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Two n ne—year o]d boys both se{ected from a poo1 of ch11dren~w1th soc1o-

[}

‘emot1ona1 and 1nterpersona1 d1ff1cu1t1es, were observed unobtrus1ve1y in- 35 week]yjh

= .
B

hour-]ong Pa1rs Therapy sess1ons over, the course of twb schoo] years. G
I N ¢‘ v
A transcr1pt/narrat1ve ana1ys1s techn1que was used to 1dent1fy an 1nterper$ona1

1negot1at1on strateg1es each ch11d used w1th1n each sess1on} Strateq1es weve

c]ass1f1ed us1ng a cod1nq system'wh1ch s1mu1taneous1y ordered them accord1ng to

- -

four deve1opmenta1 1eve1s (0, 1mpu1s1ve-phys1ca]1st1c"1; un11atera1 coerc1ve',,_,-'
_ - 1 ,
2, rec1proca1 1nf1uent1a1, and 3 co]]aborat1ve mutua1) and two 1nterpersona1 or1en-

'tat1ons (Se]f- and Other- transform1ng) Us1ng 1nd1v1dua1 strateg1es as the bas1c-f
‘unit of ana1ys1s, strateg1es in each week1y sess1on were charted accord1ng to 1eve1

and or1entat1on, and summedfto sﬁow tota1 d1str1but1ons and trends over t1me. 1‘ '

LAN

Resu]ts 1nd1cated that the predom1nant 1eve1 of strateqy used by both ch11dren was -

un11atera1 (1eve1 1) fo]]owed for each ch11d by.rec1proca1 (1eve1 2)9 1mpuls1ve ﬁ'~~
v .

(1eve1 0), and then co11aborat1ve (1eve1 3) strateg1es. Across t1me a trend
S

'toward 1ncreaseduse of rec1proca1 strateg1es was suggested, a1though there wasw.,l

w1de osc111at1on in the percentage and abso]ufe use of strateq1es coded at each

1eve1 from one, week]y sess1on to ‘the next '3 | l' ’:1 IR ‘,:b _ ). -
D1fferent patterns of strategy use were 1dent1f1ed foz each ch11d w1th re-. .

/épect to the pattern of use. of or1entat1ons (Self— and 0ther-transform1ng) over 1?”T
/ v .
t1me, each subJect began the 1nteract1on w1th strateg1es r1g1d1y adher1ng to one E

.9

ﬂpart1cu1ar or1entat1on._ However, wh11e one subJect was cons1stent1y r1g1d in fQ;n»’

’

or1entat1on over. the 35 weeks, the other demonstrated a. movement with’ t1me to a
more ba1anced usage of strateg1es across or1entat1ons. Resu]ts of th1s study were

d1scussed with respect to their 1mp11cat1ons for us1nq deve]opmenta] methods and ®

‘models’ for c11n1ca1 purposes. : o
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0bserv1ng TroubJed Ch11dﬁ9ﬁ*s Interpersona] Negot1at1on Strateg1es

| Imp11cat1ons of. and for a Deve]opmenta] Hode] o _:-vy_"iyr ;3’5 e
) INTRODUCTION | | [ SRR
. B / . . : - " . o ) L -
o ) ~\‘,\ * h : [ .,< N
? ~In. recent years a. 1arge body of/]1terature has/addressed 1t§é]f to the 1n-;'“,...:

f]uence of. ch11dren s soc1a1 competence on the1r estab11shment and ma1ntenance

of peer re1at1onsh1ps In part1cu1arr/concern has focused on the soc1a1 skill -

V

deficits of ch11dren ‘who have few, 1f any ﬁraends.f Gottman, Gonso, and Rasmussen

(1975) found- unpopu]ar ch11dren to be 1e9s sk111fu1 than popu1ar ch11dren 1n ro]e i

(2

p]ays of hypothet1ca1 s1tuat1ons 1nvo]v1ng mak1ng fr1ends Renshaw and Asher _ f‘ ¢

(1982) found that 1nappropr1ate1y negat1ve strateg1es were offered exc]us1ve1y by .b

\

unpopu]ar (as opposed to popu]ar) ch11dren in hypothet1ca1 s1tuat1ons of mak1ng and -
“E

ma1nta1n1ng fr1endsh1ps and. dea11ng w1th conf11cts. Unpopu]ar ch11dren a1$o offered

D)
more aggress1ve so1ut1ons in conf11ct s1tuat1ons, and in s1tuat1ons of mak1ng and /[*\

mannta1n1ng fr1endsh1ps they supp11ed more strateg1es that were vague or. that
K e

appea1ed to author1ty. o B L , : D, ;;',*

Research 1ook1ng at actua1 behav1ora1 corre]ates, as opposed to reSponses :"'\\

to hypothet1ca1 s1tuatfons, has shown ch11dren of Tow soc1a1 status to be MOre
v 4

aggress1ve than h1gh status ch1]dren (McGU1re 1973 Moore 1967) and to be 1ess‘ '
11ke1y to adopt the frame of reference of peers (Puta11az and Gottman, 1981).
Ch11dren reJected by the1r peers were found to d1sp1ay mOre negat1ve behavwors 1n f_xv

~ S
peer 1nteract1on, such as phys1ca1 aggress1on, verbal avers1veness, and possess--v' v

1veness (Dodge, Co1e, and Brakke, 1982 Hartup, G]azer, and Char]esworth

1967)

1‘,

.;n

Research clearly 1nd1cates that ch11dren w1th fr1endsh1p d1ff1cu1t1es d1sp1ay et

strateg1es in peer 1nteraction wh1ch are prob1emat1c at best Yet at 1east two

'issues are Deft unreso]ved | 0ne is. the quest1on of whether and the extent to whkch
these behavior prob]ems.n kepresent d1ff1cu1t1es w1th performance or w1th competence

PR N
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_of conduct or of understand1ng. The d1ff1cu1t1es that these ch11dren have in p1ay1ng

ro]es and adopt1ng the framehof reference of others suggests that soc1a1 cogn1t1ve :

e

jcompetence def1c1ts may be operat1ng to 11m1t behav1ora1 éffectTCeness, However,

, ;ob]enet1c behav1ora1 strateg1es may resu]t from e1ther, or. both, a 1ack Qf 50c1a1~':g3

coqn1t1ve competence, or from an 1nab111ty to effect1ve1y put th1s competence to Gse L
, . o

in act1on. The second 1ssue 1nvo]ves whether the d1fferent types of behav1ors used

by unggpu]ar and popu]ar ch11dren greydeyelopmen%a11y re1ated ~ Can the 1dent1faed
' 1 o
lprob1emat1c soc1af/strateg1es of 1so]ated or. troub1ed ch11dren by usefu]]y concep- ‘ ‘

tua11zed as deve]opmenta11y 1ess advanced tha& the more effect1ve strateq1es§ Th1s_3fff{

& e
paper presents a model to address these two 1ssues. v L

‘

Recent: attempts bv researchers to study soc1a1 behav1or in re1at1on to~deve1-

opmenta] Eﬁiepts of soc1aT cogn1t1ve competence in natura11st1c or quas1-natura11st1c |
: g B
sett1ngs are prom1s1ng. Lev1n and Rubin (1982) have demonstrated the way nn wh1ch

,\oﬁ

thefgrowth of soc1a1 understand1nq 1s re1ated to preschoo1er S use. oﬁ,more sg§;1s-' ‘;(fﬁ

't1cated request1ve strateg1es in- a free p]ay context Forbes, Katz, Pau], an
/ .

Lub1n (1982) have taken a d1fferent1a1 1ook at the deVe]opment of persuas1ve

-
L

strateg1es and the1r re1at1on to soc1a1-cogn1t1ve operat1ons. Persuas1ve strateg1es T

were- categor1zed ordered ‘deve opmenta11y by d1fferent1at1on and 1ntegrat1on, and ‘-,7

el d

shown to. be re1ated to factghs such as age and soc1a1-cogn1t1ve deve1opment

A]ong s1m11ar 11nes Se]man and h1s col]eagyes have/stud1ed structura1 deve1opmenta1 i
re1at1ons n the ‘samé ch11dren between 1nterpersona1 understand1nq 1eve1s revea1ed |
~in an 1nterv1em and’ 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on strateg1es in. a rea1 11fe act1v1ty »,'
'group. (Se]man, Schor1n, Stone, and’ Phe]ps, 1983). Ch11dren S reperto1res~of strateg1es
wer/fass1qned deve1opmenta1 1eve1s derived from use of 1eve1s in the toord1nat1on of

soc1a1 perspectives. The number of deve1opmenta11y advanced behaV1ora1 strateg‘?

.was s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower for ch11dren who %ere also at 1ow 1eve1s of reflective ”r"?fu',
o+ o '/.0, v el v g : T
. . / N
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1nterpersona1 understand1ng than for age cohorts whose understand1ng was more ~.

P . e .o - - L e .

':;l However, th1s normat1ve study has focused on the r§1at1on, through ontogenet1c

B deve]opment, of. soc1a1 cogn1t1ve competence and soc1ai hehav1or. 0ur concern 1n -
the present’pa;er turns:’ to the ro]e‘of soc1a1 cogn1t1ve competence 1n*behav1or. \In f;

v cons1der1ng the deve]opment)of understand1ng in conduct the ontogenet1c focus of fff

\

% -
the structura] deve]opmenta] mode] used 1n study1ng competence 1s 1nsuff1C1ent,.

for 1t assumes that once a part1cu1ar 1eve1 of deve]opment ls atta1ned 1t 19’not
easy prey to regress1ve\forces (SeJman 1981 Ege’deVe1opmenta1 study of 1nter- ﬂ _

persona] conduct must a]]ow for regress1ve as we]] -as’ proqress1ve movement, and u'

‘D:.

must account for ‘the 1nf1uente of externa] or 1nterna1 factors eﬁ,the moment on’
the 1eve1 of1conduct exh1b1ted For th1s study, the broader perspect1ve of ortho- .
genes1s, as def1ned by Werner (1948 1957), is most appropr1ate, i that 1t,a110w%1/‘
for the study of regress1on as we]] s-progress1on wh11e st111 1ntegrat1ng e
e»ﬂeq;1opmenta1 aspects of reorgan1zat1on (see also B]ock 1982) 9.¥ :Qiahd"v .

