Lehigh University
Lehigh Preserve

Theses and Dissertations

2002

Selt via story : employing a narrative methodology
to examine the development of adolescent self-
understanding

Deborah L. Ferrara
Lehigh University

Follow this and additional works at: http://preserve.lehigh.edu/etd

Recommended Citation

Ferrara, Deborah L., "Self via story : employing a narrative methodology to examine the development of adolescent self-understanding
" (2002). Theses and Dissertations. Paper 726.

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by Lehigh Preserve. It has been accepted for inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an

authorized administrator of Lehigh Preserve. For more information, please contact preserve@lehigh.edu.


http://preserve.lehigh.edu?utm_source=preserve.lehigh.edu%2Fetd%2F726&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://preserve.lehigh.edu/etd?utm_source=preserve.lehigh.edu%2Fetd%2F726&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://preserve.lehigh.edu/etd?utm_source=preserve.lehigh.edu%2Fetd%2F726&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://preserve.lehigh.edu/etd/726?utm_source=preserve.lehigh.edu%2Fetd%2F726&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:preserve@lehigh.edu

Ferrara, Deborah
Self via Story:

Employing a
Narrative
Methodology to
Examine the
Development of...

June 2002 N



Self v1a Story Employmg a Narratlve Methodology to Examme the Development of
Adolescent Self- Understandmg

by

Deborah L. Ferrara

. A Thesis |
- 'Pfesented to the Graduate and Researeh Committee
of LehighjUniversit.y
In Candidacy for the Degree of

Master of Science

in

Psychology

Lehigh University

(April 2002)



CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL

This Thesis is accepted and approved in partlal fulﬁl]ment of the requlrements for- -
the Master of Science. , .

Date

Thesis 'Aﬁ;zisor

Co-Advisop,

Co-Advisor

Chairperson of the Department

il



To my childrén

Jesse Francesco ~ Deborah Myrtle ~ and Dejan Daniel Ferrara

Your selfless understandmg gave birth to this self-understandlng pro; ject
‘My love and gratitude ALWAYS

iii



'TABLE OF CONTENTS

LISTING OFTABLES....i..,....‘.........;...V.;..<.;......' ............. cennerrnieen ¥

ABSTRACT.....;.;...;..~.....;;..~ ........ it e e revenenn 1
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW .......... el

SelfUnderstandmg Knowledge..‘...’...;.........;..;........; ............ 5

Self: Undcrstandmg Through Others...,; ...... ................. 9

- Self- Understandmg Dlscrepancws......., ................ 12

: Developmental TraJ ectories in Self: Understandmg..._... .......... 'v...16

AN INTEGRATIVEMODEL OF SELF-UNDERSTANDING .......... 21

» NARRATIVE AN INTERPRETIVE AND SOCIOCULTURAL

APPROACH TO SELF-UNDERSTANDING...............; ................ 26
| Narratlve Systematlc SelfStudles.............................- ........... 30

THE CURRENT STUDY USING A NARRATIVE METHODOLOGY

FOR SELF-UNDERSTANDING......‘ ......................................... 35
METHOD.......0onvvvvvemsesssnsssssssssiossssnsinssnsssssssssssssssssssssessens 37
Participants...ceessseeessenees ' ........ e ireeesiensgaeinieeeare 37
MaterialSeeeeeensensenes hessessesssranisstnsenansianssrrersasantnsinisnesnne 37
ProcedUIC.scecceecesereracerarerrnseesensarsncssreceressrncresassessesessnses 37
COQINgG.raerrranenrersessnsrainnssacasssssrosacessressrsssencecacsssnsarsssens 38
RESULTS....ccotittuiiemuctenrurtaieraiisensssstioissssestasssssasssssssssssessasses 46
GENERAL DISCUSSION.....cccctttuttecresiassessnsnssnscsnsrasrnscsseessanes 49
REFERENCES.....ccccetuttuitniiuninirnstasttiersiescsesseensssssrsssssssssessones 57
TABLES.....ccoutttuiiriniruniininuiiiinsiiiasieisesssessisssesssesssssssssssssans 68
APPENDIX ...ccivuiiiuirainssessnisesncssnseessresssssssstssessscsssssssssssssanes 75
VITA..oovvvessesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s sesssssen 78



'Zlfabie 1.
Table2.

. "f»rable 3,
'i‘nble 4.

| iable 5.

Table 6.

Table 7.

'LISTING OF TABLES

Modes of Self-Portrayal and Corresponding Developmental -
TrajeCtOrieSireirecriscacansnirneresstsserectosassassssasinssnnssnssnssesesass 08

Socmrelatlonal Interactlonal Styles and Corresponding Developmental
LeVElSiireracrasencasncasrennssnrasasssssresesesresssasessessassesassenssnane 69

Percentages (frequenc1es) of Non-Narrative and Narratlve Responses
by Age and Gender.......................-...._..v......f ..................... 70

Percentage (frequencies) of Settlngs and Types of Settlngs by Age
and Gender............ Cersreerssionie ST T T T PP PO PP IITPITI T cessrene 71

Percentages (frequencies) of Modes of Self- Portrayal by Age

~and Gender ................................................................... 72

. Percentages (freqUenc1es) of Other Characters and Types of Other

Characters that were Presented with the Self- Protagomst by Ageand

_ Percentages (frequencies) of Autonomous Self-Reliance 'ande(.)cially

Embedded Sociorelational Interactlonal Styles '
by Age and Gender.c.uesieererensessssareecsrsirensssasanessensesssssasens 74



 aBstRACT

: Thia 'Sfudy éxanline'd h1gh s'éhéc;l‘ and ‘cdllege participants5 réspvo'nsesvto an
npen-e‘nde‘d narrati\)e_ task in ‘order to investigate tha davaiopnient of adolescent seif-
nnderétandmg. The prémise of this study was that the m'aj ority of past self-
| nnderstandmg'research has not fully cathred thé fnbre inte'r_prctive, sqcio(:nlnlrally
acfiya, and q){nerienﬁal aspects 'o:f adolescent self-understanding, Thns,.younger_ and
bldér adoléscents wéré aéke’d to write a story about 't‘he‘mselv.'esvthat capture_d Whé they
were within an actine social woﬂd. In ﬁght o’f{pays»t résea'r"ch; it was hypotnesi_zed that
fesnonseé wonld e{(ince dé?elbpment_al and;génder differ’énc’esg Analyscs revéaléd :
developrnental diffe‘réncés in modes df %‘Sélf-Potﬁayal” and .“Soci()r'elati}nnal
» i:nteract‘i(.)'nls”‘. h)"ad&ition,,responSes showed gender variatinns i‘nv‘_‘Choice of
‘;Séttinvgs”,’, “Modes ‘c')f Self—qutrayalf; and “SoaiOrelaﬁonai Inte_ractions”. Typological |
}i)’roﬁles regarding déveldnmenfal and gendéf differe‘nces.wére’delineatéd. In |

| addition; the beneﬁts_ and limitations of thls narrative task were fdiscusSéd. '




INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW |
- Self is an elus1ve construct that deﬁes a s1mp1e and neat deﬁmtlon When we
'attem'p't to understand how self understands self, we are faced w1th qulte the parador{ '
since the e1us1ve construct self is now pos1t10ned as both sub_] ectlve mterpreter and
‘ob_] ective cogmtlve representatlcn Over one hundred years ago W1111am J ames
‘pondered these nddles of self and self-understandmg and dewsed a ﬁmctlonal
’deﬁmtlon of self that is still w1de1y respected and acknowledged James (1893)
pos1ted self as bemg compnsed of an mteractlve dynamlc and dlalectlcal union of
7 Ob_] ect1ve (‘me ) and expenentlal (“I”) aspects He went onto explam that the “me”
v self was' compnsed of matenal somal and sp1r1tua1 (psychologlcal) charactenstlcs
| | L1kew1se James clalmed that the essence of “I” consisted of the sub_] ectlve aspects of
: agency, d1st1nctness contmulty, and reﬂectlon This thoughtful deﬁmtlon not only
addressed the multlfaceted nature of self but it also prov1ded an explanatlon of how |
‘v self understands self via delmeatmg how there can be a subJectlve expenentlal “I” -
mtu1t1ng and mterpretlng mt_‘ormatlon‘about a more' Ob_] ectlve’ cogmtlve repres_entatlon ‘
o _ Although there has been a great deal of research 'on,selfFunderstanding since
7 ames’ time', many of the self'-understanding ‘stu'dies do not give just ‘due to both the
: subj ective “I” and more objective “me”‘characteristics that comprise self. In fact,
many self-understandin'g studies neglect the' more ‘interpretiVe, intuitive, and '
’ inncvative “r’ aspects of self and give most attenticn to the more tangible “me” self-
aspects. Granted, most self-understanding researchers acknowledge_ that both aspects -
exist.l However, much of the tfme the research f‘ocus,"and ensuing m'ethodology; is
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'directed tovvard_ a speciﬁc component of self-understanding (e.g. the_fco.g'nitiVe 3
organization of_ self understanding) at the expense of shado'wing»the more interpretive,
experiential self-aSpects (e.g., choosing an eirperience[s] thatr_eﬂects one’s sense of
, 'agenCy) In essence most self-understanding studies w1th some notable exceptions :
are oriented toward dlscernmg an Ob]eCtIVC and, at best quas1-5001a1 p1cture of how |
self understands self rather than attemptlng to let part1c1pants convey amore .. - "
: --interpreuve mturtlve expenen‘ual and somal s1tuated understandmg of self. Smce
| self-understandmg is an 1nterpret1ve process and selfi is a soc1al bemg who contmually
: understands self from hfe expenences ‘we need to apply a rnethodology that allows o
| | one to convey self actlvely pamcrpatlng m life. In essence, further knowledge
concemmg self-understandmg depends upon employmg a methodolo gical tool that
B w111 encourage persons to choose and portray expenences that they beheve best :
convey their understanding of self L
This'thesis reviews relevant self-understanding lite’rat’ure in an effort to’ '
d1scem how self-understandmg has tradltlonally been conceptuahzed and studled
The argument is made that we have hita glass cellmg mn accessmg mformatlon about
self-understandl_ng dueto rest_rrctlve conceptuallzatlons and_ methodolog1es. In
_ particular,. the -lite‘rature review. shows how a lack of choice in self-presentation'and
often tirrres content may be preventing'perSOns from expressing the particulars of
‘who, What,, and where they place value and generally how they understand self
experiencing the vicissitudes of their lives, In response, it is suggested that a narrative
methodolo gy might do much to 111ummate self-understandmg, partrcularly
’ developmental changes in adolescent self-understandmg It is further maintained that

3




' self understandmg may be more accessrble via us1ng a narratrve task that 1s des1gned“ "

to let persons choose how they w111 portray self and to dlsclose the expenences; 5

o _soclally dynamlc mteractrons and personal 1nterpretat10ns that they beheve best

| 4. v'express therr understandmg of self Consequently, an exploratory study 1s presented
_that employed a narratrve methodology to examme the development of adolescent

‘ﬁself understandmg n order to grant part1c1pants ch01ces in: how they w111 present self

: o (foml) andp what they wrll,choose to.present (content).




