C

Negative affecbpen paradigm scores were computed by summing NA scores from Q1D
+ Q2A + Q3C + Q4C

Positive affecsynchronous paradigm scores were computed by summing PA scores from
Q1A + Q2D + Q3D + Q4D.

Negative affecsynchronous paradigm scores were computed by summing NA scores

from Q1A + Q2D + Q3D + Q4D.
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THE HUMAN BRAIN
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The Human Brain

The brain is the most complex structure in the human body. Weighing just three,pounds
the brain is a gelatinous structure that connects with virtually every pdim: body and
processes all thoughts, feelings and emotions. The brain, along with tHecepih@omprises
the central nervous system. This system compares input from the external eawirositm
memories from past experiences and directs the body to respond appsopriaahost unique
feature of the brain is its complex neural circuitry. The brain contains appatty ten billion
nerve cells, oneurongthat form an electrical-chemical conduction system that facsitate
communication between its own regions and other parts of the body. The brain alsdsconne
with the body through a system of hormones and peptides that travel through the édoodstr
This hormone, or endocrirsystem functions together with the brain during emotional responses.

The brain emits action signals and restraining signals to the rest of theHamtiyneuron
contains short fingerlike dendritésat receive signal from other neurons, and a longer axon that
carries signal to other neurons. The transmission of signal betweensbagins as a small
electrical charge, or action potential in the nerve cell body. This gmbi@mtial sends a signal
down the axon and causes the axon to release a small chemical neurdeapswlithat
activates the short receiving fibers, or dendritethe next neuron. The process repeats itself
until the signal reaches its final destination.

Structurally, the brain is divided into three primary components: the cengbne

brainstem and the cerebellum (see Figure 20).
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Figure 20:Magnetic Resonance Image of the Brain Depicting Cerebrum, Brainstem a
Cerebellum (large white arrows depict cerebrum; small white arropistdeainstem [upper
midbrain, middle pons and lower medulla] and black arrows depict cerebellumeddaph
“Magnetic Resonance Imaging Cross-Sectional Anatomy Technologisatamhal Program” by
L. Hoisington and S. Fedewa, 2007, p. 16.

The cerebrum, which forms the largest, top part of the brain, is comprised bélves,
the left and right hemispheres that are connected through a thick bundle of hbfizerga
known as the corpus callosum. These fibers serve as the major communicatioh luétaveen
the two hemispheres. The outer surface of the brain is called the cerelenal aorteocortex
The cortex consists of six layers of neurons that cover the entire surfaeecefébrum, about
sixteen square feet (Franks, 2006, p. 45). This 2-4mm thick covering on the cortex esitingris
grey matteof the brain. The cortex analyzes incoming signal, forms perceptions and slecode
meaning in preparation for each emotional response (Heilman, 2000).

The cerebral cortex is divided into motor, sensory and association areasofbhamas

of the brain include the primary motor area, the premotor area, the fronfedldyand the
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language center. The sensory area is located behind the centralsti@ipostcentral gyrus. In
the general sensory area each point receives sensation from specific hedh@antire body is
spatially represented. The sensory areas of the brain include the primaharesiyghe visual
association area, the primary auditory area, the auditory asso@edmmrthe primary gustatory
area, the primary olfactory area and the gnostic area. The remairmgf the cortex consists of
the somesthetic association area.

The cerebellum, like the cerebrum, also contains thin layers of neurons offieite sur
This blanket of neural layers in the cerebellum is known as the ceredwetiex Directly under
the cortex of the cerebrum and cerebellum is a larger area of white coatigrised of long
string-like axons that serve as connectors for the neurons. White mattes adsrineme from the
fatty myelin that forms a sheath around the axons.

Some neurons form clusters, or nuclei beneath the surface of the brain. Nuclefygethis
are said to be subcorticdlhis variety of nuclei includes the caudate nucleus, the putamen and
the globus pallidus located in each cerebral hemisphere, the amygdala tareporal lobe, the
thalamus on either side of the third ventricle, and the substantia nigra angsreesig@eus in the
brainstem (Damasio, 1994, p. 27). The brain’s emotions system involves interactierrbet
both cortical and subcortical nuclei.