The orthogenet1c approach to the developmental study of 1nterpersona1 conducts 8

5, ;

‘) .
"As def1ned by Werner, orthogenes1s referSrto a general]y reguiat1ve pr1nc1p1e

- 25

i M

' whereby deve]opment proceeds from a state of re1at1ve g]oba11ty and 1ack of d1ffer- K
Sy

ent1at1on tp a state of d1fferent1at1on gnd{h1erarch1c 1nte§rat1on. Thus, the

orthogenet1c/approach 1nv01Ves a deve]opmen dl or h1erarch1ca1 ana]ys1s of a number:;,

4

3“of dwfferent k1nds of organ1sm1c processe§ that*ho]dosome potent1d1 te]os or. for-
(’!

o ward d1rect1on, protesses\of wh1ch ontogehes1s, as defﬁned above, is one case.'f‘éllf:
‘ However, the orthogenet1c approach’a]so a]lows for the study of pathogenes1s,_7,-$§i*
_wh1ch refers e1ther to compar1son of the degree to wh1ch types of mental d1sorders N

©are patho]ogtca] across 1nd1v1duals or to’ progres31on or regress1on 1n the mental.
» \‘/ »!
_funct1on1ng oﬁ&ﬁﬁ% qnd1v1dua1 over t1me, m1crogenes1s which 1nvo]ves the - growth

‘r

— -._ K,\ T . . . O e BN Lo _: / ," . . . . .
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.of tempora]]y nap1d processes, and compar1son ‘of the menta] 11ves of pr1m1t1ve )

R N 5. '
and advanced spec1€s or cu]tures Thus, un11ke the structura]-deve]opmenta] onto- ,

: genet1c approachikthe brthoqenetnc mode] does npt focus exc]us1ve]y on‘deve]opment _

regresS1on.

: The aip of th1s paper is to sketch a pre11m1nary developmental mode] of

_one aspect‘o- 1nterpersona1 conduct that of 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on strateg1es, ‘
'.and to test the 'value of th1s mode] 1ﬁ a c11n1ca1 context wh11e ‘the structura]--"w
Tdeve]opmenta] approach to ontogenes1s 1s appropr1ate to the emergent construct1on

- of strateg1es for 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on, and to the Tevels f% thefcoord1nat1on

_ bt i ion-
of 5001a1 PePSpéct1ves which frame'the cogn1t1ve component of" the he1rarch1ca1 B
: ]evels of neggt1at1on strategy es,wthe ortHogenet1c mode 1 1s requlfed for the 'p; R
. v ) - e
deve]opmenta] &ﬁa]ys1s ‘of "the 1nd1V1dua1 S rea] 11fe condugtﬂjn 1nterpersona1 oo

-

1nteract1ons, the use of negot1at1oh strateg1es, once . deve]oped.

Th1s deve]opmenta] approach 1s app]1ed to, the study of psychopatho]ogv ‘in /f.'

LI~ 3

.garder to addres;,the two 1ssues 1n1t1a11y ra1sed to look at performange versusm

cogietence, and to exam1ne the deve]opmental nature\of strategyéhypes._lt 1s m,?w_lu
¢ i that troub]ed ch1]dren may ev1dence more of a gap between the1r soc1a1-

czg:iéive compstence and the understand1ng emp]oyed in conduct and they may fy};_
,aev1dence ‘rore var1ab111ty 1n the1r use in conduct of h1gh 1eve1 understand1nq f"d
'hacross contexts. Th1s var1ab1]1ty 1n 1eve1 of conduct across confexts a]so wou]d ’
_a]]ow a v1ew of the range of strategy ‘types that may be exam?ned for the1r deve]dp—
‘mental nature° Thus - the app11cat1on of the deve]opmenta] mode1 to the.study of

o ,

psvchopathology may. afford us a c1earer p1cture of normal as we]] as abnormal

development (c . C1cchett1 & Hé%se, 1982). - '3 !?ju_ 6ﬂ\§ . o ['f‘ /

-
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‘A modeT of 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on strategnes

_ 0ur deveTopnentaT anaTys1s of 1nterp rsonaT\\eEot1at1on strateg1es focuses

“on. the ways an 1nd1v1dua1 deaTs w1th others 1n contexts for negot1at1on.. Iﬁ is.

concerned w1th how the person coord1nates in conduct the understand1ng of Other s,h{,f
. .

thoughts, fee11ngs,,and mot1ves in co,Junct1on W1th h1s/her own in attempt1ng to~

b,

.baTance 1nner and 1nterpersona1 d1s qu111br1um InterpersonaT negot1at1on strate-f ﬁ
'g1es at each TeveT are def1ned by four component factors operat1ng in the conduct -
vof ghé moment the c0nétrua1 of Se]f and Other s perspect1vei the pr1mary purpose,y”‘A
'the affect1ve controT, and: the act1on-or1entat1on.' The f1rst three factors (Se]f—

‘Other construaT pr1mary pur ose, and affect1ve controT) work together to determ1ne

a strategy S deveTopmentaT eve], whereas the fourth factor 1dent1f1es a strategy S’

e/

'or1entat1on (SeTf—transf ming or¥;ntat1on or- 0ther-transform1ng or1entat1on) F1gur
1 presemfs a graph1c rgéiesentat1on of- th1s 4 deve10pmenta1 TeveTs by 2 act1on

1or1entat1o_ns.mode1

. N
] .

Insert F1gure T about here -

-

The SeTf OthPr construaT component 1nvoTves the operat1ve understand1ng of

[

SeTf and 0ther at the moment of 1nteract1on.a DeveTopment in th1s component moves u,

-

from the’ Towest TeveT where SeTf and 0ther are construed as non-psychoTog1caT ~:‘:>ﬁf
/ L.

‘objects, to 1ncreas1ng apprec1at1on and va1uat1on of the thoughts, fee11ngs and {Z;? :
15522/9f both SeTfuand 0ther at h1gh r levels.,. The nature of th1s construal ';.T'f"

iy determ1ned not onTy by the Self's generaT construct1on of persons “and reTat1ons A,f

but a150 by factors of, the part1cu1ar %5c1a1 context, thus 1t 1s d1st1nct from the

;1nd1v1dua1's soc1a1 cogn1t1ve competenCe We may f1pd in a refTect1ve 1nterv1ew con—,

cd

text that a ch11d has". the competence to recogn1ze that SeTf and 0ther have d1st1nctpx.

‘wants, yet s/he may 1mp1ement th1s understand1ng in. act1on (performance) at one mo-f )
B | l;.

gment by try1ng to persuade a peer to let h1m/her borrow a toy, or may not act w1th

‘th1s understand1ng at‘another time and grab the toy W1thout cons1derat1on of the
, o L

BT
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Other s W1shes IR _
. * ‘ »

t\of\a strategy is the don1nant consc1ous mot1va-
,wi*sthe strategy s

The pr1mary pu_pose compone

tion under1y1ng the behav1or At the owest deve1opmentq1 1

purpose is the pursu1t of 1mmed1ate phys1ca1 "goodse.a\vov1hg to h1gher levels,

the purpose beg1ns to 1nvo]ve re]at1ona1 goals-and to focus dn the process as well

vas the outcome of soc1a1 1nteract1on. -For’ examp]e; the,purpose of a 1ow 1eve1

strategy may be- on1y to have a toy, while at a h1gher 1eve1&the predom1nant purpose

may ‘be to change the 0ther s m1nd to agree W1th ‘the Se]f's.i“~“ ' !; T _ .j §ff*
t The affect1ve control component cons1ders the way the 1nd1v1dua1&:erce1ves and :_

'dea1s w1th his’ or her affect1ve d1sequ111br1um in an 1nterpersona1 context. At the .
:1owest deve1opmenta1 1eve1, affect 1s .experienced as d1ffuse, all- encomé?ss1ng, and_
externa]]y caused, and.feel1ngs are’ 1mpu1s1ve1y "acted:oui" with }1tt1e>control by iQL
the Se]f‘as an Cti;e agent For examp]e a-young ch11d may 1mpu1s1ve1y f1ee when

an adult or more powerfu11y perce1ved peer makes a request she d1s11ke$ At h1gher‘ f
1eve1s of deve]opment, affect1ve d1sequ111b fum is perce1ved and contro]]ed by the |
Self by act1ve1y putt1ng var1ous fee11ng states 1nto the perspect1ve\of\a\1arger ' L
cogn1t1ve affect1Ve matnnx context such as by contro]11ng 1mmed1ate fee11ngs but

¥
.wa]k1ng away to ga}n t1me to ca]m down and recons1der.