, ‘S lf-Understaudmg Knowledg

Self-understandmg knowledge cons1sts of one’s thoughts and att1tudes about .'
the self (Damon & Hart, 1988) Some self-understandmg knowledge stud1es have
Iused mfonnatwn processmg models that conceptuahze self asa cogmtlve orgamzer
uvho "s_tor,es and clusters self-relevant 1nformat10n,(1.e.,: attnbutes, tralts, features, and
skills) in long-tenn memory; Further, knowledge_ concerning o_ne’s underStanding of
self was g_iven different terms, the two most popular being syelf-concept and self-
schema. Regardless of name, however, studies'» investigating self-understanding |
knowledge generally focus on e1ther <a> exammmg the quantlty, quality, and/or
processing of personally relevant information or <b> examining how role and/or how
an immediate hypothetical situation influences self-knowledge.

The 'methodological mainstays of self-knowledge studies were predominately
' lntewiews and inventories. Interviews generally used some form of the “Who Are
- You?” (W AY question) and responses were talliedjf"or number and type of self-
adjective (e. g1 amra 23-year-old man, banker, and lfather)(Kelth & Bracken, 1996).
lcater studies (i.e., Smollar & Youniss, 1985; Harter & Monsour; 1992) asked follow
up probe questions in order to gain information about issues such as selfesteem (e.g.,
“Do you feel uncomfortable when you act differently uvith other people?”’) (Harter &
Monsour, 1992, p. 255). Early core inventorles, nmst notably Gordon’s (1968)
ldentity Classification Scheme (coding procedure that has eight major categories and
30 subcategories) and the Twenty Statements Test (write down 20 statements about
yourself) were also used regularly. However, there were actually a plethora of
instrurnents created for self-knowledge assessment (i.c., semantic differentials,
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adj ective checldists Q-‘sorts) 'but thesevwere erctremely transient; oﬁen only |
' appeanng once in the 11terature (Kerth & Bracken 1996) |

Early models regardlng people ] concepts about themselves (e. 8 K1h1strom
& Cantor 1984) generally portrayed h1erarch1es of self-relevant knowledge with self
bemg the umtary processor at the top of the h1erarchy. One of the questlons that
. | came from conceptuahzmg self-knowledge in hlerarchlcal (tree diagram) form was,
| “How much knowledge does one have about the self?” Lmv111e (1985, 1987)
attempted to answer thls question by trylng to determine the ‘degree of ones’ self--
‘knowledge complexity or simp‘licity.' Linville (1987) used a card-sorting task to
measure self-complexity.. The cards contained traitterrns (e.g., lazy, outhing,
‘ conscientiOus) andvpartiCipants grouped the cards that described self in various
settings (e.g., alone, with friends, at school). A high degree of compleXtty was seen
"~ via self-descriptors being in rnany groups (associated with a person thinking about
self in many different Ways) and with little overlap between groups (one descriptor
per setting). Linville’s findings did show variances in complexity and he argued that
, higher complexity, or a greater quantity of self-understanding, is beneficial as selfis
rnore distributed and thus not overly reliant on mastery rn one situation. Later studies
(e.g., Donahue, Robins, Roberts & John,1993; Woolfolk, Novalany, Gara, Allen, &
i’olino, 1995) partly supported Linville’s findings. They found variations in
| complexity (termed self-concept differentiation) but they did not find evidence that
high complexity is necessarily beneficial for healthy development.

Another question that arose ﬁom viewing self-knowledge in hierarchical form
uvas, “What type of self-relevant knovﬂedge do persons attend to and process?”
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~ _Studies have revealed that the type of self-knowledge W’e attend te is kn_oWlédge

| eenceming our preeonceived cone'ept_ions about self. Markus (1977) coined the term
eelf-schema to convey a system by which self-iﬂformation can be clustered and
elassiﬁe’d. In her 1\97 7 study, Markus idenﬁﬁed adults 'v"vho'wefe schematic with
respect to the trait' independence — either believing self very independenf or
élependent, or yaschemati_e because independence is not relevant. Findings revealed

; 'éhat schematics process and remembet mofe life examples for wdrds that w'ere related
fo independence/dependence (e.g., words such as ﬁeedem, autonomy). Similarly,
Sentis and Mari{us (1979) confirmed these same results when they asked participants
fo respond with “me” of “not me” te a series of adjectives.

- As many Self—knowledge studies collected frait_ terms, or adjective
descriptions, in order to gain information about self-understanding, it soon became
‘evident that there are mahy trait terms in use (although in practice most persons only
ﬁse about thirty words to characterize self or others, Ross, 1992). However, feetor
enalyse’s have greatly ‘reduced the number ef core traits, altheugh there remains serhe
degree of debate concerning traits that are considered “core”. Nonetheless, ene of the
rfr;ost widely accepted “core” trait profiles is McCrae and Costa’s (1987) “Big Five”
{i.e., neuroticism, extraversiori, openness, agreeableness, and censcientiousness).
i\’[cCrae and Costa posited these five traits as innafe and although innate claims may
be disputed, many trait theorists do agree that the “Big Five” delivers a sufficient
descn'ption index. | However, panicipaﬁt’s responses were also revealed that self-
knowledge, as well as self-behavior, were not static since they changed in accerdance

with situations and/or relationships.



Theonsts and researchers such as Gergen (1968), Mischel (1979 1986), and
Vallacher (1980) argued that self-understandlng knowledge studles must take into
account person’s multiple roles and situations. Slmultaneously, open-ended
tnterViews with adolescents and adults using self-concept inventories revealed that
i)ersons, beginning as early as middle childhoo‘d, used different concepts and /
evaluated themselves differently depending upon what role and/or situation they find
themselves m Thus, interviews began to focus on having participants talk about how
they understdod self in different hypothetical roles' and/or situations. For example, a
i)articipant might be asked the' following: <a> to talk about herself rn her role as

rnother and then in her role as CEO, <b> to rate how important she found those

_particular roles, <c> to provide trait terms about herself, and <d> to describe herself

in different hypothetical situations. Subsequently, a participant r‘ni’ght name the trait
t_erm friendly and then be asked how ﬁ'iendly they nvould be, <a>ata party cr <b>
\Ezvhen they were meeting strangers. Considering different roles and situatiens actually

did much to augment research as self was no longer conceptualized as being socially
isolated and decontextualized.

Studies using trait inventories that were conducted with children and
adolescents revealed that self is evaluated quite differently across roles and situations
heginning in middle childhood (Berndt & Burgey, 1996; Harter, 1983; 1997). Further,
a closer developmental analysis revealed that understanding self in different roles
and/or situations begins to create distress in mid-adolescence (Harter & Monsour,
i992). During later adolescence this situation was shown to reverse itself since
having different role selves becomes accepted as nonnal and beneficial. For example,
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oomments such as “It wouldn’t be normal to act the same way with everyone;‘you act
one way with your friends and a different Way vsiith your parents.. 7 (p. 253) were
found to be fairly common (Harter & Monsour, l992). Similarly, intefviews with
‘ adults showed that they also believed consistency in knowledge or behavior would
not ilecessarily be expected or desired acioss relationships or domains; in fact, it had
the potential to be damaging.
. In short, this resear’ch on roles and situations transformed the conception of
~one self into an understanding that there lwere many role selves. Further, gaining an '
Understaiiding of self across different roles and situations was shown to be adaptive
and beneficial. Yet, perhaps more importantly, thisresearoll also brought self into the
social world, which, in tum, facilitated a conceptualization of self With'other(s).
Self-Unde‘rstanding Th’rougll Others

Knowledge oriented self-understanding studies that focused on processing self
ielevant knowledge, or one’s amount of knowledge (i.e., complexity), or the content -
of one’s knowledge (trait ternis) rarely included a social component in considering a
oerson’s self-conceptions. When roles and situations Were introduced, this asocial (or
iniilimally soeial representation of self) changed and the effects of others’ judgments
and evaluations on self became fodder for research. Interestingly, this
oonceptualization of self in light of others’ opinions lead to a focus on sigiliﬁoant |
others and how much others affect our understanding of self. In general, much of the
research on understanding self through others bears hallmarks and tenets from the
school of symbolic interactionism which postulated a reciprocal, dynamic and
indivisible relation between self and society as both were believed to be created,
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i inaintained, and changed by one other. Further, tlie classical theories of scholars such
- as Baldwin (1902), Co‘oley (1902), and Mead (1934) which share the premise that self
: is.a social construction, are s’ee_n to resonate through research self conceptualizations,
and theo'retical,explanations.

- Studies 'on'i social self-understanding with ohildren have pronided a great deal
of evidenice that one’s abilities and actions were viewed in light of others’ reactions.
i,ivesley and Bromley’s (1973) research on self—descriptions revealed that, at around
| age 7, children began to triple their uée of comparative notions in self-descriptions.
éiinilaﬂy, in analyzing cirildren’s free responses to questions about self, Secord and
Peevers (1974) found that children make social comparisons to one another as early
as third grade. Furthennore, when children were given a difficult taek andthen given
i'eedback about their own and someone else’s perfonnance; it was found that, starting
‘around 7 years, children tripled how often they used social comnarisons (Ruble,
1983). |

Research on social self-understanding also showed that adults do not stop
' using social comparisons in understanding self. In fact, adults’ social comparisons = *
i_;vere categorized into two basic types; superior/inferior or sarne/different (Rosenberg,
1»979). The first group of comparisons marked individuals as superior or inferior to
one another in terms of some criterion of excellence, merit, or virtue (e.g., smarter or
dumber, weaker or stronger). The second type of social comparison was normative
Esin_ce it referred prirnarily to conforming or not conforming (e.g., an adolescent who

pierces their nose may be given a hard time from parents, but be applauded by
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friends). This type of normative comparison also iIluStratéd anothér important
ponsideration in social understanding — the reference group.

Reference groups were shown to geatly affect one’s understanding of self -
Because they aCte_d ’as" a gauge 'or'standard b_y“which one,mevaéu‘red self. AIthoug‘h
thére Was evidence that pedplc compared self with p‘eop'le, shnilar to Athem} (Woods,

' 11989) there was .also‘ evidence that this rriight not always be the case. For example,
WMle adults Qﬂen compared self with those who wefe slightly better off (upward

| é:émp‘aﬁson), sometimes adults comparéd self with those who wefe sﬁghtly worse- off

~(downward comparison) (Collins, 1996; Taylor & Lobel, 1989).