The limbic system also contains both cortical and subcortical nuclei. Btersyas
identified as the location for emotions in the brain in the late 1940s. Schotdrsis MacLean
identified the limbic system as containing many of the older structurése bfain between the
neocortex and the brainstem. MacLean included the cingulated gyrusytbdada and the basal
forebrain in the limbic system (Damasio, 1994, p. 28). Other scholars lateteddhe

diencephalon, comprised of the thalamus and hypothalamus. Today we know that emotions
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result from complex interactions between many more regions of the braileRoost part,
today’s neuroscientists scoff at the idea of the limbic sybwgnfrom a reference perspective the
use of this nomenclature is still valuable.

The cortical surface of the cerebrum consists of a pattern of upfolds, camgyri,
downfolds, or sulci that increase the overall brain surface. Deeper sulci, lsdvesures
separate different areas, or lobes of the cerebrum. Each cerebrgplhemicontains a frontal
lobe in the anterior, or front part of the brain, a parietal lobe directly parsterior behind the
frontal lobe, an occipital lobe in the posterior, or back part of the brain mdperal lobe just

inferior to, or below the frontal and parietal lobes and anterior to, or indfdhe occipital lobe

(see Figure 21 and Figure 22).

Figure 21.Magnetic Resonance Image Figure 22.Magnetic Resonance Image
Showing the Frontal Lobe, Parietal Showing the Temporal Lobe (see
Lobe and Occipital Lobe (Small Black Arrow). Adapted from “Magneti
Arrow Depicts Frontal Lobe, Large Resonance Imaging Cross-Sectional
Black Arrow Depicts Occipital Lobe Anatomy Technologist Educational
and Large White Arrow Depicts Program” by L. Hoisington and S.
Parietal Lobe). Adapted from Fedewa, 2007, p. 22.

“Magnetic Resonance Imaging Cross-
Sectional Anatomy Technologist
Educational Program” by L. Hoisington
and S. Fedewa, 2007, p. 23.
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The primary functions of the frontal lobe include motor control for specific myscles
control for complex, sequential motor activitigsual scanning, language generation,
interpretation of words and sounds, and verbal translation of thoughts. Thesassitgle for
the latter function is Broca's area - usually located in the left hemisphiee frontal lobe also
integrates sensory information from different systems and consciooskggses emotions
through input from lower systems of the brain.

Based on past research we also know that the frontal lobe is responsible foittheoabil
recognize future consequences from current behavior. Damasio (1994) préserfi#émaous case
study of Phineas Gage, the railroad foreman who'’s tapping iron penetratexhtatlobes
during an explosion, to illustrate frontal lobe function. Before Gageidewtche performed in a
rational, socially acceptable manner. However, after he recoveradtie injuries sustained in
the explosion he no longer had the ability to consider future consequences feravisbleut
his language and motor skills remained intact. The area damaged in PhineasbGag came
to be known as the prefrontal cortex. This is the anterior-most area of the ear the eyes.

The parietal lobe is the main somatosengseynsoryarea of the brain; it receives signal
related to touch, or tactile signal and position of different body parts e spaproprioception.
The cortex in this area constitutes the sensory cortex, a blanketdikéhat covers the brain
from left to right. Each point on this cortex receives sensory messagea flismct sensory
organ in the body. The parietal lobe is also responsible for visuospatial procssisatial
manipulation of objects.

The occipital lobe contains the visual cortex. This lobe is positioned posterior to the

parietal lobe and above the cerebellum. The occipital lobe receives sarisonation from the
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retina in the eye. Primary functions of this lobe include processing infornrataied to color
and relating past visual experiences with information it receives jrésent.

The temporal lobe is located beneath the frontal and parietal lobes. Thigrstruc
maintains a close relationship with memory via the amygdaloid body and hipgmesam
formation. The auditory cortex of the temporal lobe processes input relateatittgh©ther
functions of the temporal lobe include processing of olfactory input related toestdénput
related to speech.

The cerebellum is located below the cerebrum in the posterior portion of the brain.
Communication bridges between the cerebellum and other motor and senasryfdhe
cerebrum, brainstem and spinal cord allow the cerebellum to control firee-movements
throughout the body. Like the cerebrum, the cerebellum also contains subcortieal nuc

At the center of the brain is the brainstem comprised of the midbrain, pons andamedull
(see Figure 20). The brainstem is considered to be the most primitive geatoo&in (Damasio,
1994; Lewis, 2000). This structure contains most of the cranial nerve clustessgpatt life-
sustaining functions such as heart rate and respiration.