-

The actnon or1entat1on component 1n the 1nteract1on refers to whom the 1nd1v1dua]

acts upon in h1s/hersattempt to meet the needs of Se]f and/or Other 1n return1ng the a’
1nteract1on to’ equ111br1um. In the 0ther-transform1ng mode the 1ndiv1dua1 tr1es

to transform the thoughts, fee11ngs, or act1on of the Other For examp]e, a child _
may push a peer away from a-water founta1n'for-a-dr1nk In the Se]f—transform1ng

mode s/he tr1es to transform h1s/her/own thoughts, fee11ngs or agtions. For ; i - '
examp]e, the child may obed1ent1y step away from the. fountain if another wants a’ o
drink, At h1gher deve]opmenta] 1eve1s of 1nterpersona1 negetiations the 1nd1v1dué1 s

actions are more integrated between the two or1entat1ons. Therefore deve1qpment_1n'

. ! \
N ) ‘ R \ o

T _.')‘ W9
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'1nterpersona1 behav1or 1ncorporates movement from r1g1d, 1so]ated/d1st1nct1ons=1n one :

or the other or1entat1on ;B a d1fferent1ated andL1ntegrdted 1nterp1ay‘b°tween or1en- 'i

o - ‘ | SR
tat1ons. : L : R ' i : g

As shown in Figure 1, the model a11ows for- a cons1derat1on of obseryed be-'p: '

havior along both deve]opmenta] (1evels) and’ peF%ona11ty (or1entat1ons) d1mens1ons.J
The f1rst three components, wh1ch determ1ne a strategy S deye1opmenta1 1eve1, p1ay an’
‘1mportant role in d1st1ngu1sh1ng strateg1es wh1ch on the surface appear s1m11ar {;.'

yet which ref]ect dlfferent under1y1ng structures (deve]opmenta1 1eve1s) For .
(»',"

uexamp1e, cons1der a ch1]d who wants a toy that A peer is us1ng, when the peer
refuses to 1et her use 1t the child ex1ts the room say1nq "I m 1eav1ng." Th1s
gross behav1or and correspondent verba1 statement can mean d1fferent th1ngs ' 7;‘ N

depend1nq on-the child" S éonstrua] purpose and affect1ve contro]. The strategy may ’
\« .
represent a thought]ess, 1mpu1s1ve and frant1c bo1t from the room wl%< the purpose
)

of phys1ca11y avold1ng the d1stunb1ng 1nterpersona1 context (1eve1 0)y 0n the other

hand, it may ref]ect a Se1f- and 0ther-consc1ous, contro]]ed attempt to 1nf1uence~

the peer to fee1 ‘badly S0 she W111 Tet her use the toy (1evé1 2)

" The fourth component (or1entat1on) 1dent1f1es that. strateg1es may appear qu1te .

d1fferent because of their. d1fferent act1on-or1entations, yet, be str\ttura11y ‘
(
(deve]opmenta]]y) at the same 1eve1 of organ1zat1on. Th1s is the case w1th:khe two '

strateg1es ment1oned prev1ous1y-—push1ng another away from 4 water founta1n and
'stepp1ng away one e1f. Both are. cons1dered 1eve1 o strateqies if they are both’under—

“taken w1thout 1y gard to Other s or Se]f's w1shes (the construa1 compoOnent), w1th

~ L.

;1mmed1ate physical intent (the primary purpose component), and with unref]edt1ve

-

- impulsivity. (the affect1ve control component) '/ )
: - e,

» This 1eve1 by or1entat1on nnde] stresses that deve]opment occurs 1n two ways:

both upWard in terms of level and, 1ntegrat1ve1y 1n terms of orientat1on. That‘ls,

-
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4,

| . . -y : o
strateg1es at the h1ghest ]eve] 1nvo]ve an. 1nteqrated uSe of both or1entatqons..
jwhether ]o er 1eve1 behav1or is a]ways in one ornentat1 or “the other is a que£t1on we

part1a11y exam1ne 1n “the emp1r1ca1 work to fo]]ow. In th1s way khe or1entat1on J
' 7 o

component may tap 1nto a deve]opmenta] as we]] as persona11ty d1mens1on

-

It‘1s 1mportant to str\ss that there 1s no theoret1ca1 (structura]) requ1rement

nor an expectat1on, that a ch]]d use strateg1es of-on]y one part1cu1ar 1eve1 or of -
]

one orientation.' A child's strateg1es 1s cons1dered to be subJect to fluctuat1on

in 1eve7 and or1entat1on based on 1nterna1 or ‘exterhal, 1nf1uences of the moment

¢

'and”context, Thus wh11e a child may be,ass1gned a s1ng]e Tevel score-forvsoc1a1-

cognitive'competence (e.g. a Tevel of socia%iperspective coordination)3 it is. an'
{- : .
empirical quest1on_whether there 1s var1ab111ty across 1nteract1ona1 contexts ina .

ch11d,s 1iyel and/or orTentat1on ‘of 1nterpersona1 strategy use. A ch11d may act in
@ﬂys coded at\\evel 2 when under ca1m 51§uat1qns but at level 0 when exper1enc1ng

'anx1ety, a ch11d may. act 1n a’ Se1f—transform1ng manner w1th an o]der s1b11ng but in:
‘ .

- . -

an 0ther-transform1ng way with 1ower-status peers.

]

\. | Tab e 1 proy1des a’ samp11ng of prototypes of observed strateg1es as Categor1z d
by’deve]opmenta] 1eve1,and‘act1on or1entat1on. The strate91es 111ustrate the unde ~

]y1ng structure of each%category but are by no means- exhaust1ve of strateg16%
I 4 . . ' a

codeab]e under‘e h category. Re:irr1ng back to the stud1es of 1nterpersona1 be- f

13

ch11dren, th1s~developmenta1 mode] for categor-

.
[N

haV1or among popu]ar and unpopu]

r'd

1z1ng stréteg1es*ﬂppears useful. Strateg1es found among unpopu]ar ch11dren (1mpuls1ve

aggress1v1ty, possess1veness, verbal, avers1veness, appea] to author1ty) appear to

- o

be codéab]e,as 1eve1 0 and 1 strateg1es while® the rec1proca1 and cooperat1ve .

strateg1es of popu]ar ch11dren are c]ass1f1ab1etas 1eVg1 2 and 3 behav1ors

—' . Insert Tab]e 1 about here . S ;. e ?

It should be stressed that a$s1gn1ng k1nds of. strateg1es to 1evels or or1en~

\ T -~
iy .
v e L)
- . L .

T s T
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‘ - v £
v'tations'is a'theoreticaT heuristic. ‘The categor1es can stand re11ab1y whether a

organ1zed deve]opmenta]]y or not; they descr1be hethods of negot1at1on and can

Y

be related to such va11dat1ng cr1ter1a as age, degree of patho]ogy. or soc1a1

matur1ty Assess1ng the observed strategy at any one level or or1entat1on 1s an .

v

’1nferent1a1 process\based on a part1cu1ar deve]opmenta] perspect1ve and: theory. ‘
<
The four Tevels by two or1entat1ons model was: der1ved through the 1ntegrat1on

of pr1or theoreticgﬂ formu]at1ons (Se]man ‘1981), emp1r1ca1 work . enta111ng the ob—

g

servat1on of the behav1or of both norma] and socially troub]ed ch11dren, and 1nforma1‘

.

observat1on of a,w1de range of 1nd1v1duals 1nv01ved in soc1a1 1nteract1ons. The -t

v -

mode] sketched here is art1cu1ated in greater deta1t elsewhere 1nc1ud1ngaa d%Lfr1p-

o

t1on of each compOnent at each\]evel (Selman, Demorest, and Krupa, in press), and
& 4
severa] normative. studhes have been undertaken to part1a11y tests 1ts va1§d1ty as :

”\WeTT as the re11ab111ty of methods for its operat1ona11zat1on (Se]man, et. al.,

1983: 7-’*brahamw, SeTmarT‘nd Stone,-1981). . | e

v

- The study reported here attempts to continue this ya]idation process_jn a-

-

clinical cdntext. .It\has two empirical goals: (1) tg test further-the ya]idity

v - ' : ' : :
and reTiabiTity of a methgd for<assessing negotiation strategies using the four, .
.\‘
levels by two or1entat1ons model , and (2) to study 1ssues ‘of. social deve]opment by

-obSerV1pg the reperto1re of strateg1es ‘of children w1th aTready def1ned problems

in 1nterpgv§ona1 behav1or, with a, ‘particular tPcus en fTuctuat1ons 1n their pertor-',A

mance. The study -is framed 1n the context of c11n1ca1 deue]opmenta] act1on research

o :,r.

‘(LeW1n,r195ﬁ That is, the’ 1ntent is to test the uséfulness of applying an .;?

%
operat1ona11zed deve]opmentaT mode] as a descr1pt1ve dev1ce for. ana]ys1s of inter- -

N

actton in a clinical context. Ne attempt to address basic quest1on§ of social
- X ~;‘“ : ) . _g\ .
‘development withifi the contegtfg? a naturalistic process of changesiithat of a

- P I o , R o
clinical treatment called "Pair Therapy". Pair Therapy works‘to facilitate the

'J\- - - /\ , . K S
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soc1al deveTopment of. ch11dren W1th observed soc1a1 sk1T] def1c1ts‘ However,

the present paper 1s not a. study of the effect1veness of th1s treatment rather»fl“
1t seeks to study bas1c deveTopmentaT processes of peer socia] 1nteract1on }fﬁyfjff

‘fi as observed re1at1ve1y natura11st1ca11y amonq soc1a11y d1sturbed ch11dren 1n

. ' ,,.
‘a c11n1ca1 context IR
T

St1T1 the work- both of therapy and of theoret1ca1 and emp1r1ca1 study are

va]uab]y informed by oner another, /The therapeut1c process st1mu1ates and art%u-"‘

BN .

' 1ates th1nk1ng about aspects of soc1a1 deve]opment and the1r method of and 'k?fnulb
ab111ty to change the theory and f1nd1ngs of emp1r1ca1 work suggest ways to -
7 LA
gu1de therapeut1c 1ntervent1on. For th1s reason we w111 present a br1ef de— heE:

‘;.___’ _ﬂ'A )

scr1pt1on of the Pa1r Therapy process before reporfbng the process and f1nd1ngs

of emp1r1ca1 study, and we w111 Tater suggest “the 1mp11cat1ons of the f1nd1ngs

Y ]

_ ‘for the c11n1_a1 treatment of troub]ed ch1Tdren.