Cooley’s looking glass theory posited that persons imagine how they appéar
fo others and then imagine how that person is evéluatin‘g‘or judging them. In turn, the
i)erson fonhs an opinion according to what they imagine others think of them. This
type of internalization of others’ »eval_l‘lations and judgxnents e\}entually led researchers
. to examine self and others® appraisals. Interestingly, this liﬂe of research illuminated
Ii10w irﬁportantinterpretation is in self-understanding since it showed how self-
ﬁnderétanding is not just dependent upon what others’ believe, bﬁt what we believe
others believe. | | |

The maj ority of studies on self/other appraisals were conducted in laboratory
%eﬁings and used some type of survey instrument that allowed participanté to
élocument and rate self appraisals and judge’s appraisals (Feldman, 1994). Although
the heavy réliance' on lab settings and surveys has bgen prqblematic (see Ilgen & "
Favero, 1985), it was consistently found that self-appraisals and appraisals by others
' (including, but ﬁot limited to, significant others) were often quite disparate. Further, a
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~ host of studies (e.g., _Greehwald & Pratkins', 1984; Taylor & Brown, 1988; Sfﬁll &
Wye:, 1989) found that appraisals by bthefs gréaﬂy af_fecf Self;appraisals,' it was the
individual’s perception of ,anothei.rfs: appraiéal, termed reflected appraisal (Felson,
1993), that most inflluervlced'one’s’, self-understanding. Hencé, studies on;éppréisals
éhowéd that one’s understanding of self was highly inﬂuenced by one’s k

4 I:Jnderstanding §f what}they believed to be’others; ﬁerccptioﬁé. |
. In short, research with social intefa(ﬁﬁionist undefpiﬁnings greatly augmented

| the Study of self-understanding because it hi ghlighted how an uhderstanding of self
did not 'emerge ﬁom a ‘socialy vacuUm; Self-understanding was merged with an
limd’erstanding of others and the sociocultural world in general; As these studies

| éhoWed; beginnirig’in childhood we undefstahd and evaiuate self in comparison to

}':other.s and our,interpretatioﬁ of others’ perspectives is integrated into one’s self-
imder_standing. waeVer, others appraisals are not 6ﬁen the same as éur reflected

 appraisals. Thus, it is our intérpretation of others’ opinions and evaluations, rather

'éhan their actual opinions and evaluations, which colors our understanding of self.

Selfonderstanding Discrep ancies

As research focusing on self-knowledge came to incorporate roles and
 situations, in the same way research focusing on how one understands self fhrough
é)thers revealed multiple perspectives. Given multiple perspectives, it might be easy
fo see how self-understanding discfepancies énsued since varied conceptions can lead
fo doubt and confusion. To illustrate, if one believes that they act one way with their
employer and another way with their friends, this ;San lead one to wonder about their
sense of self-consisténcy. Similarly, if one wants to believe that they are an honeét
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person but believes that mom thinks they are dishonest, self-doubt and conflict can

énsue..
. One of the liabilities that stemmed from sOcjél’ self-underStanding was that “
‘persons could develdp asense of areal ora fal"s.e' seylf.‘Although this c_nncépt was -
i)reviously explored by pSYthanalytical~tneqﬁsté in relation to fnentél illness, as well

: és social ps‘ychologists‘ int‘grésted in éelf-imag“e parti,cﬁulars;v(i.e,/; ‘self-moni‘toring,'
Y'Snydér, 1987), self-undefstanding studie‘sv have shown that false self perCeptions and
behavinrs were normative. | | | | | -

In intéfvienving adolesbénts, Brougnfon (1981) and Selman (1980) noted thaf
ndolescents freqnently refefrcd to éngaging'in Certain béhaviors that made them feel
false or phony. Like‘Wise, Harter’s (1_999a, 1999b) vnork, on the development of self-b '
Anepresenta_tions nlso cleaﬂy revealed'y‘that there was a drastic inc‘rense‘in feeling one is
éngaging ini false self behdviors’ B_eginningin mid-adolescence.

- To investigate real and false self perceptions during mid-adolescence, Harter, -
Marold and Whitesell (1991) devised pfotocols in which adqlescents were asked to
describe themselves in multiple roleS (i.e., with mom and Ithen with friends). They
éhowed that understanding self as false v;'as quite common in mid-adolescence.

Adolescents often made commenté such as “the real (or phony) me”, “saying what

' Srou vreally»tlﬁnk, vs. saying what you think ofhers want to hear” (Harter, 1999; Harter,
Marold & Whitesell, 1991). Likewise, adolescents also reported reasons for engaging
in false behaviors. Whén adolescents were asked to choose either, “acting in ways
’éhat reflect the real me or my true self” or “acting in ways that are not the real me or

my true self’.(p. 696) gender differences were found. In particular, significantly more
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females than males reported false self behav1ors (Harter Marold Whltesell & Cobbs
1996) Hence it appears that occasronally feelmg and acting false is not an -

_ uncommon phenomenon but 1t is one that is partlcularly acute during mid-

“ adolescence (Harter Waters & Wh1tese11 1997) and one that is more prevalent with
| females (Gllhgan Lyons & Hammer 1989)

S Understandmg self as false or real was not the only self dlscrepancy that

- person_s reported expenencmg..Other hypvothetical- self-conceptions, or what Higgins
tenns ~selfeguides, wete those of ideal and ought selves (nggms, Van Hook, &
l)orﬁnan, 1988)H1gg1ns et al. (1988) contend fthat;an_ideal self is the representation » |
of the attributes that someone (self or other) vvould’ like the person to possess, where
an ought self represents attributes someonei(self or other) helieves the person should

| | possess Tykoc1nsk1 Higgins and Chalken (1994) identified college students as
strongly being guided by actual/1deal or actual/ought d1screpanc1es and found that
those guided by actual/ideal discrepancies were more responsive to negative

. messages, whereas those guided by actual/ought discrepancies were more responsive
to positive messages. -

Although ideal and ought selves brought forth problems when an individual
helieved they wereynot living up to expectations, ideal and ought selves were also
found to provide motivation. Higgins (1991) found that adults were not bothered by
(relatively realistic) ideal or ought self-expectancies if they felt that they could fulfill
their expectations (Higgins termed expectation fulfillment the “can-self”). Therefore,
research on self-discrepancies revealed how hypothetical selves had both positive and
negative influences on self-understanding. |
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In a similar vein, Markus and Nurius (1986) discerned hypothetical
rnotivational self manifestations with goals, aspirations and fears that they termed |
possible selves Possible selves addressed motivational issues since‘they encompassed |
vrslons of desned or undesired states. Possible selves 11ke false 1dea1 and ought |
selves seemed to be highly 1nﬂuenced by 51gmﬁcant others Fot example one could
smve to be like their parent or dread the prospect of becommg like thelr own parent.

. Oosterwegel and Oppenheimer (1992) were interested in how and when real
and poss1b1e selves developed Hence, they conducted a study w1th 6-18 year olds |
and found that particlpants‘ between the ages of 6-12 believed that there was a s1zable
- ig’ap between their real self and their possible self. In addition, when participants’

‘ parents were asked their perceptions of their child’s'real and possible Selves, ﬁndings ‘

| revealed that parents’ perceived an even larger gap between their child’s real and
poss1ble self than what the children had. Thus, this study revealed how children’s
perceptlons about their possrble and real selves ﬂuctuate over time, as well as
i_lluminating parental perceptions about their children’s real and possible selves.
: In sum;,possible selves, like false, ideal, and ought selves, provided a great
deal of support for Mead’s theory that internalizing significant other’s opinions is a
normative part of self-understanding development. These research findings on self-
discrepancies provided a great deal of evidence that, regardless of negative or posit'ive
outcomes, hypothetical selves are created in unison with others, most notably
sigrriﬁcant others, and that hypothetical selves a great deal of influence on self-

understanding development, maintenance, and potential.
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v Developmental Traj ectoriés'in Sglf-Und_erstanding- | ,
| Although the': reviews 1n previons sections,have refe’rfqd to developmental

issues, this séction fakes developmental f:hanges in children and adolescent Self-
._nnderStanding as itn central fogus. A Weli-documénted ﬁndmg regarding self- | .
understanding change during adolescence has béen that younger to mid adolescents
ﬁedominately desc;ibe’ self using Social terms, whereas latér in ndolescence selfis
v éiéscﬁbed using more abstract vtenns. ,} ‘;Speciﬁcally"l, findings often converge on the
following trajectory: <a>young childfen"descﬂbe self with physical characteriétins
(i.e., Selman, 1980), <b> older children describe self via actions (i.e. Ruble, 1983), | ‘
%c> young and mid-adolescents use social memberships and social personality traits
E(i.e., Livesiey & Bromley, 1973), nnd <d> older adolescents use
abstract/psychological ‘and moral and belief Sysfem reférénées (Montemayor & Eisen,
1977; Secord & Peevers, 1974); | |

) In a study orienfed toward discerning children’é “naive epistemoloées”, or
nhildren’s spontaneous ideas about the world; Bronghto‘n, (19‘78) asked children opén-
‘ ended questions about the'éelf. 'F01f example, he asked, “What is the self?” dr “What is
the mind?” and followéd this up with probes. Results indicated that young children
nonceived'selfm physical térms, older children (beginning age 8) in volitional and
nlentalistic terms, early adolescents in terms Qf knowing one’s own thoughts but not
nne’s unique mgntal qnalities, and lastly, late in adolescence in nnderstanding one’s
thoughts as both unique and rule bound. Broughton’s findings elaborate on the basic
fraj ectory just outlined since they Show how there is an increase in volition (agency)
nnd amore elabnrate understanding of one’s own thought process over time; |
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Similarly,‘when children m grades 4,6, 8, | 10, : and.‘12 were aSked ""Who are
You"”, researchers found quahtatlvely dlfferent responses asa functlon of age
(Montemayor & Eisen, 1979) Results agaln venﬁed a general self-understandmg
trend that goes from concrete to an abstract mode of representatron but in addltron
g the content of responses partrcularly 12" graders responses ~ revealed more aboutvthe )
content and charactenstlcs of psycholo g1cal or abstract thought In partlcular |
adolescents used s1gmﬁcant1y more occupat10nal role self-deterrmnmg, mterpersonal
md1v1duatmg, ex1stent1a1 and 1deologrca1 and behef system references

Ina study usmg hypothetlcal soc1a1 dllemmas W1th ch11dren from age 7 to 15,

' ‘Se]man (1980) mvestlgated the developmental traJ ectory in self-awareness L1ke
‘many others Selman also found that young ch11dren develop a physrcal self-
conceptlon. By age'6 there was a d1stmct10n between physrcal and psychol_oglcal

| expeﬁence and these experiences were seen to be consistent with-ome ariother, |

_ l-loyveyer, by age 8 chlldren were able to separate outer appearance and mner
experience. In early ‘adoleSCence; one un‘derstands_ that they can monitor their own
experience, hence adolescents experienced an increase m self-consciousness and
sen'se of agency. Finally, in later adolescence there was increased self-reﬂection' but
now there was also an understanding of being an active controller of one’s experience

but with reco gnition that’ there were limits to awareness and control. These frndings'