Emotional Structures

Human emotions involve many different structures in the brain. As statedymshyi
both cortical and subcortical nuclei are involved in emotional processing. Tinarpistructures
associated with emotions include the amygdala, hippocampus, cingulatetiggtarsus,
hypothalamus and nucleus.

The thalamus is located just above the brainstem. This structure receises/ seput
from all systems in the body except the olfactory (system for sriiél) thalamus acts as a

gatekeeper that sends incoming information to other parts of the brain.Hathets receives
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threatening input through the visual channel, for example, it will forwarchtbemation to the
visual cortex and the amygdala simultaneously. Since the route to the amggtadeer than
the route to the cortex, the amygdala triggers a fear reaction throughout yheebore the
cerebral cortex

Located just below and anterior to the thalamus is the hypothalamus. Theughaladn
hypothalamus together comprise the diencephalons. The hypothalamus isstrantate that
controls the autonomic nervous system (body’s visceral reactions) and the madgstem. The
hypothalamus works together with the adjacent pituitary gland to releaseres into the
bloodstream that produce characteristic reactions in the body.

The amygdala is one of the most active parts of the brain during emotional process
This structure, which is comprised of subcortical nuclei, is located itethporal lobe. A unique
feature about the amygdala is its “short-circuit” connections that all@véiceive and process
environmental input without first consulting the more rational parts of the ceoelotex. The
amygdala often bypasses cognitive reasoning and is associatedenfityht or flight reaction as
well as the rageesaction for this reason. However, at other times, the amygdala atiputs i
from the more rational cognitive areas of the cortex, which influencessjgemse to sensory
input (Franks, 2006, p. 50).

The hippocampus is located just posterior to the amygdala in the temporal lobe. This
structure is mostly known for its function in long-term memory. The hippocamparsrefirieves
explicit past memories during emotional responses as well as context-depefaterdtion.
This structure contributes toward the amygdala’s “alarm” response. Addyiatha!
hippocampus coordinates activity between the central nervous system and thmersystem

during emotional processing.
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The prefrontal cortex is another area that is instrumental in emotional pngcddse
prefrontal cortex is located in the anterior-middle area of the frontal Asbpreviously stated in
the Gage example, the prefrontal cortex is responsible for rational beldugarea enables
humans to understand future consequences of current behavior, and thus, allowstresial¢o
the consequences when choosing behavior. Individuals, like Gage, who have ifjisyated
of the brain, are unable to behave in a socially acceptable manner.

The somatosensory cortex is equally active during emotional processingrddis
decodes information from the thalamus and other parts of the central nervousaydte
forwards the information to other regions in the brain for further procesdnegcingulate cortex
overlaps the somatosensory cortex. This structure comprises a longattrynts from front to
back above the corpus callosum. The front part of the cingulate is most assatiate
processing of emotions. This area is generally active in cases esdigprand transient sadness
(Franks, 2006, p. 46). The posterior part of the cingulate is part of the somatosensary cort
This area functions in cognitive processing and contributes toward the laody&al in response
to music, etc (Franks, 2006, p. 47).

Another area that is active during emotional response is the insula. The ingalked t
away deep inside the temporal lobe. This structure receives sensory gigetyy diom the
thalamus and acts as a relay station to sort the signal before serdiomg)ito neural centers in
the prefrontal area and anterior cingulate gyrus. Hallucinatorysgmagliuce their effects
through activation of the insula.

One additional area that contributes toward emotional processing is thedmaihbkts
structure contains small nuclei that serve as connections between thauthatad the spinal

cord. The brainstem acts as a conduit between the brain and the rest of tfferaokly, 2006, p.
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49). This structure maintains a state of homeostasis in the body through regfléteheart
rate and respiratory pattern. Nuclei in the brainstem work togetherheittingulate cortex and
the prefrontal cortex to produce the state of consciousness and enable emotioge t0dhe
brainstem often results in extended loss of consciousness, if not death.

As revealed through this primer, the brain is a complex organ that receitezprets and
responds to incoming signal from the surrounding environment. The brain determinesnaimot
and physical responses to external stimuli based upon personal value systep@etaldnorms.
The brain further allows individuals to communicate and establish their paatttg

orientations that define their worldviews.
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