¥

S M‘ETH'OZ—D-

A The c11n1ca1 context for research Pa1r Therapy

The c11n1ca1 a1m of Pa1r Therapy is to prov1de a therapeut1c s
‘context 1n wh1ch two ch11dren whose soc1a1 re1at1ons have proved prob]emat1c
1and 1neffect1ve, can work to ga1n the sk111s, rat1ona1e, and 1nner capac1ty to

i ’re]ate w1th peers. The treatment 1s not 11m1ted to. one c1rcumscr1bed aspect of

soc1a1 deve10pment The attempt 1s made to 1mprove the ch11d's ab111ty to deveTop fy
' fand use ?&Qx1b1y and,effect1ve1y strateg1es for 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on from a |
reperto1re of poss1b1e a1ternat1ves...To th1s extent the goa1 oF therapy 1s d1rect1y
l,,re1ated to- the theoret1ca1 mode] of 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on strateg1es.. Yet ‘9!~"
'attent1on is a1so pa1d to 1mprov1ng sk111s 1n se1f-ref1ect1on and commun1cat1on,bk_;:
‘1n ant1c1pat1ng, pTann1ng, and prob]em—so]v1ng, 1n shar1ng and p1ay1ng 1nteract1ve1y

. R S R ST T Sy
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of

."for aﬁ extended per1od of t1me, 1n trustjgg SeTf and. Other enough to deveTop a 4h‘

'sense of effectance and a w1111ngness to be vuTnerabTe."' i

The pool from wh1ch pa1rs are seTected is composed of ch11dren aged 8 to: 12

Lfattend1ng a day\schoo] for ch11dren w1th emot1ona11y and 1nterpersona11y based

o

'Tearn1ng probTems. Ch11dren who attend th1s schooT present symptoms and probTems
"of some d1vers1ty an both nosoTégy'and et1oTogy. Common to the sampTe, however, f
.are emot1ona1 and 1earn1ng d1ff1cu1t1es of suff1C1ent sever1ty to make these
‘ch11dren unmanageab]e w1th1n convent1ona1 or even'"resource room" cTassrooms

in the1r pub11c schools. They exh1b1t a ‘wide range of pa§ﬁ010g1ca1 behav1or, f_d}r_f

’1nc1ud1ng persona11ty d1sorders, affect1ve d1sorders, deveTopmentaT d1sturbances,,37?

’

psychosomat1c symptomatoTogy, conduct d1sorders, and 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es. ATT b
"of the ch11dren share a commgn d1ff1cu1ty w1th peer re]at1ons. |

~Two ch1ﬂdren are matched for a pa1r based both on theoret1ca1 cr1ter1a reTa- T_ﬂ
t1ng to the modeT of 1nte?ﬁo§§ona1 negotvat1on strateg1es and on pract1ca1 cr1ter1a.

As a rule ch11dren are yoked whose reperto1re of strateg1es extend across and
focus' on the same TeveTs wh11e the predom1nant act1on-or1entat1ons used 1s usuaTTy
9

the oppos;te. Re]evant pract1ca1 concerns involve the ch11dren s sex, soc1ocu1tura1

background, part1cu1ar probTems and 1nterests, TeveT of 1nte11ectua1 and Tangupée
JA
‘ ab111t1es, bas1c compatab111ty, des1re for 1nvo]vement in. Pa1r Therapy, and/

. schedu11ng pos51b111t1es. The seTect1on process 1s based on.a pre-treatment schooT-1j

'n‘based observat1on per1od of severaT weeks..'f' N 'pfiv"}"ig_ygl’_,;i/ZTQz"

- The\Wherap1st S ro]e 1n Pa1rs Therapyv1s 1mportant yet h]s or: her goal ds- to
m1n1m1ze th1s 1mportance £l that the ch11dren can. Tearn tp reTate autonomous]y.gglkfyg
' :The therap1st attempts to fac111tate the ch11dren 3 1nteract1on 1n1mays that are o
'kdeve10pmenta11y funct1ona1, sett1ng a context for negot1at1on 1n an atmosphere ﬁfi?fw
.tone of warmth and poss1b11}t1es but aTSo of controT and 11m1ts.;_ o -%{ f,;?'rgff
g éFOP research purposes 1t m1ght be 1dea1 to observe pa1rs of1soc1a11y troubTed

: f@') Lo AR . . L0l ‘
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ch1]dren in more: "natura] 1nteract1on", 1.e W1thout the presence of an act1ve .
adu1t agent such as- the- therap1st However, due to- the pathoTog1caT nature of -

,these ch11dren s, soc1a] 1nteract1ons, th1s is ne1ther~pract1ca11y'nop eth1ca]1y

i

poss1b1e. The ch1Tdren observed in this study have shown an: 1nab111ty to 1nteract

T

1ndependentTy w1th a peer w1thout r1sk of the 1n¢eract1on regress1ng to potent1a11y

~harmful po1nts. Thus th1s study Tooks at the 1nteract1on of two ch11dren 1n Pa1r~'

Therapy while acknow]edg1ng but bracket1ng the 1mportance of the adu1t s presence. .pf

a

Procedures

The present study reports an ana1ys1s of data obta1ned _hrough the narrat1ve
observat10n of two boys' soc1a1 1nteract1ons W1th one another 1n the context of
Pa1r Therapy. The part1cu1ar pa1r, ‘here ca]]ed KarT.and Peter,‘met regu]ar]y,
‘once WeekTy, for 50 hour-]ong sessions over two academ1c caTendar years (1979 1981)
These gess1ons Were under the management of an adult "therap1st-superv1sor".‘ The
data 1nc1uded in th1s ana]ys1s are of observat1ons made dur1ng the 1ast 10 sess1ons -
(16 25) of the f1rst year, and of all twenty-f1ve sess1ons held dur1ng the second
year. ATthough narrat1ves were a1so recorded dur1ng the 1n1t1a1 f1fteen sessions »
‘of the f1rst year, these sess1ons and the1r nErrat1ves were used to test the app11c-L
ab111ty to dyads of the- observat1ona1 methods prev1ous1y developed for 1arger groups,c
to refine procedures, to tra1n narrator-observers, and to ascerta1n re11ab111ty 1n s
1dent1fy1ng contexts for negot1at1on and 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on strateg1es. )
Therefore,.these data are not 1nc1uded in the present ana1y51s. ) |

I3

SubJects / ‘ , _ A .
Th’ subJects for this study Were two boys KarT, age'9 years 10 months;; BT

and Peter, age 9 years 6 m0nths, at thefonset of the observat1ons.f Karl wasvrea"ﬂ

ferred to the treatment sch001 from a Toca1 schoo] sysgem wh1ch reported him to .
be over1y aggress1ve, 1mpu1s1ve, and d1ff1cu1t to conta1n 1n a pub11c school’ _.f'

sett1ng; He was: reported to have had many f1ghts w1th peers and was seen by
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Vééhé}s as friendfess. H1s fu11 sca1e 1nte111gence quot1ent (WISC R) at time-"

of - test1ng dur1ng the 1n1t1a1 d1agnost1c per1od was 147 He showed no s1gns of .t.f’
‘neuro]og1ca1 or organ1c 1mpa1rment H1s phys1ca1 deve]opment was typ1ca1 H_;V 0
fam11y 1tuat1on was v1ewed as very unstab1e W1th h1s father on1y sporad1ca11y?-}‘
Ares1d1ng at home. | E ] ‘ | f' | |

| Peter was referred for p1acement because of- h1s extreme]y W1thdrawn and 155-5
_1ated behaV1or 1n school’. He wou1d cry eas11y, and was scapegoated by the other o
chi]dren.. Often when under stress he wou]d re1y upon extreme w1thdrawa1 to ”
fantasy preoccupat1on as a defense or cop1ng mechan1sm. H1s fu11 sca1e 1.Q.
‘(a1so WISC-R) was 121 Somewhat 1ack1ng in age—appropr1ate 1arge motor sk111s,s

Peter s deve10pmenta1 h1story was moderate1y de1ayed However, he had no d1agnosed =

"hard" neuro]og1ca1 or. organ1c s1gns.

‘The context for observat1ons o T'v._. _ . ’f'i~hyh o 'IZI'
: Pa1r Therapy is a regu]ar part of the after-sch001 program of the schoo],»é’

runn1ng from 2 .to 4 p. m. The therapy takes p1ace in a room f1ve m w1de X ten m
~Tong.” The room is equ1pped w1th a tab]e, cha1rs:\books, a b1ackboard, k! toy she1f
.with‘se1ected mater1a15, and severa1 large cush1ons. A]ong one of the short wa]]s
ﬂrunn1ng from 2 m up to 3> m. up . the wa]] and across 1ts breadth is a one—way m1rror
;from beh1nd which the process of Pa1r Therapy 1s observed Unobtrus1ve observat1on
‘1s rout1ne for a11 pa1rs, ch11dren are. shOWn the observat1on booth and the record1ng
:equ1pment 1ns1de. Four m1crophones d1str1buted 1n the Pa1r Therapy room are connectedh
to an aud1o m1xer and then to earphones and a tape recorder. The tape recorder '
nmakes d1rect aud1o tapes of a11 1nteract1ons wh11e obserzers mon1tor each 1nter—»:f;y{;

act1on W1th the earphones. :

Method of data co]]ect1on : _ |
’ 0ur observat1ona1 processes have gone through -a sequence of phases. In1t1a11y
.We began by ana1yz1ng d1rect aud1o-tape record1ngs of the verbal aspects of 1nter- g;”‘

’6
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-~ . ’ . ' ’1\‘7\’. . V. |
persona1 commun1tat1on dur1ng 1nteract1on (Se]man Lav1n, & Br1on-Me1sels, 1982)»

However this method qu1ck1y demonstrated the 11m1ts of d1vorc1ng verba] d1scourSe;
'from correspond1ng cues for fee]1ngs and mot1ves Ain. behav1or (e g. phys1ca1

‘urgency or fac1a1 express1on) or 1n tone of vo1ce. The 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on“[,*
strateg1es mode] 1s based on the assumpt1on that behaV1ors wh1ch appear s1m1Tar‘h,f)j
on the surface “may be structura11y d1fferent w1th regard to under1y1ng construa],jf,i
'affect1ve contro], and purpose._ what was needed was a record1ng process wh1ch
captured these d1fferent1at1ng e]ements.‘ Thus we. adopted the narrat1ve methodl.
'where cues ‘such as tone of vo1ce or fac1a1 express1on cou1d be reported Th1s
method re11ed upon the observers' know]edge of the ro]e of each of the component :;
'factors 1n the eva]uat1on of a strategy Thus the narrators attended to construa], .
affect1ve contr01 and pr1mary purpose as e1ements of the observed behav1or, so ‘that
reported cues of the nature of these factors cou1d 1ater be used for cod1ng.};sd;;"i
E A mod1f1ed event samp11ng procédures was used Two observers,‘each tra1ned be
to 1dent1fy contexts for negot1at1on and the negot1at1on strateg1es w1th1n them,_”‘.
worked co]]aborat1ve1y, to prov1de a narrat1ve descr1pt1on for the ent1re one‘hour pu
,sess10n, for a11 sess1ons.\ Each’ was: equ1pped w1th earphones to hear the verba] »
' 1nteract1on in the Pa1r Therapy room as well ‘as w1th a tape recorder to narrate
’observat1ons.‘ A1ternate1y each'took pr1mary respons1b111ty as narrator, wh11e the
- other acted as:a back up, c1ar1fy1ng and eTaborat1ng the 1nteract1on. Interpersona]mf
»rnegot1at1ons W1th1n negot1at1on contexts were descr1bed w1th narrat1ves e1abora—:v'z
t1ng the observers 1nferences about the affect1ve tone, motor1c man1festat1ons \