,‘ show that as children age they become more aware of their thoughts and experiences,
but' as control over self develops there is also an understanding that self-awareness is

limited.
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Sehnan s 1980 work on self-awareness showed many parallels to h1s ﬁndmgs '
. ,‘regardmg mterpersonal understandmg (Selman & Selman, 1979) since h1s results
: md1cated that selffawareness and other awareness follow ,approxnnately the same
progress1on Usmg hypvothetical. scenanos Selman showed-how interpe'r,SOnal i

: ,underst’anding-vvas "Conceptualiz'ed ‘With.individuals (e. g conCeptions about

‘. personahty changes in self or other), w1th close fr1endsh1ps (e g formatlon trust, -

- tenmnatlon) w1th peer group orgamzatlon (rules and norms, leadershlp) and w1th

parent-ch11d relat10ns (love and pumshment) Thus, taken together Selman S 1979

o and 1980 results seem to pomt out that the development of self and other awareness

vare mterdependent and mstrumental m developmg self and relat10nsh1p contentment
‘ The research of Harter and her colleagues (e 8- Harter 1990; Halter 1996
Harter & Bresmck 1996) has shed a great deal of l1ght on spec1ﬁc developmental
o trajectorles in self-understandmg Much of thls research brmgs forth an explanat10n of l: '
| self-understandlng change.;fh‘ecause it relates behavror to cognition w}1th1np a P1aget1an
, ﬁamework By askmgchlldren andadOles.centsj't'o descrihe themselves Harter

| (1999b) has delmeated how the content and the orgamzatlon of self-representatlons

A mteract and become the 1mpetus for self-representat1on change Further Harter S

work did explore more expenent1al aspects of self-understandmg, although she d1d 0 -

‘hy mvestlgatmg self-esteem' and clm1cal issues (toplcs beyond the scope oftlns
»i)apcr) | |

‘ Harter’s comp1led ﬁndmgs (1999a) revealed that in very early childhood (ages
3 4), children descnbed concrete, observable charactenstlcs such as possess1ons or
ab111t1es. The structure of the representatlon was isolated, thus explaining the all-or- |

18



none th1nk1ng used dunng this t1me In early to mld-chrldhood (ages 5- 7) there was an

| ' elaborated attnbute descnptron w1th focus on specrﬁc competencres There are

| rudrmentary 11nks between representatlons although all-or-none thmkmg pers1sted In .
mld to late chlldhood (ages 8-11) ab111ty, mterpersonal and soclal comparat1ve |

| descnptlons were prevalent When representatrons have h1gher-order generahzatlons '
that subsume several behavrors (e g bemg popular subsumes bemg nice, helpful
etc ) Further, during thls penod there was an mtegratlon of opposmg attrlbutes (eg |
| feelmg smart in Math class dumb in Enghsh class) Interestlngly, th1s is the age -

' perlod When the mtemahzatwn of others oplmons and standards beg1n to functlon as

, .self-guldes (as discussed in the self- dlscrepancles sectlon) |

| Adolescence (deﬁned by grade rather than by age) bnngs forth drastlc

: physrcal and emotronal changes as well as advances 1n soc1al cogmtlve capab111t1es

v In early adolescence descnptlons were laden w1th talk of s001al mteractlons skrlls

e and general soc1a1 appeal There was also a drfferentlatlon of attnbutes accordmg to

' roles such that one descrlbed self w1th d1ffer1ng charactenstlcs (e.g.s bemg qulet W1th
,' parents and talkat1ve wlthfnends). L1kew1se in the structure of representatlons there -
wasan intercoordination of traits lab'els'yinto singles ab'stract.‘ions(e.' g, talhative and
o h‘iendly subSunaed by eXtroversi.on)‘ yet abstr_actions were cornpartmentalized.

a li‘urther, th'e young adolescent'did‘not deteot orinte'grate_oppos_ites, thus again all-or-
,none thmkmg reSu/rfaced. To‘illusuate, an early. adolescent_might‘ describe self as
totally extroverted With ﬁiends and introverted withteai:hersbut,neverinte‘grate these
youalities across roles. In fact, there was alack of conCem-for different, or seemingly
contradictory‘,behavior's in different }roles,}but this changed m nlideadolesCence.
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In m1d-adolescenoe there was a dlfferentlatlon of attnbutes assoc1ated w1th “

) ‘d1fferent roles and representatlons were orgamzed so that opposmg attnbutes were e
: detected In fact thls is when errat1c behavror is rather common and is beheved
‘attnbutable to the conﬂlct caused by seemmgly contradwtory charactenstlcs (e g -

‘ wondermg, “How can I be both an extrovert and mtrovert"”) Hence, 1t became

' | comprehen81ble that there was a concem over false self behavror (dlscussed in self-

'd1screpancy sectlon) as the recogmt1on of posmve and negatlve attr1butes led to

confus1on and concern over the real me Fmally, in late adolescence much of th1s

. seemmg conﬂlct was resolved as there was a normahzanon of d1fferent role-related

.‘ fattnbutes AttrlbuteS’now reﬂect personal behefs values and morals and there was an
: mterest in future selves The orgamzatlon of representa’uons is such that thher-order
'abstractlons are meamngfully 1ntegrated which, in turn brought about the resolutlon

"of mconstancres Hence in normat1ve development persons entered young adulthood

. w1th a more balanced stable behef/value gu1ded understandmg of self.

Harter s developmental research conveys how co gmtrve and soc1a1 growth
creates quahtatlve self-understandmg changes. Further, Harter prov1ded an
explanation'for thoughts and behaviors, ‘such as all-Or-none thinking and acting out
during mid-adolescence, by relating selﬂdescriptions to the structure and organization
of self-representations. By giving children and adolescents an opportunity to express
self freely, Harter has created a portrait of development that reveals a greater amount
of information regarding physical to psychological changes in self-understanding due
to delineating and integrating self-understanding changes via considering the dynamic
relationship between cognition and socialization. | |
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- AN INTEGRATIVE MODEL OF SELF-UNDERSTANDING
Damon and Hart (1988) created a developmental model speclﬁc to chrldren 3
- and adolescent’s self-understandrng based on erham James’ (1 892) theory of self.
| , Damon and Hart put J ames postulate that the more sub_]ectrve expenent1a1 “r’ self
o yvrth the aspects of contlnulty, distmctrveness and agency and the more Ob] ective |
“me’ self w1th the. aspects of physrcal actrve soc1a1 and abstract/ psychologlcal into
practrce., F1rst, lrke James, therr c,onceptuallzatlon of self'1 1s that of havrng dynarmc
‘ andinteracting“l” and “me” self,-asp}ects and thus their ensn'ing l'oéic is that self-
ilnder'standing_develops' via gaining a greater' sophiStication of; selfin all the ‘;I” and
;"_‘mef’ ar_eas;:(i.e.v,' physiCal, active, social, psychological, continnity, distinctness and
: agency). Th1s was different from other research theories and models becanSe less
gophisﬁcated }a.spe‘cts coexisted with currently e'rnployedself-asp\ec‘ts'T “That is, social
| selffconCeptions of midadolescence now coexist with abstract'thoughts in later
, adolescence. Second, Damon and- Hart’s clinical interview and coding manual were
designed to capture both “T” and “me” self;aSpects. Third, their developmental rnodel
showed how the general organizing principles that comprise the “I” and “me
r changed according to general age level.
Damon and Hart used clinical interviews with seyen core items, four of these
core items explore aspects of the “me” self and three explore “I” self-aspects. Each
| iteml consisted of a question or set of questions that were followed by probe
iluestions. For example, a question regarding self-description is, “What are you like?”
is folloyved by the probe, “‘What'does that say about you?”” (Damon & Hart, 1988,
p.81). A question regarding 'continuity (an “I” aspect) is, ‘;Do you change at all from
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. yéar to year” mlghtbe folloWe;dv’by the prbbe, “In what Ways do you Stﬁy'tile same?”
. (p72) mtewieWs that were ‘_‘broperly probed’f took ‘ﬁom 35-60 'minutas aﬁd were
‘ gii'en to participants ége 4,'1 8. Ihterview responses were coded from a Irnvzm'ual'.
,(%:oﬁst'ructed by Démon and Hart, | |
‘ Results from intervie'v;vsvhave led to the constnicﬁon of a.Systemafic

multidixnensional mddel of de?elopment in children and adolesvcents:’ self-
‘Iimderstanding. The raﬁonalé for using a multidimensidnai model is that of aftempting )
’éo' explain hoW the “me” and “r continually'interact and to examine how “I” changes
. Weré mahifestéd in “me” characteristics. For exémple, ﬁndings‘ ‘revea;led that during
early adolescence the “I” aspecf of agency iﬁcreascd such that comrriunication and
feéiprocal-interaction’ were important, thus leading to social. sensitivity and
é:ommunication cbmpetence’in the psychological realm of the “me” self. Hence, in
fhis example, a young adolesceﬁt might ask out someone :whom he ‘or she is attracted
to énd this action wquld reflect incréased agency and his or her;under‘standing of self -
as a}so_‘;v:ial being. Prior research had shown young adolescents’ selvf;de.scriptions’used'
énore sociallterms (é. g, LiveSley & Bromley, 1973), showed concern over role selves
and false seives (e.g., Harter & Monsour, 1992)_, and spent more. time with peér
groups (e.g., Selman, 1979). Hence, the argument was made tﬁat these changes were,
1n part, initiated by increases in the “I” aspects of agency that were directed towérd-' :
;:ommunicaﬁon and reciprocal interaction.

The structure of the model was such that there were four developrhéntal
levels, early childhood, middle & late childhood, early adolescence and late
adolescence. Thé generaiizing principlés for each of these respéctive developmental
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levels Wére cgt'egorical‘identiﬁcatibns,_ compara_tiVe asséssments,» inter-personal
.i:mplicétions and systématib beliefs and plans. Cbrresbbndinély, each dgvelopmental
iével and or_ganizing pﬁnciple was s’tructuﬁed with particular characteristicé that
reflected one of the following: physical,active, social, psychological, Contihuity,
distinctneésv,‘ or agency. To illustréte, invea'rly childhood the ofga'nizing principle was
f:ate gorical identifications and in the physical ’self this was seen as bb_dily properties_,‘
1n the realin' of agency catégoriqglAidentiﬁCatioxfls were e);temal, u'ncontrollable' factors
determining self. Hence, there Weré 28 déscriptions given for self since there were
| four de?elopmental levels and seven combined} “me” and “T" components. |
Damon and Hart’s (1988) devel_opmentai model of self-undersfanding _
| integrated more aspects of the “me” self (physical, active, social and psychological)
than most mddels and included the “T” corriporients of continuity, vdistinctness and
égency. Thus, this model used previous research findings but it also allowed for
| greater differentiation of the physical, active, social and psychological self-aspects
and deiineated how the experiences of cbntinuity, distinctness and agency influence
ﬁmsitions in thoughts and behaviors. Yet, as Damon and Hart (1988) pointed out, the
inoré subjective and experiential “I” aspects of self were actually “conceptions of the
éelf—as—subj ect” (p. 69). Hence, information about the experience of self remains
éomewhat abstract and difﬁcﬁlt to imagine how it applies in real life situations. Fof
examplé, early adolescence brings forth ilicreases in agency such that communication
and réciprocal interaction influence self. Yet, this statement seems to beg questions
éﬁch as ‘;Who is included in communications?” or, “Are there common concerns and

issues that are apparent in these communications? or, “Are some situations more
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§a1ient and prevalent 1n reciprocal intera'ction?”'br, “Do all ear'ly adolesbents use the
.;ame type of relational styles when‘ engaging in reciprocal interactions?” Although
one model cannot be expected fo relay sbeciﬁc strucultal’énd content informatioﬁ
ébout every stagé of dévelopment, there wés a distinctive lack of infol_mation about
how self undcrstands self ﬁom an interpretive and experiential stance.