A

and non verba] cues, as we11 ‘as. the d1rect verba1 1nteract1on between 1nd1v1dua1s

1] £
in the pa1r.~ Fo}low1ng-each sess1on,namb1guous contexts for negot1at1on or;strate- .
~gies within contexts;were.discussed by the.two observers and the Pair Therapist to .-

gain a-consensuss - - o . : : ST



, S Troub]ed Ch11dren s Strateg1es
. «“s . - X . : e . : j‘)-:'
Cod1ng the data j‘;;h m;r o _».;f' o "ﬁ»'f" e

;t1ves were the pr1mary source of data for the study.‘ Fo]]ow1ng the co]]ect1on

While the. act1on or1entat1on was: coded separate]y, ‘the other three component

H

'Second peop]e are da11y 1nvo]ved 1n mak1ng 1nferences from cues about affect and

Typed transcr“pt1ons of actua] ‘tape~ record1ngs9and observer-reported narra— :

:,of all. data, the transcr1pt/narrat1ves for a]i sess1ons were 1ndependent1y read K

v <

.and coded by each observer, f1rst to 1dent1fy the context for negot1at10n
_between peers, then the’ strateg1es used by each ch11d w1th1n the negot1at1on '~1( _i

_context Each 1dent1f1ed strategy was coded for the 1eve1 1nto wh1ch the strategy

fe]] (0 3) and the or1entat1on of the strategy (Se]f—transform1ng or. 0ther-

transform1ng) Th1s process was fac111tated by reference to a manua] descr1b1ng

. [}
prototyp1ca1 strateg1es at each or1entat1on and 1eve1, as we]] as the organ1zat1ona1_

: (
structure of the: components of a strategy (construa] o‘ Se]f—Other re]at1onsh1p, S

affect1Ve contro] pr1mary purpose, and act1on-or1entat1on) 1n each category._u_“;f_f

factors-were not coded 1ﬁd1v1dua11y but rather were used together to determ1ne R

“the strategy S deve]opmenta] 1eve1

There are a number of re11ab111ty and va11d1ty 1ssues re]evant to the con-

_f1dence with wh1ch we . implement- th1s method In th1s study the same observers k

narrated all sess1ons., To what extent wou]d separate tra1ned observers be 11ke1y

to narrate s1m11ar 1nformat1on? Ear11er assessments of agreement between narrators,s

when assessed by the degree of agreement of strategy 1eve1 1dent1f1ed W1th1n a narra-

[N

ft1on, ise 83 US1ng Cohen s Kappa techn1que (Se]man, ef. a]., 1983) A separate

:?1ssue 1nvolves the 1nc1us1on of cues for affect1ve contro] and purpose, for some

2

-th1s wou1d seem to requ1re a 1eve1 of 1nference on the part of the narrator wh1ch

is unacceptab]e - We . fee] strong]y about a number of po1nts 1n th1s regard F1rst,;;
in order to know the nature of a negot1at1on strategy, we must have 1nformat1on

about the qua11ty of affect and purpOSe, go1ng beyond obJect1ve content 1nformat1on.'

‘.

"8
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purpose 1n soc1a1 1nteract1ons. (So ‘possible measurement error" ﬁotwithstand1ng,

this 1s an 1mp3rtant techn1que. Comparing ‘the b11nd cod1ng of ten sess1ons by the

two tra\ped observers,:the fo]]ow1ng re115b111t1es were obta1ned -
:i, Percentage ofragreement on 1dent1f1cat1o@ of contexts for negot1at1on' 83%
)

2. Percentage agreement of - 1dent1f1cat1on of strateg1es W1th1n4contextS° 917

:“3 Percentage agreement on 1eveL of agreed upon strateg1es' 96% : L
’ / ’ R
4, Percentage agreement on or1entat1on -of agreed-upon strategy 987
.The data for ana]ys1s was fo?med by compar1ng any d1fférences in the separate M

;cod1ngs of the two observers to Work out a‘consensus rat1ng.. F1gure 2 dep1cts

a data summary sheet for 3 typ1ca1 sess1on. The 1nd1v1dua1 strateglﬁ."

xrated into part1cu1ar contexté;for negot1at1on.

14 A

Insert F1gure 2 about here

Q*ant1fy1ng>1nteract1ve data ana]ygjc dec1s1ons ) '.“:' ‘ gb
| _Given the ‘nature; of‘the data, a first ana]yt1c decgs1on revo]ves around the
;quest1on whether to organ1ze the 1nterpersona1 negot1at1on strateg1es of each of
'the two ch11dren separate]y, or together as a unit. Wh11e respectfu] of the

potént1a1 va]ue of the dyadic approach “the ana]ys1s in th1s paper w111 be . 11m1ted

to the ana]ys1s of each ch11d 1nd1v1dua11y. The: at1ona1e for th1s approach is-

that we w1sh.to be ab]e to compare the 1nd1v1dua1 patterns of the ch11dren before

'merg1ng their- 1nteract1on for ana]ys1s of dyad1c patterns A sec0nd ana]yt1c l/; -

dec1s1on 1s to use each of the 1nd1v1dua1 treatmenb sess1ons as a baS1c unit or

marker for descr1b1ng patterns as they are exam1ned across t1me.' Thus,‘we W111
]
~summar1ze how strateg1es at each 1eve1 are used w1th1n who]e sessions rather than
-w1th1n spec1f1c contexts w1th1n sess1ons
. . ! a

o G1ven these two dec1s1ons and the ord1na1 h1erarch1ca1 nature of the cod1ng

scheme, 1t is- nec lsary to 1ook separate]y at patterns of strateg1es for each

1eve1, rather than comput1ng the mean strategy 1eve1 score for each sess1on. uForv

R -
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?1n wh1ch SiX 1eve1 1&strateg1es are used, eVen'

v

though the mean score for th' two seSs1ens is- the same. The\zt;fteg1es at 1eve1s:"}

¢

: 0, 1, and Q\are each qual iat1ve1y d1fferent1‘,1t is 1mportan also to keep 1n“ﬂ -
B / -

gjelo entk] aspect of hé/scale is ord1na1, not 1nterva1 we do';’ﬁ*
y ,;/- ‘f ‘ / y

/ .',; I eg ‘
%/" / y ',?r/

j§éparate1y at strategy patterns w1th1n sessﬁon used”at each 1eve1' B

“sess1ons w1thout some sense of the abso]ute d1str1but1on can a]so be m1s]ead1ng.

F1fty percent usage of 1eve1 2 strateg1es 1n a=sess1on~where the abso]ute number

' of strateg1es is four has a d1fferent 1mp11cat1on than f1fty per cent usage of
1eve1 2 strateg.es where the tota] number of strateg1es 1s twenty.z Therefore f_;.f

both ana]yses-are presented in the resu]ts'sect1on. _.'vv~:‘: S CI ) R I
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Us1ng the summary of negot1at1on strateg1es W1th1n each 1hd1v1dua1 sess1on

as the bas1c un1t of anaIys1s, f1ndnpqs W111 be presented in the f0110w1ng order.

\

} F1rst data comp11ed and- summar1zed across aII sess1ons w111 be comparat1ve1y

o

presented for each boy, in. order to 100k at 1nd1V1duaI d1fferences in strategy

.

use. Then, patterns in the usage of negpt1at1on strateg1es coded at each 1%¥e1

. S
and or1entat1on w111 be exam1ned temporaIIy for each boy. In th1s Iatter\analys1s

§
sh1fts in level and: 1n or1entat1on across t1me W111 be exam1ned separatéIy,
" B
thereafter Iook1ng at the 1nteract1on between use of IeveI and or1entat1on across

time. These f1nd1ngs are used to exam1ne deveIopmentaI trends 1n strategy use. ,f

).

TabIe 2 summar1zes the d1str1but1on of all observed negot1pt1on strateg1es ;f

: used by each boy, at each IeveI and in each or1entat1on, summed across aII th1rty-f
,if1v§“Week1y obsé at1ons. Th1s tab1e prov1des an\overv1ew of how each ch11d com-

a_pares to the other??negyeraII strategy usage.. It demonstrates that e modaI

level for both boys is: level 1 foIIowed for both 1n frequency bv IeveI 2 0, and ?

4,

3. Ne1ther child makes: great use: of strateg1es cIass1f1ed at- IeveI 3.

"(’ Insert TabIe 2 about here

iy R . B . i '

—Although the quant1tat1ve d1str1but1on of strateg1es across IeveIs is s1m11ar

¢

u'for each ch11d, th1s is cIearIy not “the case for ‘the d1str1but1on of strateg1es

- by or1entat1on. Almost aII of KarI's strateg1es are cIass1f1ed in the 0ther- f‘;v

transform1ng or1entat1on.. Peter, on the other hand presents a more compIex

-,p1cture. AIthough predom1nant1y us1ng SeIf—transform1ng strateg1es 1n th1s con-'
Itext (onIy 63 of h1s totaI of 252 recorded strateq1es are 0ther-transform1ng),_&
‘uthe d1str1but1on of Peter s strateg1es by or1entat1on appears to. be reIated to f;o

”_the level of strategy’he uses.- Wh11e onIy ZOA of h1s IeveI 1 strateg1es are -

B R ”\w},
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Other-transformlng, 29% of his . strateg1es coded at 1eve1 0 are 1n this or1entat10n.

V. & . ' .

-and 38% of his 1eve1 2 strateq1es are so categor1zed

Patterns of strategy use across t1me by abso]ute number and 1eve1

Obscured by the summary stat1st1cs ip Table: 2 are the usage patterns of

strateg1es at each 1eve1 and or1entat10n ove@nthe course of treatment.‘ Figure 3.

) descr1bes ‘the abso]ute number of strateg1es coded at each sessfon for each of the

two boys. (we have separated the 1ast ten sessions of year one from the twenty-

f1Ve sess1ons of year two buf’?nc]uded them on the same graph.)e Th1s graph 111us-
trates a high corre]at1on (r = 88) between the number oii?trateg1es each boy USEs
at each sess1on W1th Karl genera]Ly us1ng s11ght1v more strategﬂes per sess1on

than.Peter. The figure sgggests that the pattern .n absolute” strategy use.over the

s . . N G £, ‘
: th1rty-f1ve'Week time per1 d is one of Tow amounts of negotiation. at the. end'of

year one, beg1nn1ng of year two, and end of year two with greater negot1at1on

, 1nteractlon.1n the m1dd1e of year two. Break1ng down the nature of these negot1a—-~

”tions by level, the fewer negot1atnons at the ten. sess1ons at the end of year one .

¥
.and the five beg1nn1ng sessions of year two were predom1nant1y at 1eve1 1 (70%),

whereas at the f1ve end sess1ons of year two there was a greater}nmmer of 1evehy—

. 2/3 strateg1es_L;§ye1 0 = 04A level 1 = 59% 1evee 2/3 3747f 14';"_-- . .

Insert’F1gure 3 about here o 7 . L

‘1Descriptive summaries of each boy s use of strateg1esiat'djfferent 1eve1s,over'~

’the thirty-fiyedWeek time*pertod, averaging the‘strategies obserVed over"fivé&week

segments, present s1gns of d1st1nct trends for each boy. These summar1es appear jj’

: 1n Tab]es 3a ‘and 3b ‘ Focus1ng on the sh1fts 1n percentage d1str1but1on of. each 1eve1,

over the seven f1ve-week segments, Table 3a suggests that there is’a steady 1ncrease

i

. 1n the percentage of strateg1es coded at 1eve1s 2 and 3 for Kar] up unt11 the fﬁ}'

second-to-]ast f1ve-week segment in year two, at wh1ch t1me there 1s a sharp dec11ne,
wh1ch is in turn fgl{owed by a rebound dur1ng the f1na1 f1ve-week segment. Across
- x T L s R SEC U
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the same fina] 2~ segment period, Karl's level 0 strategies 1ncrease éomewhat \

For Peter, Table 3b suggests a different pattern. The c]e;rest trend in tbe data
is the steady percentage rise in level 2 and 3 strategies across the. two year period
Th1s is accompanied by a re]at1ve dec11ne in the percentage of strategies at 1eveﬂ
1, beg1nn1ng dur1ng the second f1ve—week segment of the second _year, and cont1nu1n

through untL] the term1nat1on of thérapy. A]so, for Peter 1eve1~Q strateg1es re-

~ main-relatively Tow in frequen%ﬁifor the 1ast four of‘the-f1ve-Week segments.
, - : |
Insert Tables “3a and 3b about here

_ Changes over t1me in_patterns ojrus_ge for each or1entat1on

As Tab]e 2 makes clear, Karl's pattern of ubage with rgsbect to orientationa

s unequivqcal; he used_a]most exclus1ve1y Other-transforming strategies acrossjg'

all tﬁe phase$ of the Pairs treatment. However, for Peter the absoiuté distribu-'
t1on pattern with respect to or1e§§at1on is var1ed, suggest1nq there may be some

shifts in patterns across time. Table 4 provides a pi ture of the percentage d1s-
- . <

tribution of Peter's Se]f-fand'0ther—transform1ng strateg1es across 5-session seg--
«'ments. Although Se]f—tranforming'strategies'c1ear1y dominate Peter's repertoire - .,

throughout, there is a gradual increase in percentage of strategies that areIOther;-‘

transforming during‘the‘second year'unttl the Tlast ftve—session segment, éven as

‘the absolute number of strategfes pe{-sesston begins to dec]}ne toward the termin-
ation of ‘the preatment. - L ot | |
\.ag}. ' " | : S Insert Table 4 about here v

' A]though th1s table: sUQgests’fhat Peter ha$1noved to a more ba]anced~reperto1re
i

_Aof strateg1es with respect to or1entat1on, the quest1on st111 rema1ns whether over N
t1me thezsh1ft in orientation is more c]ose]y aSSOC1atea w1th the usage of strateg1es

z“ .
at one or more part1cu1ar levels. Compar1ng the d1str1but1on of Se]f— “and 0ther-

‘transform1nq strateg1es at ‘each 1eve1 (0, 1, and 2/3) for the first e1ghtee b=

o .‘
/
G
W
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served sessions‘as compared to the last seventeen observations,lthe only‘treqp to-
ward a shift in orientation usage over time occurs 1n:stratcgios coded as Tevel O”
The, ratio of Self- and 0ther-transforming strategies at this level was 9:1 for the .
first Ta]f of the observations, but 5:5 for the second half (Z =1, 67 P < IO)
Relative distributions:for the other levels show no significant shifts with t1me.

= : ) ) e

. D1scussion . , "
) 3

The discussion of resu]ts is designed to address both particu]ar ffndings
relevant to the observation of this spec1f1c Pair treatment procedure, and more
genera] 1mp11cations of the mode] for deve]opmenta] methods and theory as 1n1t1ated
in the 1ntroduct1on. With respect to spec1f1c 1mp11cat1ons of the data, of

"l'1n1t1a1 interest is the 1nverted U-shaped curve descr1b1ng the abso]ute number
"of strateg1es observed at a11 1evels%across the th1rty ~-five sess1ons. Although
the numberof strategies in a,sesston tells’ us little about the qua]1ty of theg
" session, this pattern'may'refﬁect‘some-relation'between initiation'and terminationj

effects and the abso]ute amount of 1'teract1on between the pair.

At first glance we note th 1m1]ar1ty in amount of 1nteract1on among that

at the end of year one,lthe .eg1nn1ng of year two, and the end of year “two. We

' may suspect that what is 1nd1cated at termination 1n year two is a regress1on to

v

re]at1ve 1so]at1on of the children from one another " However, a- more d1fferent1ated

e

look at the d1str1but1on of. strateg1es across levels, as well as. the1r ab lute
quant1ty, presents a c]earer picture, At the end of year one and beg1nn1ng of year
.-ﬁtwo a]most all negotiations. were atoleve1 1. At the end of year two ‘there was a
'f greater d1str1but1on across levels. Th1s suggests that the frequency of strateg1es
' 'may reflect d1fferent fhteract1on patterns at d1fferent tinesy 45 1nd1cated by the\
'd1str1but1on of strategies at each 1eve] A low number of $trategies may be f"'f 5ﬁ
due to ch1]dren ﬁynchon1nq in re]at1ve isolation from one another (as at the ‘end
of year one and beg1nn1ng of t o) A]ternat1vely, qt may Tnd1cate a h1gh>*/ye] of .
A fﬁ

‘ o ‘o . ..
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interaction in play behavior which does not'entaillthe need for MU1tiplé'negot4ation5y

and/or, as we wi1] discuss, 1t may reflect the greater use of .igher level strategies

which take more time‘for negottation (as at the end of year two) .

Likewise, the differentiated picture of variable level use at the end of year
two may characterize the turmoil of terminat1on. with its greater osc111at1on
between progress1on and;regress1on as 50 often reported in ‘the clinical 11terature.‘
This var1ab111ty may result from ‘felt ambivalence: both 1n the sense of grow1no'
capab111ty, and. 1n the pufl toward regression reflecting the concern for leaving
a familiar. s1tuat10n. TheSe rgsu]ts point to the 1mportance of mak1ng qua11tat1ve

. distinctions a part of observation tools for the evaluation of psycho]ogica1 inter-

2

vention. While the absolute number of negot1at1ons may be similar at the beg1nning v

and ending phases of treatment, the different 1evels of negotiation in these two

_ time per1ods suggest d1fferent natures of 1nteract1on. \
Examining 1nd1v1dua11y each ch11d's negot1at1on strateg1es across time, we

find that thevvar1ab111ty and turmo11 at term1nat1on is most salient for Karl.

In the middle of the second year Kar]'s 1eve? 2/3 strategies decreased co1nc1denta1

/
to his be1ng 1nformed that PaTrs would tenminate at year's end because he was re-

turn1ng to public schoo] Kar] s overa]] behav1or~1n Pa1rs, as well as h1s pro-

“duction of level 2/3 strateg1es, improved markedly when he foun%}out several weeks

| 1ater, that Peter a]so was to r&urn to public schoo] A]though the® correspondenceA

betdgen these externa] events and Karl's strategic patterns may be scienti¥ically

P -
insufficient to support the hypothes1s that- "m1sery loves company", it does

' suggest ways in which the model can be used as a barometer of the effect of ex-
terna] factors on soc1a1 1nteract1on. . .
. :
Peter s gradua]1ncreasedpercentage usage of Tevel 2/3 strateg1es across

the per1od of the sscond year may be test1mony to the va]ue of the treatment for

[

g
th1s ch#]d okt mky reflect @ndependent developmental processes. However, Peter S

S % o
’ o % ~ ) .
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~shift in orientation, particular]y in s tratoqiov coded as levn1 0, points to the. *

]

- complex 1% ue;{%gvo1vnd 1n confidering soctal qvowth and maturity using %eve]op~ )
1w . .
menta] variab 5% tssential]y theso data roflect Peter's abi11ty to- be more -

aggressive, a1though still somewhat physica11y 1mpu1 ive, in rcacfion to Kar] S

*

constant "0ther~transfoﬂm1ng" approach A1though "Jow 1eve1“ 4ﬁye]opmenta11y

1

speaking, the infcrease in 0ther transforming 1eve1 0 strategies was neverthe]ess
cons1dered a pQﬁZt1ve sign by‘the théhapeutlc members of this comb1ned research—

1ntervéht1on prOJect for th1s dh11d ho was usua]]y Se]f—“iwnsforming, particularly

at the beg1nning of treatment Trying out aggreSS1ve (Other-transforning)

4 Ak

| strateg1es at a . low 1eve1 may we]l prepare him for assert1veness or JnVQ]V(ment,
“at higher levels. These data suggest that there may be i

) portant adapt1ve.