' " Even though a completé understaﬁding 6f someone else’s éxperiencrev' may be
iinpossible, capfuring more of the interpretive aspCCts o_f one’s subj e;:tiye experiential
way of being may be achievable. Damon and Hart set out to do tlﬁs but they may not
have captured as many of the interpretiye apd experiential aspects as possible due to

| ’ ﬁstricﬁons imposed by their methodology. F irét, the interview has seven core
éuestions, with probes, that were devised by the researchers, rather than being chosen
by the participants. Although pre-established questioning helps to direct the
i:nterview, having pre-established questions can impose a set of COnstfucts dr

_ éategories that deliver a “research oriented interpretation” of the interview, rather
fhan analyzing the participants-interpretive undérstanding of self. i‘hus, there were
methodological limitations because participants were not portrayed via their own
t:erms, bérticularly since they do not get to choosé what they want to talk about or
how they wish to éxpress or present self. Second, self was often presented as a
dec‘oﬁtextdalized being since self-presentation is not (necessarily) grounded in the
active, ever-changing sociocultural worlds in which life experiences actual take place.
in describing self through responses to interview questions, even when one was
prompted to talk about social activities, there was a certain detached‘accounting of
self in the world, rather than a portrayal of self inferacting vs}ithin the world. If we
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éccept thé symbolic interactionist prenlise that understanding self simultaneously
fequires underétanding the sOciocultuial world, a portrayai and interprétation of self
v by self that activéiy pbrﬁays how one is living withih their own Sociocululfal wbrld

| Would seem a more appropriate means fo investiéate éélf-understanding. ‘Finélly, in
é.sking an individual to describe self in an interview with a pre-established format it is
Iinuéh more difficult to enact one’s expérienceof self, Although capturing pure
enactment may bnly be possible by live interaction, there may bea type o.f quasi-
énacﬁnent that is possible when self is expressed through symbolic actions and

| interactions. More specifically, if persons convey how they understand self via
f'creating én’d portraying self as an active agent who is interpreting, evaluating, and
éxpeﬂencing the past, présent, and/or future chapters of their life, the interpretive,

Socially active, and more experiential aspects of self may be better expressed.
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NARRATIVE: AN INTERPRETIVE AND SOCIOCULTURAL |
APPROACHTO ’SELF-‘UNDERSTA‘NDING |

Tov gain more information on how one understands self, a methodology must
be employed that allows one to portray who they are as a volitional being Who is
| ectively living ina pre-existing sociocultural world. Hermans and Kemper (1993)

i eontend that studies oonoeniing self need to place self within the world and thus
i_nclude, “The activities, procedures, methods, discourses, beliaviours, nonbehaviours,
doings, makings, thinkings, speakings, and so on, in terms of which we come to be as |
.rve are...”(p. A27). Yet litho capture one’s understanding of life experienees.in.all
their splendor? ‘What methodology can possibly portray an understanding of self witli.
self being woven into the very fabric of life? Freeman (1997) answers these
naﬂicular questions by saying, “narrative is the basic medium in which human beings
speak, think, grow into Selves,‘ and understand others” (p. 175). Further, Freeman |
contends that a narrative methodology illuminates patterns of growth and
development by using a more idiographic and dualitative‘tool that .allows _
generalizations but not at the cost of silencing or diluting person’s interpretations.

It was suggested that nsing a narrative methodology to examine the
development of self-understanding in adol_escents would augment traditional methods
such as hypothetical scenarios, social psychology laboratory experiments, and/or any
iluestioning‘that employs a set of apriori categories or constructs that dominate end
constrain responses.because it will allow for a social presentation andi s_elf-

interpretation. Specifically, it was argued that narrative could provide an interpretive
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:;md Socidcultural appfoach to the study of self-understanding. Ergo,‘ the interpretive
énd sociocuﬁurai aspects of ﬁarrative are discussed in turn. :

A na.rrative approach is intérpretive in"v'two SénSes. First, portraying an
iﬁmders"tanding of how one understand self, naturally and, arguably, undeniably, s in
éssence an iﬁtélpretive process. Thé iﬁterprefive prbcess is also a reflective process
,t:hat allows one to exptéss the i_ileanjng that they confer Onto their experience. Tayl‘or.
(1985a, 1985b) calls this process “self-interpretive” in an effort toconvéy how
intemretation expresses an individual’s evaluations, values, and meaning§ that are
jéijnulté.neoﬁsly derived from and conti‘nually'fc;rming one’s sociocultural world.
Although a narrative represéntation of how one understands self, others, ahd the
WOﬂd may not be a direct experience of self within the world, narrative representation
1s an interpretive form of “"symbolic action” that giyes méaning to experience (see
Ma_cintyre, 1981; Polkinghorne, 1988). Likewise, narrative provides a language by
which to éxpress an intérpretive reflection of one’s experiences in the world.

Ricoeur (1986) argued that “to narrate a story is already to reflect upon the
| évent narrated” (p. 58) and this form of retrospective reflection is, ultimately, a
i)rocess of interpretation as one c‘ontinually refereﬁceé their own perspective. In |
ﬁmative, as in life, it is impossible to not take a perspective as a person shapes their
6wn understanding based on expectations, preconceptions, biases, and assumptions
that rest, fundamehtally, on life-style, life-experiences, culture, and tradition (Packer
_ & Addison, 1989c; Heidegger, 1927/1962). Finally, this language of narrative, or our
ébility to “narrativize” the world, is believed a natural process that occurs with ease.
As Bruner succinctly states, “[narrativé] is an instrument of mind in the construction
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ef reality”(1992 Pp. 233). Hence rrarrative isa nemral inetrument of interpretation, a
' symbohc act in and of 1tself that can bring forth a greater understandmg of self-
understandmg because it is a basic means by whlch we already “deal[s] with the
vicissitudes of huma_n intentions” (Bruner, 1992, p. _16).

The seeond‘ sense in which rlarrative is ‘interpre'tive is from the stance of »the

-researcher. .Dilthey (1910/1977) used the term “Verstenhen’_’ or undersranding to refer
to the “the process by which the interpreter grasps or gains access to the “mind” or

spmt” (Gelst) of the other person (Palmer 1969) Further Dllthey argues
mterpretatlon is a process based on common sense as there is “a spec1a1 connectlon
between [the expression of lived experience], the life from which it sprang, and the
understandmg which it bnngs about” (Dilthey, 1910/1977, p. 124) L1kew1se Tappan
(1990) states, “the meamng of a particular text can not be determined from some

Qb] ective, value—neutral, Archimedian point...the interpreter must also acknowledge
his own petspective...then, and enly then, can the reciprocal dynamics of
interpretation proceed” (p. 248). Hence, there is a reciprocal interpretive process, but
it is one that is comprehensible to all via the virtue of being human. Yet, this
interpretative process happens in a research paradigm and thus certain aspects of self-
‘understanding can be systematically coded and analyzed without imposing a
“research interpretation” or disintegrating the meaning that the participant intended to
eonvey. In constructing a narretive, persons create meaningful texts and if and when
t:hese texts are analyzed carefully and systematically, it is possible to reveal how one
understands self via expressing self as an embodied agent who is acrively engaging in
experiences within the sociocultural world.
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A ‘narra‘tiyvelmethodoilcgy‘ is aleo usc‘filvlybecause it prcvidcs the'option to
employ,a sociocuitlual alaproach, t}rus allowing for a conceptuali_zation and Stu(iyof
, éelf that is not dissected or socially isolated. Just as isclating. and dissecting cognition,
'em'otion, and acticii in order to understand perscns creates artiﬁcial self- |
‘re_‘preSent‘ations, s0 kdoes,extractifng pe’rsone from the ,sociocultural world in Which they
| do all of their liying.'A conimon adage in western cuitlrre is th‘at,‘we learn from
‘ experience. Siricc much of our experience is socially’experieritial, we must look‘atour '
actiorrs and interacticns within‘ the sot:iocultmal world to see how We comie to
ilnderstarrd self a‘nd"life in general, |
’ Cultural‘ i)sych‘ologists Markus, Mullaily' and KitayMa (1997) have coirred the
tenn ‘fselﬁwvays’i , or “patte’rris or'orieritaticns, including ways of thinking, feelirrg, |
wantmg, and.tioirig, that, ariee from 11v1ng one’s lifeina particular socioculturaly
context structured by certain nieanings, practices, and institutions” ®. 52) 0
illuminate the indivisible relationship between self and the sociocultural world.
Narrative provides a means by which to examine ‘iselfWays” because one has the
| cpportunity to place self in the sociccultural world, ina particular setting, with or
without particular others, and at a particular time. Further, one’s chosen mode of
presentation, their actions, the particular setting, their interactional style, and other
eelf practices are evident in narrative. However, just because one makes choices in a
riarrative presentation of self there is no danger of only understanding persons
through their idiosyncratic differences because self is social being who communicates

via shared sociocultural meanings and customary practices. Thiis, narrative provides
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| the_opporhnﬁt& ‘to‘ pe'rtray self infseeioveulvftural'setting‘v via Virtue of portrayi'nglhow‘
self unde'rstands’ self ﬂﬁough their experienees with, and meanings about, the world.
Narratlve Systematlc Self Studies | -

Nlcolopoulou wntesv “Narratlve 1s [moreover], a vehrcle for the formatlon

' assertlon mamtenance exploratlon and redeﬁmtron of 1dent1ty-both individual and
collectlve 1dent1ty and the‘mterplay‘b'etween them (1997' p. -201). Narratlve isa
powerful vehlcle in two senses First, itis an ideal and very natural means of -
expressmg self-understandmg Second, it is also a powerful methodologlcal tool Asa
methodologrcal tool narratlve prov1des a means by which to analyze text (spoken or

| wntten) via d_eveloplng‘ codlng categones that capture the phenomena under study

uvitnout stripping the i'nterpretive meaning and sOciocutuuai experience one is

: attempting to ‘COnVey. “ |

' Ely, Melzi, Hadge and McCabe (1998) analyzed the personal narratives of

children between the ages of 4 and 9 in an- effort to examine how children use the

themes of agency and comrhunion. The researchers ‘devised a'}codvin’g system ino’rder

to specify, identify, and recognize agentie and communal themes w1thm the

| narratiVes. Agency was coded with the following categories: <a> physical or

psychological strength, <b>impact, ;c>dynamic action, and <d> prestige.

Commumon was coded with the following categones <a> positive interpersonal

expenence <b> positive reciprocal commumcatlon <c>he1p, <d> makmg special for,

and <e> affectionate contact. Results showed that agency was used more than

eommunion; and even more by older children. Correspondingly, communion was

cited less than agency but more than twice as much by girls than by boys (with no :
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, srgmﬁcant multivanate effect of age or mteractlonal between age and gender) Hence

by analyzmg the personal narratrves of young children, the researchers were able to-
see that agency mcrea_sed w1th age but that commumon was theme that appears much

'more nnportant to girls than to‘boys. ) | | |

| ‘ A’systematic'analysis of young children’s stories and the narrative activity of

. telhng stones (voluntanly) to one another also sheds hght on how young 3 and 4 year '
olds conceive of self and other (Nicolopoulou Scales & Wemtraub 1994) The
partlmpants in this study were children who attended a nnddle class egalitarian

‘ }preschool m'whlch part of the curriculum was that of tellmg and acting out stories.
An analysis of the narrative stories revealed that preschoolers had tvvo di}stinctively
gender specific narrative styles. Speciﬁcally, girls’ stories showed a strainingtoward‘

' order and harmony.~ Girls’ Stories had coherent plots, stable characters, and were most

. commonly centered around family and home. On the other{han.d, boys’ s_t0ries had an
intense strain toward di’sordé_r; they had vague or amorphons settings,‘ action that was
freqne_ntly violent, novelty, excess, Startling images, fighting and destruction.

| l_,i_ke\vise, Nicolopoulou A(1‘9‘97b) found that some childrenbecame consciously aware

that boys and girls have different gender narrative styles and that these gender Styles

hecome more distinctive over time. Hence, in analyzing both story telling and acting

practices, the researchers were able to understand how children, at a very early age,

began to develop very different gender ir__nages‘ of self, others, and their shared

: sociocultural world. “ |

Foi( (l§9l) also examined narratives of children ages 9, 11 and 13 in order to
investigate how children develop an avvareness of mind. Fox (1991), like other
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reeeaichers (i.e., Broughton, 1'9v81 ; Harter 1990; Sehna, 1980) found thut social

; 'eognitive Changes usher in new ways of understanding self. In analyzing the nairative
N eiiaraCters of children, Fox found that only 11- year-olds were _able to consistently

| .i)ortray chaiacters thai were able to expfess and evaluate their internal states.
Siinilerly, Richer and Nicolopoulou '(2061) examined 30 pieschdeier’s nartatiVes to
examine hbw'very young children 'portrayed characters. ‘They found that_perceptione -
i)f persons begin early and that person perceptions are gender distin_ct.'Girls
EOnstructed sociaily emb'eddedvand interdependent persons who become more
 individuated fand responSibie, whereas boys 'created ‘sepafate and 'agem'stic persons ,
* who became more stable, autonomous and self-conscious. Altheugh these two studies
fdund differences in when person percepi:ions-deveioped, they both showed how
eyStemaﬁc analyses of narratives could illuminate deveiopmental changes and gender
ualiatiOns through character portrayals. |

o Addlescent and adult narratives have also delivered a wide array of interesting
i_nfonnation. Ina study designed to examine the moi‘ality‘of “justice”(detenninin_g
' ﬁﬂnciples of feimess), and “care”, (creating and sustaining human connection)
(Gilligan, Lyons &. _Hanmer, 1989), “interview narratives” were used to explore how
edole_scents understoed self as a moral being (Brown, ‘Tappan, Gilligan, Miller &
| Arguers, | 1990). The “interview narratives” consisted of asking paiticipants to divuige
ieal life situations when they were faced with a moral conflict and were unsure of
what to do. To glean information that was spee_iﬁc to areal eifent, the “interview |
narratives” contained _folloW-up questions that asked participants to recount actual
dialogue from the situation m order that participants “become ino’re elaborate
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| storytellers” (p 163) Fmdmgs showed that moral cho1ces were h1ghly mﬂuenced by B
relatlonshrps and contexts and that moral voice is too complex an 1ssue to s1mply be
~drchotormzed and generahzed Srrmlarly, in lookmg at narrat1Ves of females whose
N hves Were in trans1t10n Plunkett (2001) also concluded that there was a great deal of

. complex1ty regardlng women s ch01ces and relatlonshlp concems However she also ,

. found that women’s narratlves revealed that trans1t10na1 struggles frequently brought :

forth a greater sense of autonomous self-understandmg

Hermans (1997) mvestlgated the ordermg of self-relevant experlences in
narratlve structure m adolescents (15-years and older) and adult mtervrew
narratrves The' self-confrontatlon method was used'to examme where value lie for a-
person and how unportant (v1a ratrng affect) a partlcular value was to a person
k Part1c1pants were asked open—ended “mtervrew narratlve questlons about what they
find nnportant (e.g 9 “Was there somethmg in your past that has been of ma_]or ._
nnportance or s1gmﬁcance for your hfe and wh1ch still plays an unportant part -
:today?”) (Hermans 1997 p. 247). It was found that personal narratlves of the past
' present and future are meamngfully ordered ina coherent story and that self-
narratrves are often mult1v01ced and d1alogtc” (Hermaus 1997 p- 260). -

In analyzmg the oral personal narratlves of adolescents and adults, McAdams
(1993) has drstmgulshed several features of narrative that contribute to an analys1s of
how persons understand the1r lives. In particular, McAdams analyzed narratives _for
tone, imagery, theme, ideological setting, and characters ’(“imagos7’, or archetypal
personiﬁcations, and agentic and communal characters). However, McAdams did not
';simply do a structural ‘analysi's of personal narratives but combined all the narrative
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features in order to analyze how one interprets life events and, thus, understands self. |
h/[cAdams has i)articipants hreak their lives into chapters in order to provide them

| w1th an orgamzmg narratlve framework McAdam s narratlve analyses (1988 1993)
‘showed how narrative prov1des an excellent means of detectlng developmental
| changes across the hfe span while. also respectmg the md1v1dua11ty that reﬂects each

‘ nerson ’s unique way of belng Further McAdams argued that it was not nntll
" 'adolescence that part101pants begm to construct the 1deolog1cal settmgs that reveal our
'leamng toward elther the theme of agency or commumon In sum, McAdam s work

(1 e., 1988 1993) showed that narratlve isa powerful vehlcle by whlch to express self

o and usmg narratlve as a methodologlcal vehlcle brought forth an 111ummatlon of

¥ developmental changes 1mportant llfe events and an understandmg of how one

,nnderstands self as‘an active ag'ent _operatlng in a_partlcular SOclocultural world;
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THE CURRENT STUDY EMPLOYING A NARRATIVE
METHODOLOGY TO EXAMINE ADOLESCENT SELF-UNDERSTANDING
The overarchmg goal of this study was to assess whether or not a narrative

. methodology, in th1s case respondlng toa wntten narrat1ve task would deliver more |
| knowledge than tradltlonal self-understandmg methodologies regardmg the
,development of adolescent self-understandmg The narratlve task asked part1c1pants
" to write avstory,,to create a character that is similar to -sel_f ‘and toput th1s_ character in
| a scene. r,Pa'rticip'ants were asked to create a character sumlar to self 1n order that they
| mlght not l)e self-‘iconSCious (the character cOuld'bev‘fiCtional or nOn-ﬁCtional)-‘ In :
g addition, it was beheved that a self-protagomst character would allow partlc1pants to

, | portray how they understood self and the1r actlons in theworld v1a mterpretmg,
reﬂectlng and evaluatmg self and actions. Slm1larly, in askmg part1c1pants to writea
. story it was poss1b1e to examme whether or not this type of narratlve task could be |
icomplet'edsu'ccessfully_ and, if so, howrwell partlcipan_ts would actually portray an
nnderstandmg of seli‘.»'l‘he last re.que'st; creatmg a scene, was devised with the intent ..
| of puttmg self-protagonists ;into av’bs)o‘vciocultural world m order that interactions‘ wonld
bedisplayed Further, as there Wereyariations in children’s settings (see

, NicoloponIOu'etfal.; vl 9’94) 1t was “of‘sipecial"interest to see what types of scenes-ywi)uld
be used by male and fernale adolescents; ‘ |
L , "Althongh the 'narrative task ‘asked"partic_ipants to create a character (self-
iprotagoinist), story and_scene, these‘were the only guidelines.' Thus, participants were
placed in the position of making choices about ‘h'ow they wanted to present self
~through character (ﬁctional; non-ﬁctional, concrete abstract, interactive, etc.) and
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story (content other characters temporahty, etc ) and codmg categones were 8 o

B developed to capture the more sahent and prevalent aspects of thelr responses.’, |
; Two general hypotheses are set forth that are based on ﬁndmgs from
B " developmental and narratlve hterature The ﬁrst hypothesrs, regardmg self-
r understandmg development had two parts Part one predlcted that older adolescents :
; 1 vvself-understandmg would revolve around more abstract and behef and/or moral
system concerns than would younger adolescents ThlS part of the hypothesls was -
= based on the well-estabhshed chrldhood to adolescence self-understandmg
‘ developmental traJ ectory that has shown a pro gress1on of self-understandmg gomg :
vﬁom physrcal to actrve to s001al to bellef systems (e g, Damon & Hart 1988
| ‘,leesley & Bromley, 1973 Montemayor & Elsen 1977) However s1nce a novel |
.nar_,r}anvetask was employed the,second part of the developmental_hypothesrs. },
| ’predlCted thatsthis study would evince more inforrfhation conceming the content of
. adolescents soc1a1 and abstract (behef and ‘moral system) self-understandmg
The second hypothesrs was- that there would be gender vanat1ons in self-
L 1 ’under‘standmg_. ,Smce gender d1fferenc,es were found in narratlve research with young
chlldren (Ely et al l998, Nicolopoulou, 2002,_Rich'ner & Nicolopoulou, 2001), in
self-understanding research regarding females prevalence ofi‘false selt‘-di‘screpancies
iHarte’r, Marold, Whitesell &Cobbs, 1996), in research on gender and morality
(Brown et. al., 1990; Gilligan, 1982) and adult narrative research (McAdams, 1993;
Plunkett 2001; Martin & Rubble, 1997) gender variations were also expected to be

' seen in this study.
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- METHOD e
o i:I;’/.axl'tu:ipants ‘ o | , S ,
s Th1rty high school and 30 college students (15 males and 15 females in each |
group) partlcipated in thls study ngh school part101pants ranged from 15 to 18 years

i (mean age = 16 years) and college partlclpants ranged from 18. to 25 years (mean age

= 20 years) Nmety-three percent of high school part1c1pants and 87% of college

. ,part101pants were from white middle class backgrounds

Materias
A questionnaire package.with‘ three vsubSequiently ordered sections was
~ provided to each participant. The first section consisted of demOgraphicQuestiOns.
The isecimd ‘secti‘o}n' was comprised of four narrative tasks. The first and central
- ilar_rative task asked ‘partiCipants to provide a narrative expression of self. The

| remaining three narrative tasks were devis:ed as follow-up prol)e questions. These

' probes asked respondents to elaborate, justify, and express an idealized self-image in
relati0n to their responses to the central narrative task. The third a'nd final section
contained questions regarding hobby and activity interests. (The entire questionmaire
package is included in Appendix A.)
Procedure

All participants were asked to complete the questionnaire in subsequent order,

rather than skipping around to different sections. High school participants were given
a 60-minute class period to completed the questionnaire. They were told that more
time could be provided if needed, but no one requested a time extension. College
participants completed the questionnaires in small groups and were told that they
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could take as much t1me as they needed W1th very few exceptions, college |
B partlc1pants took between 45- 60 mmutes | |

Th1s study analy,zed responses to the central narrative task which asked
partlc1pants to “Write about yourself as ifyou were a character ina story and
- descrtbe a scene that capturas who you are. (This can be ﬁctmnal orhon-

' ﬁctional. »
- The following ﬁve. coding dirnensions were developed to oaptufe_ responses to -
the central narrative task: <aé Type ,of- ReSponse, <b> Type of Setﬁng, <c> Mode
of Self-Portrayal, <d> Exclusion/Inclusion of Other ‘C‘haracter(s), <§>‘
Sociorelatidnal Interactlonal styles an.d levels.
' Type of response |

This code captured whether participants’ responses were narrative or non-
narrative.