;*Unctions'served by lower Teve]~strategies, and;that i
1] Ay

are involved in™% general model of social adaptat1on.

tant contextua] factorsj -
”%hould temper our -

enthusiasm for seeing on]y h1gher levels as “better" or "more adaptive" in all

sﬂtuat1ons..w1n fact it may be-that the capac1ty for 1ncreas1ng oneas reperto1re
of strateg1es agross or1ent&t1ons at one level is necessary for more fac11e
ut111zat1ons of strateg1es at the next ‘given that h1gher 1eve1 strateg1es ref]ect

'a greater ba]ance of or1entat1on o ;i : . ?&1

P P @

ThjLemp1r1ca1 f1nd1ngs from app1y1ng th1s mode] to observat1ons of d1sturbed )

chi]dfe Showed that the predominant level at wh1ch strategies were c]ass1f1ed

is Tevel 1 (or un11atera1l;, Wg. can th1nk of severyl exp]anat1ons for th1s f1nd1ng,
which- are not'mutUa11y eiclusuve. F1rst, 1ndeed these data may ref]ect the va11d1ty]
of character1z1ng ‘the predominant mode by wh1ch each h11d dea1s with the other as’

g1v1ng and tak1ng orders or commands (1eve1 1). Howevkr, it 1; alsq pOSS1b1e that

- / ‘» - -J
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the treatment context most read11y e11c1ts strateg1es at th1s TeveT, whereas the[&
f‘ch1fdren 1nteract in’ other ways outs1de the Pa1rs context ' These f1nd1ngs e
v~\cannot be genera11zed beyond the conf1nes of the. pa1r 1tseTf, but must be -
expTored in other contextso A th1rd factor account1ng for the f1nd1ngs may’

res1de in our observat1ona1 procedure, rather than on]y in. the ch1Td's repeto%re'fﬁf

.of strateg1es or 1n the context wh1ch e11c1ts them° The cod1ng system may be
,‘most sens1t1ve to one-way (TeveT 1) strateg1es, p1ck1ng up these strateg1es
. more than others in the same way that the human v1sua1 system p1cks up 11ght
'awaves onTy from a certa1n 20ne of a spectrum.n LA o |

A f1na1 expTanat1on for the reTatlveTy greater amount of TeveT 1 strateg1es

h refTects on. the broader 1ssue of the: qua11tat1ve nature of strateg1es at d1fferent:g

,TTeveTs. Ear11er it was noted that the d1fferent TeveTs ass1gned to negot1at1on;;

h,strateg1es were cons1dered ord1na1 in nature° we do not know the reTat1ve effort,f*
‘:d1ff1cu1ty, or: sk111 TeveT necessary for us1nq strateg1es coded at one TeveT e
”rather than another.. When we Took at the few TeveT 3 (coTTaborat1ve) strateg1es
.'chat were- used‘ We find that each one takes pTace‘1n a 10ng, emot1ona11y 1ntense ;i
‘1nteract1ve context Thus these strateg1es are 11ke1y to be’mdre rare both -fi “
"sbecause of the emot1ona1 nature of. the contexts wh1ch draw them, and because of
','the ]ength of .time 1nvoTved in negot1at1ons coded at th1s TeveT o : :
‘ Methodo]og1ca11y th1s transTates 1nto a probTem of we1ght1ng.a The qua11tat1vea
‘1f1mpact of TeveT 3 strateg1es most 11ke1y is greater than a quant1tat1ve ana1ys1s i

,'wou1d 1nd1cate Further, strateg1es scored at TeveT 3 often requ1red up to a page‘,

© oy more of transcr1pt/narrat1ve 1nteract1on° Th1s“rs4qu1te d1fferent from the

‘~"one 11ners" (orders, 1mpu151ve grabb1nq, etc ) that are cTass1f1ed at TeveTs 1 or"
”,0 How‘one 1ntegrates such qua11tat1ve feTt d1fferences 1n quant1tat1ve procedures'
: rema1ns a quest1on for further study.v' » ‘ A ' '
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The genera] deve1opmenta1 mode1 presented 1n th1s paper a1so has 1mp11cat1on'fﬁ;

: for 1ssues of soc1a1 deve1opment and c11n1ca1 1ntervent1on w1th pa1rs of ch11dren.f5‘
h Y .

Reqard1ng 1ntervent1on, the mode1 a11ows us to c1ass1fy behaV1or and thus gt

'

k,1dent1fy the ch11d s current range of poss1b111t1es and 11m1tat1ons, and to

' 1dent1fy c1ear and spec1f1c goa1s for growth For examp]e, how f1ex1b1e 1s the

. ch11d s use of both or1entat1ons? what 1s the h1ghest 1eve1 o5fﬁfti on.
‘ exh1b1ts7, under what cond1t1ons does the ch11d employ strateg1es of a part1cu1ar
vf\k1entat1on or 1eve17, what types of strateg1es shou1d be worked 1nto the ch11d'
lrepeto1re7 The model - he1ps the therap1st to set 1ncrementa1 goa1s for treatment
’that promote growth yet are w1th1n the(ch11d S poss1b111ty.} It def1nes for the,.‘
g}therap1st his or her ro]e as med1ator and’ fac111tator in entourag1nq the ch11drenri};
to exam1ne the nature of the1r 1nteract1on strateg1es, and the nature of a1ternat1ve
v_and more adequate strateg1es.,‘ - - : | l

‘: Furthermore, the 1eve1s by-or1entat1on mode1 may be’ used to 1dent1fy and

'-match ch11dren 1nto pa1rs° It is suggested that one mechan1sm for movement to

~ effect1ve use of h1gher 1eve1 strateg1es rests in the 1nd1V1dua1 s exerc1s1nq and’j?f

n

exper1enc1ng strateg1es from the non dom1nant as- we11 as dom1nant or1entat1on "‘755

- at. h1s or her present]y h1ghest 1eve1 We found that both boys started out

'f w1th marked cons1stency (r1g1d1ty) 1n one or1entat1on, Peter showed some

movement OVer the course of treatment to use of re1at1ve1y more 0ther-transform1ng;’"

"strateg1es, and many of our: other cases have demonstrated such movement Th1s
-gsuggests that it is therapeut1ca11y sound pract1ce to match ch11dren 1n pa1r
f-who use predom1nat1y oppos1te or1entat1ons. In the safety of a therapeut1:

‘fcontext, the ch11d can com%?to see that strateg1es of the oppos1te or1entat1on

‘ may not harm the Se1f or 0ther. However we have found thaa;match1ng two

:"Other-transformers" can generate too much conf11ct for therapeut1c work to




" avoid the temptat1on of a1ways “b]am1ng" the more aggress1ve (0ther-transform1ng)h:

-form1ng strateg1es are- more adaptvve per se, and both types of strateg1es can

i;‘component parts: how Se1f and 0ther are conceptua11y v1eWed how affect 1s ¢[5f

,»for the pa1r s growth

child for unbalanced 1ow 1eve1 1nteract1ons. Nemther Other- nor Se]f-trans-.

- maintain the 1mba1ance of 1ow-1eve1 1nteract1ons,. Th1s focuses the goa1 for both7

~in Pa1r Therapy, and suggests aspects of the 1nd1v1dua1 s, funct1on1ng that requ1re}7ff

27,
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even. commence, and match1ng two "Se]f-transformers" can create a’ vacuum '

of no 1nteract1on, draw1ng the therap1st 1n to more act1v1ty than is productlve

A]ong th1s 1ssue of or1entat1ons, the»mode] a1so he1ps the therap1st to

ch11dren on us1ng strateg1es of more. ba1anced or1entat1on and h1gher 1eve1

\Eiﬁally, the mode] te]]s us” about ‘the types of change that may be pursued

attent1on. " The mode1 def1nes 1nterpersona1 negotat1on strateg1es by the1r o

o

,ﬂ-controlled what the pr1mary purpose is, and what act1on or1entat1on 1s used

- vent1on wh1ch is 1ntended to fac111tate the/ch11d's f1ex1b1e and effect1ve use of ”fy

'fcomponent processes°

‘strateg1es, 1n order to 1mprove soc1a1 re]at1ons, must attend to each of these

- Thus, a form of intervention wh1ch seeks to address the ch11d's use of strateg1es j;ifﬁ

focuses on more than overt behav1ors a1one such as. 1earn1ng to ask po]1te1y, 1t
\

d1rect1y addresses under1y1ng cogn1t1ve, affect1Ve, and mot1vat1ona1 processes.; Inter-

a

“In regards to 1ssues 1n the study of soc1a1 deve]opment, severa] po1nts

shou1d be made. exp11c1t in descr1b1ng the work1ng nature of this mode] 1n this '”V'fy‘f

1

;'study. F1rst the negot1at1on 1eve1s by-or1entat1ons mode] 1s der1Ved from the

. observat1on of behav1or 1n rea] 11fe contexts° These observat1ons suggest 1t 1s iVﬁ"ﬂ
_not necessa 11y expected, or even pred1cted that a g1ven 1nd1v1dua1 w111 1nteract;’sf
fjand negot1ate;cons1stent1y across a11 re]at1onsh1ps or contexts at one 1eve1, avﬁ;fyhtl

nor s 1t expected that an 1nd1v1dua1 w111 a1ways funct1on 1n or use strateg1es'v
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of on]y one 1nterpersona1 or1entat1on.v The two 1nterpersona1 or1entat1ons jp“‘?'5"

and four 1ﬁterpersona1 neog1tat1on 1eve1s are essent1a11y cartograph1c descr1p-ifﬂf
t1ons of negot1at1on behav1ors 1n the context of a dyad or group._ Re1at1ona1 f}3
’context 1s a factor 1n the 1eve1 and or1entat1on of strategy usedl wh11e Qo
1nd1v1dua1s may have a d1spos1t1on to funct1on W1th1n a part1cu1ar or1entat1on 5522
yand/or at a part1cu1ar 1eve1, on1y an 1nteract1ve context can a]]ow assessment

of the actua1 levels and or1entat1ons used. Thus, for examp]e we are not ff}’ﬁﬂhf

_surpr1sed when the 1eve1 T "scape-goat" (Se1f-transform1ng) becomes the

; 1eve1 1 “bu]]y“.(0ther-transform1ng) 1n the presence of ‘a.new. 0ther whose 1nter-;ti
1act1ons are . “more accommodat1ve ) | v‘ - h h »i_
Second, 1t must be stressed that 1ow-1eve1 strateg1es are not by def1n1t1on"‘
,v1mmature or patho1og1ca] For young ch11dren they are expected The descr1pt1ons;

':of strateg1es at 1ower deve]opmenta] 1eve1s are not. 1ntended peJorat1Ve1y,,L. -
A]though these strateg1es 1nc1ude qrabb1ng, subm1ss1veness, and orders, a11 of
. Wh1ch may connote undes1rab1e behav1or from the adu1t s standpo1nt, 1t 1s ’ _
,11mPOrtant to remember that they ref1ect structures wh1ch are part of’norma] devele
0pment and are therefore aqe-appropr1ate for young ch11dren.; Furthermore, and

1mportant1y, 1ow-1eve1 strateg1es may be: appropr1ate 1n certa1n contexts of s

negot1at1on (Se1man et. a1., in. press)

Th1rd, a word: ShOU]d be Sa]d about the re]at1ONSh1P between the or1entat1on”:}

?_of a1strategy (Se]f— or 0ther-transform1ng) and 1ts deve]opmenta] ]eve] (0 3)
j‘It 1s'necessary to stress that ]n our v1ew any strategy, regard]ess of 1ts 5
1for1entat1on or 1ts deve1opmenta1 1eve1, represents an attempt to exerc1se }}:ﬁtﬁ
- some k1nd of contro1 over a s1tuat1on.: A Se]f transforn1ng strategy 1s a. part1cu-?
Jar way of contro]11ng a S1tuat1on 1n wh1ch the med1um through wh1ch contro1‘1s"1”

: ach1eved 1s Se]f adaptat1on, and converse]y, for 0ther-transform1ng strateg1es'
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contro] is ach1eVed by chang1ng Other._ The emphas1s on contro] ‘however, is. not;f""
11m1ted to’ one deve1opmenta1 1eve1, contro] 1s at the heart of a11 negot1at1on f";’}
"strateg1es. However, whereas the *ﬂv that contro] is asserted var1es betWeen

,or1entat1ons, the naturg of the contro1 that is sought d1ffers as a funct1on of
: deve1opmenta1 1eVe1 At 1eve1 1 for examp{e contr01 means‘only assert1ng one s V
-'power or 1ack of 1t re1at1ve “to the 0ther, at 1eve1 2 th1s assert1on 1nc1udes :
’ contro111ng the acknow]edgement and/or express1on of thoughts and fee11ngs.zs§ysA
1eve1 3, however, the $e1f— and Other ¢kansform1nq or1entat1on beg1n to merge, ‘v

‘such that the issue of control rests not on1y 1n goa] sat1sfact1on but a1so 1n

the ‘ways that the sat1sfact1on for Se]f and 0ther 1s portrayed Thus wh11e the
_‘need for contro] never d1SS1pates, the mean1nq and form of the contro] 1n question"i
“d1ffers w1th deve1opmenta1 1eve1 ' | | i | e | :d:
Perhaps one of the most usefu] contr1but1ons of.the proposed mode1 (and -
' method) is’ the- conceptua11zat1on (and operat1ona11zat1on) of an 1ntegrated | ‘_ B
-z assessment of bo deve1opmenta1 1eve1s and persona11ty or act1on or1entat1ons ‘ ::5
- This mode1»sug;<i31 that growth 1n the area of soc1a1 competence, e1ther for ;T>>g
'ch11dren grow1ng<01der or for soc1a11y 1mmature ‘children becom1ng more 1nter-<‘9,:a"
'persona11y competent, is not s1mp1y movement from 1ow to h1gh 1eve1s, nor from
e1ther of two deve1opmenta11y unre]ated extremes to some "m1dd1e of the road" |
-norm, but rather a s1mu1taneous1y "upward" and "1nward" ba1anced movement k"
"Growth 1n.th1s way ref]ects change 1n act1on (or persona11ty) or1entat1on W1th ?
fdeve]opmenta] change in the Way Se]f and 0ther s perSpect1ves are construed

’the pr1mary purpose of one's soc1a111 or1ented behav1or, and the‘means by wh1ch;}gfﬁ
4the Se]f s affect1ve d1sequ111br1um 1n an 1nterpersona1 s1tuat1on 1s dea1t w1th.f{dg

Norma1 deve1opment may be character1zed by the ab111ty to move between or1enta-]ﬁi;f

‘t1ons at each level unt11 a greater 1ntegr§¢1on 1s ach1eved at the h1qher 1evels,

or it may be a path from 1ower to h1gher 1eve1s, stay1ng predom1nant1v w1th one F“cy
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re]at1ve1y f1xed or1entat1qp Low 1evels may be character1zed by too-r1g1d
adherence to one or the other or1entat1on, or too 1ab11e movement from one‘ 'h
po]e to the other. Both normat1ve;and psychopatho]ogy research§1n deve]opmenta]:f

: perspect1ve can he]p prov1de a c]earer p1cture of the var1ous roads toward soc1a1‘

and emot1ona1 matur1ty.
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TABLE 1

Prototxp1ca1 Interpersona] Strategjes Coded at Deve]og_enta]

Leve1s 0-3 in Each 0r1entation e

Anticipates and inte rates poss1b1e reac; 1ons of Others to Se]f's suggestions
Balances focus on reTations with focus o o
Negot1ates with a view to re]at1ona1 conS1stency over t1me ‘};[:'f” ’

S

-4

jUses fr1end1y persuas1on

~Seeks allies for support of -

Self's ideas.

Goal- seek1ng through 1mpress1ng

Others with Self's ta]ents,
Knowledge, etc.

jOrders Other to.do what
Self wants

Makes threats of force

‘Employs one-way "fairness"

~

“Verbally drowns out Other's = -~

- _expressed wishes .
‘Grabs impulsively
Forcefully," phys1ca11y
: repe]]s Other SRR

LEVEL 3

.  L€vEL 2 B

L LEVEL 1

LEVEL'O

Self's concrete goal

" position of he]p]essness_.f

' Asserts Se]f's wants but

makes' these secondary to :5
~Other's wants - S R

'Follows but offers. 1nput

into Other's lead "

f'Confronts marked 1nequa11ty f

1;.

Makes Weak and.tehtative‘7fv_
- dnitiatives; readily g1ve53

~into Other .
- Acts victimized- T
~ .Appeals to source of

perce1ved power from a

@

, Takes 1mpuls1ve f11ght
» ,'Uses automatic affect1ve

w1thdrawa1

| fResponds with' robot 11ke jf

o obed1ence

'vOther-Transform1ng
0r1entat1on

ol Se]f-Transform1ng

0r1entat1on
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, Mean Nunber and Percentag InterpérsonhT Ncgotiat1bn Strategies .
Qf Each Level for Consecutive “ive-Session Segments for Kar1gand for Peter

\’, . ‘ ' 36 - KaY‘] e o ) . ‘o . - /
o : SESSIONS ™ g

Mean Number 1979 - 1980 ‘ 1980 ~ 1981
. per - w5 1 6a - 16- -

fossion | 16-20 [ 2125 f] 1.7 630 | 1115 [ 16-20 |, 21-25

Level 0 o0 | .6 | .6 | L.6 . 0] .8 - .4

Level 1 2.0 3.6 (|- 6.8 |82 | 128 | 8.8 | 5.

level 2/3 |- 0 | 1.4 || 2.6 | 5.2 a8 | 18 | 2.8
Mean % of

Total per
. Session : , v ‘ — —
~Level 0 L0 10 7 s o | 8 | 13

Level 1 100 | 69 67 | 59 69 | 71 | 51
Level 2/3 FIREEL ) 26 |36 | .31 | 15 .| 36

e | 3b = Peter
“Mean Number l ~ SESSIONS S

per 1979 - 1980 "’ - 1980-198]

Session | T16=20 | 21-25 -5 | 6-10 | _11-15 | 16-20 | 212
level 0 | 0 2. ff 16| 1.0 |2 | 0| .20

Level 1 16 | 2.4 I 2.8 .82 | 10.4 | 52 | 2.6 .
Level 2/3 - o |- 4 ]} 1026 | 28 | 26 | 20

Mean % of -

Total per -

Session .. _ \ L : :
JLevel’'o | -0 5 ] 3 |6 | 7 ) -5" 4,
“Level 1 100 g5 (| .5 |77 | 63 64 | 50
Level2/3 | "o | w0 ol e Js |3 | 3 | 4
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TABLE 4

a .Tbtal'Numbeé afd Rercehtage Interpersonal Negotiation
;o . Strategies at each orientation for consecutive
5 five~session seqments for Peter,

BRY S S o

L SESSIONS ’
" Orientation 1979-1980 _1980-1981
<. L1620 2125 | 1-5 | 6-10 | 11-15 | 16-20 | 21-25
Abso]ufe o |
~Aumber
Self-Trans. 6 . .14 18 | 43 55 -39 17
Other-Trans. 2 1 6 | 15 | 22 | 12 8
:
Percentage
Self-Trans. - 75 o3 f s | 75 | 0 e 73
. L.
- Other-Trans.” | =25 |~ 7. | 20 25 | 30 | 33 | 27
» o - el
Y o~
\
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Figure 1: A Four Levols by-two Oriéntations Model for C1aas1fy1n§ Interpersonal
Negotiat10n Strategies (Performance), and 1ts/ﬁelat10n to/fhc 0ntoqenes1s'
of the capagity to Coordinate Social Perspectivcs (Cumpetence) f

-Figure 2: Data Summary\Sheet for a Pairs Therapy Session, Sess1on 3, Year 2.

]

~ October 27, 1980, S
Figure 3: Number of Interpgrsona] Negotiation Strategies per Session for Kar1 and

\
Peter across 35 héyr-1ong Sessions.
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