Narrative Response. This was defined using‘Tool_an’s'_(1998) minimal
eriteria ofa narrative as being, “a perceived sequence of non-randomly connected
events”(p.17). A perceived sequence allowed for the inclusion ofa subjective
perspective and non-random events assured a meaningﬁ11, logical order. Further,
narrative responses provided the opportunity to create self as a protagonist (self-
protagonist).' A self-protagonist character was an interactive agent through which one
was able to portray perceptions about self, others, and the world. The following _is an

example of a narrative response:
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N “Hé was strolling tfhrngh ihe park one day; as he often "‘l.oves to do.
Whilé on his stroll _he' came across a gmup of younger boys.” }(Higvh
kSchov(v)l Male, 18 years)
Non-Narrative Resp onse; This type of response "provided physical a'nd/or‘ | -
' ﬁsyﬁhblogical déscriptions abouf the self, but they did not offér pérceptions about
rixoﬁ;fandpm eve‘ntvs ;jr the créatidndf a self-protagonisf. The following is an example
é)f a non-narrétivé response: |
| | _havé blue eyes, blond hair, and am véry friendly” (High School
; Feinale, 16 years)

i30th narrative and non-narrative responses were considered in all of the remaining
' codmg cé.te’gories. |

Typk e of Setting

As the task asked participants to “déscri‘be a scene”, this code captured what
fype of settings wére in the responses. Responses included no setting, routine, or non-
foutine settings. | |

No Settilig. There was an absence of a setting. ..

| Routine Setting. These éettings were categorized as habitual, familiar, or

everyday, such as home and school. For example, “Wher sitting in my bedroom » op
“in the school cafeteria”, | |
- Non-routine Setﬁng. 'These settings were regarded as being unusual and
unfamiliar. For example, “the Amazon jungle” or.“on top of a New York

skyscraper.”
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Mode of Self-Portrayal
- This coding scheme réVeéled how much of tﬁe self waé portrayed and how
éelf was portrayed. Since how much of self and how self are portrayed are interrelated
' édnCepts, codihgs for modes of self-portrayal consisted of levéls_thaf were defined by
éélf-portrayal content. There were four levels and six corrésponding content
é:ategéﬁes (levels 3 and 4 have two content sub-types). To make the modes of self-
' f)ortrayél mutually exclusiVe, responées that included more than one type of self-
i)Oruayal were coded at the highest level. (See Table 1)
‘L Level 13 De'sc'rip‘ ‘tive Accbuntings. No storied self-protégonist was portrayed
inthese responses; rather there was a déscription of self through a listing of physical
(i.e., thin) and/or psychological (i.é.,: friéndly) characteristics.
| Level 2: Events. These responses focused,oﬁ engagement in activities and it
1%s thorough event choice and participation in the evenfs that self was portrayéd.
ﬁence, event narratives produced self4protagonists of action. However, action, when
ﬁot combined with description or reflection, gave little information about self, hence
&ese responses did not provided great arﬁounts of information regarding self-
ﬁnderStanding. The following is an example of an event narrative:
~ “She wakes up and walks sleepily downsiairs where she eats her breakfast
slowly. Going back upstairs she dresses and does her hair for school.. After
school is finished, she and her friends ride down to the middle school for

their 2 our soccer practice...Then the long night of boring homework
begins.” (High School Female, 16 years)

Level 3: Single or Multiple Self-Aspects. These responses portrayed
informationﬂ concerning personality traits, or self-aspects, through events and
experiences. Thus, self-aspects revealed more about self than either descriptiohs or
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events because they portrayed one or more self-aspect within the context of the story.
The following is an example of a single self-aspect:
~ “There’s a boy named Tim and all he ever cares about is having things .
perfect...Tim always does his homework, cleans his room, and studies all
the time. Sometimes he wishes he could just let loose and not care about
“anything, but it is too hard for him...”. (High School Male, 17 years)
The next example was coded under multiple self-aspects because the part101pant
reVeals two self-aspects, that of being a jock and an actor.
“Before 11 * grade I was a Jock. The only thing I did was sports, but when =~

moved to NY I was convinced (by a cute girl) to act in the school musical,
And from that point on I fell in love with theatre.” (College Male, 19 years)

Level 4: Soclally Situated or Non-Socxally SltuatedReﬂectlv

Understandmg Responses with reflective understandmg provided mterpretatlon
‘1:n51ght, and/or beliefs or ethical perspective on particular experiences or r life in
general. More of self is shown since introspection goes beyond conceptions about
one’s own self-aspects and includes some existential contemplation about self, others,
and life. When socially situated reflected uhderstanding was used, the self-protagonist
was placed in a social context (e.g., college campus) and their understanding of self
and life was portrayed via framing them within specific interactions and situations.
'The following is an example of socially situated reflective understanding.
“College was the first time I had ever really left home. The first month of
school seemed never ending with the constant crying and feeling of
homesickness. Sure, everyone felt the same way but it seemed that I was
experiencing the worst of it...No one knew who I was so I had to earn that
-recognition all over again... In retrospect...it was easier to find someone
new than to be upset all the time...I do not regret breaking up with my old

boyfriend but I wish I did not start dating just to help me with my pain.”
(College Female, 20 years)
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Non-socially situatcd reflective underStanding proVided the same subjective
i;nterpretation and contemplatiOn about self and life, but no concrete social situation is
provided. Society is an abstract concept and moral responsibilities/perceptions are
presented in a stream of consciousness type of writing. The following is an example
of non-socially situated reflective understanding;

“I am young and old at the same time. Havmg seen so many things has

made me who I am and wiser for that matter. As everyone ages we

sometimes lose touch with who we are, and who we are living for, but not
 me, I live for me. We can’t go into the world thmkmg, even for a second,
that we should sattsjj: something else. I understand sometimes we must
sacrifice certain things, but it should never be our happiness, our dreams, or
our souls. It makes me sick sometimes to look around and knowing people
aren’t what they want to be. Instead they are bramwashed into thinking they

are doing the right thmg by not being themselves. o ( College Male, 21
years) '

Exclusion/Inclusion of Other'Character(s[

Responses either presented the self-prbtagonist alone (exclusion of other. |
character) or included oné or more other characters in addition to the self-protagonist.
This coding examined what type of other characters Were included, either physical or
fnental agents. .‘

Alone. There is no mention of other(s). .

Physical agents. Other character(s) are mentioned (i'e. g., I get along with my
family) or they interact with.the self-protagonist_ of another via engaging in actions.
l?or exarﬁple, “my. friends and I went to the mall,”

Mental agents. Others chaiacters are agents that are given mental an‘d/or‘

emotional expressions. For example, “Murray loved Sarah.”
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Types of .SOcioi'elation'al Interactional Styles
This code was designed to‘_c‘apture how the self-profagoniet interacts with,
end/or positions self, in relation to others. Two overall sociorelational interactional
| $t‘yles‘were discerned <a> autonomoue self-reliance and, <b>socially embedded, .
. ‘with each style having four levels. (See Table 2)
. Autdnbmoue'Self-Reliance. The self-protagonist is portrayed as being, o'r'
ettempti]lg to be,_self—supporting/ governing and their idiosyncratic differences from
etners are iIIUmineted and/or acclaimed. Correspondingly, similarities to others are
disregarded and/or conveyed as negatives. Tne autonomous self-reliance style has
four suceessive levels: <a§ being without others, <b> contrast from others, <c$
v' independent control, and <d> eonﬁdent command.

Level 1. Being without Others. The self or self-protagonist is portrayed alone

er others are simply referred to (as if they were objects) but there are never any
interactions. For exemple, “I sat on the beach ‘and watched as people flocked to the
shore...” (High School Female, 17 years)

Level 2. Contrast from Others. The self-protagonist’s idiosyncratic, and/or
nnique, end/er special qualities are emphasized with the result that the self-
i)rotago_nist’s differences cause them to stand eut from others. For example, “I knew
that I could do this because I have specidl skills.” (College Male, ’22 years)

Level 3: Striving to Gain Independent Control. The self-protagonist is
presented as an independent thinker, and/er a non-confonnist; and/or a pro-active

agent who strives to rectify perceived misunderstandings and/or wrongs. When faced

43



W1th adversity or disa’greement, the self-protagoﬁist tries to retain, gain,‘- or fegain an
‘-inﬂuentianowefful stance. For example: o
| “Lknew it was up to m? to go bve{r to those bullies and» stop thém from -
pickiﬁg,On those’kidé. o ( C_ollégé Male, ‘2.0 yeﬁrs)'
lLevél 4: Confident Command. The selféprofagonist is 'portr'ayed as a self-
assur_ed gbveming agent. He or she confidently proclaims and/or shows independencé
and Competency in échieving goals, making decisions, séﬁling disputes, oVercoming
_{)bstacles, plénning/iniﬁating,activities, and/or managmg the p‘ersonal or professional
f_elationshipsk’ of sélf or others. For example: | |
“I told *t‘h‘em‘ that they needed to listen to me or else they wouldn’t be abie to
get the job done.” (College Female, 20 jears) |

Social Embeddedness. The self-protagonist is portrayed as being, or striving

fo be, connected to other(s) and their shared similarities with others are illuminated
ahd/or acclaimed. Cofrespondingly, differenées'_ﬁ‘om others are disregarded and/or
'COnveyed as negatives., The socially embedded style has four levels:> <a> beihg with
é)thers, <b>sirnilitude to ’other(s), <c>accord with others, <d> bélongingness. :

‘L’e‘vel 1: Being with Others. The self-protagonist engages in interactions and
isan in:cegrall dyad or group member. For example:

“A high school studgnt is practicing ‘I}mseball with his friends.” (High

School Male, 16 years)

Level 2: Sirﬁilitude to Others. Qpalitigs that the self-protagonist shares with

others, such as intcrests, prefe_rences, shared/supported feelings, and mutual

44




iﬁtérdbtibhs 'fjafe emphasi‘zedv'wi,th the result 'thét si;ililaritie.s with’.Qtl‘vler‘s‘ are |

iilunﬂnated, Forexample | |

‘ , <_“Sllyge _ﬁad‘e ﬁieﬂds_that_ were easier to V‘I‘Je around and ,ﬁho'she coid_d share
hver vhilitlét‘ 'With:",’ (1 C"ollege Ferh"a’le, 18 yédrs)

Level 3: ‘ Stnvm » 1o Gam Sel /Other Accord. The self—protagomst strives to
understand self in relatlon to getting along w1th other(s) When faced with advers1ty
or d1sagreement, the self-protagomst ‘expresse_s concem over relat1onsh1p strife. For
éxéxnple: : :

o felt so torh leayihg my friends and family...” (i College Female, 20 years)

Level 4: B'ejlohging_r_tess. The self-protagonist is portrayed as feeling gobd
a?lbout self due to gaining a sense of haimony (finding their place) with others. R

“After meeiing 50 manjr‘ others, I finally know that this group of ﬁ'iendsvar_e

~ the people that I belong with...” (College Female, 21 years) |
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RESULTS

Percentages and frequenmes of “Type of Response” “Type of Settin
"‘Modes of Self- Portrayal” “Exclus1on/Inclus1on of Other Characters and
f‘Soclorelatlonal'Interactional” styles and levels are presented in Tables 3-7 -

‘ Age leference The age d1fference hypothesrs which stated that older

‘ adolescents would have more advanced and abstract self-understandmg narratives

| was not supported in the category of “Type of Response”. However 'although most.
part101pants in thls study successﬁilly completed the task and wrote narratives, h1gh

' schooli students wrote 6 of the 7 non-narratlves., Thus, “Type of , Response shoWedv a
developmental trend because older adolescents vvrote narratives more often than |

' ):youn‘g'er adolesce'nts but this difference'in h1gh school 'participants Writing more non-

, ‘narratlves only approached srgmﬁcance X (1,N= 60) 3.58, p_ »>.05).

The age dlfference hypothe51s was not supported in “Type of Settmg
l—Iowever, age d1fferences were,found in the “Mode of Self-Portrayal” category,
sp‘eciﬁcally w1th1nthe two sub-categories of “Descriptive Accountings” and |
%‘Reﬂecﬁve Understanding” (se¢ Table 5). Only high school participants (27%) used
the-most basic self-portrayal mode, “Descriptive Accounting”. College participants
used the most sophisticated self-portrayal mode, “Reflective Understandmg
B (comblmng both “Situational” and “Non- Situatronal”) s1gmﬁcantly more than high
school participants (X*[(9, N =13)] =6.23, p., < .05). |
| The age dlfference hypothes1s was not supported in “Exclusron/Inclusmn of
Other Characters”, but it was supported in the “Sociorelational Interactional” coding
scheme (see Table 7). Only high school participants (29%) used the most basic |
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- “E‘Auton_omous»_ Self-Reliance’," level; f‘Being without Others”, and only college
f)articipants a 8%) used the 'most sophisticated f“Autonomous vSelf;Reliance” leveI,

E “Conﬁdant Command” Similarly, in the other main “Sociorelational Interactional”

. style “Socrally Embedded” only h1gh school students @3 1%) used the most bas1c

| 3 level “Bemg w1th Others” The most sophrstrcated “Socrally Embedded” level
3 ‘:‘Belongmgness ,Lwas predommately uSed by college part1c1pants(3‘1%), howeve; ;
one hlgh school partlcrpant used “Belongingess”. | |
In sum the categorles of “Mode of Self Portrayal” and “Socrorelatlnal
, ) Tnteractlonal” supporte‘d the age hypothesis because younger adolescents only used R
the basic category levels, whereas older adoleScents used the more advanced leuels in
‘these categorres |
Gender leferences The gender hypothesis, which stated that there would
be gender varratlons in self-understandmg, was not supported in “Type of Response ’,
| T—Iowever, the gender hypothesis was supported in “Type of Setting"’ (see Table 4).
Although no gender differences were found in “No Setting” (exclusion of a setting),
there were'sigrnﬁcant differences in “Routine” and “Non-Routine” settings. Females
used “Routine” settings much more than males, X (2,N=15)=38.06, p,.< .01, and
males used “Non-Ro_utine” settings much more than females, X? (2,N=30) - 4.80,
1;3,.< .05. |
| Gender differences were not found in the category “Exclusion/Inclusion of
Cther Characters”, however they were found in the “Modes of Self-lfort_rayal’-’,
speciﬁcally in the two mid-level modes of “Events” and “Self-Aspects”. Females
used the “Event” self-portrayal mode sigrriﬁcantly more than males, ” X* (12, N = 14)
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i—-'4.57‘, p., < :05, and males used the-“Self-Aspects” mode sigrﬁﬁCantly more than
t‘emales, ” X (12,N=26)= 676 p., < .0L

| Gender divfferencesvwere not found in “Exclusion/Inclusion of Other
Characters” but they were found in the “Sociorelational Interactional” styles. and

_ categones The two general “Soc1ore1at10na1 Interactlonal” styles “Socially
Embedded” and “Autonomous Self Rehance both showed gender dlfferences
Females preferred the “Somally Embedded Style”XZ (1 N 30) 9.97, o, < 01
Whereas males'preferred the “Autonomous Self-Rehance” style, X, E =30) = 9.3,’
p_, <.01. Inthe “Sooially Embedded” style onlyfemales (20%) used the “Similbituvde ‘
| to Others” category and the category‘ “Accord w1th Others” was used significantly

- more by females than by males X° (3, N= 15) =4.65,p., < .05; In the “Autonomous
Self-Reﬁance” style, males preferred the two mid-levels, “CorrtraSt from Others™ and
;‘Indepeudent ContrOI;’. 'l\dules used both the “Contrast from_Oth'ers”‘» level, X* (3,E =
11) =445, gt, <.05, and the ‘fhldependent Control” level, X 3, N .=,13) = 4.‘65, p., <
.205, sign'iﬁc‘antly more than females.

» In sum, support for the gender hypothesis was provided in the cotegories of
‘%‘Type of Setting”, “Modes of Self-Portrayal”, and “Sociorelational Interactional”. In
‘:‘Types of Setting” females preferred "‘Routine” settings, whereas males preferred
“Non-Routine” settings. In “Modes of Self-Portrayal” females preferred “Events”
yvhereas males preferred “Self-Aspects”. In “Sociorelational Interactional Styles”,
t’emales preferred the “Socially Embedd_ed” style, specifically “Accord with Others”
and males preferred the “Autonomous Self-Reliance” style, ir1 particular “Contrast
from Others” and “Independent Control”.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION
The query driving this thesis wasvwhether or not a narrative methodology

would‘c'aptnre more of the ertperiential subj ective “I” aspects of Self and thus provlde
'é more comprehenswe p1cture of adolescent self-understandmg The answer to this

query yes and no. Th1s task d1d offer part101pants the opportumty to portray self
| act1vely engagmg and mteractlng in the somal world In addltlon thls task allowed '
| part1c1pants to choose the expenences that they best belleved portrayed an

g understandlng of self Further ﬂllS narratlve task gave part101pants the opportumty to
mterpret how they expenenced the v1c1ss1tudes of the1r lives, as well as to convey |

, how they understood self ‘ others and the1r soc1ocultura1 world.

Most responses revealed that part101pants took advantage of these

| opportumtles and thus d1d portray amore in-depth understandmg of self than what
had been conveyed when usmg more trad1t10nal methods However th1s was not
always the c_ase.' Sorne-you_nger adolescents did not wnte narratlves (20%), they
chose instead -to provlde a descrip'tion of self. As descrlptive nonfnarratlve'responses ,
never allowed for the creation of, orContemplations about, 2 self-protagonist these
responses portrayed little inforrnation about the more eXperiential and subj ective
aspects of 'self-understanding .Similarly, as'descriptive non-narratlve responses |
usually did not 1nclude others or provide a setting, there was no portrayal of an
mteractrve self engagmg ina soc1ocu1tura1 world. In fact this study showed that the

- more trad1t10na1 (non-narratlve) self-understandmg studles do a better JOb of

collectmg information on descnptrons since those studies often encourage

49 .




‘ partlclpants to generate more trait’ terms in order to descnbe self Thus’ a narratrve
. task isnota useful tool when tralt descnptlon collectlon 1s the research obJectlve
| Onthe other hand th1s study also showed that the maj onty of partrmpants
| espemally older partrclpants did very well wrth this task. Only one college student
| _wrote a non-narratlve hence the maJ onty of older adolescents drd create a self-
' ,protagomst By far, most partrcrpants also created settmgs and mcluded other
characters Srrmlarly, many partrcrpants (especlally college part101pants) portrayed
self ina manner that expressed an mterpretatrve understandrng of self others and the N
P 'soc1ocultural world albert to a 1esser or greater degree Thus from a global stance a ..
' narratrve methodology was useful ‘m captunng more mformatlon about the | | " G |
. development of adolescent self understandmg smce most adolescents created a story -
' wrth a socral self protagomst who effectlvely portrayed how one understood self |
C others and the socral world B | | | o ; L |
Snmlarly, th1s study also conﬁrmed the ﬁndmg that older adolescents use :
| b more abstract and/or behef/moral system self references Yet more nnportantly, the
, results of thrs studyalso provrded more mformat1on about older adolescents abstract '
- and bellef/moral system concerns l{esponses showed that older ‘adolescents used the
| most sophrstrcated “Mode of Self Portrayal” “Reﬂectrve Understandmg g
- e

‘ ."srgmﬁcantly more than younger adolescents In addrtlon “Reﬂectlve Understandmg

| | showed how adolescents contemplated who they were_‘ in relatron to how they ﬁt, into

B . the blgger scheme of “things — 11fe

- Further, “Reﬂectlve Understandmg” showed that older adolescents often
explored, disputed, and/orvaccepted societal doctrine and standards. When
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é‘Simaﬁonal Reflective Understanding”_wasused, ideas were compared to those of :
B others or to those ot a particular cbmmunity (e. g.; 'college,cam;')us)‘. However, lf |

B ‘;*Non?Situational Reﬂective Understanding” was used, there was a type ot"stream of
Aeons"ciOusness expression of ‘how one‘ understood self. In addition, there was no
drscrete person(s) or commumty that allowed one to evaluate or to. gauge the1r own
behefs Hence “S1tuat10na1 Reﬂectlve Understandmg” portrayed amore coherent
’ sense.of self-understandmg as self was connected to others, whereas “Non-‘Sltuatlonalv , |
"Eselef‘—Understanding” portrayed a more fragmented and diSparaging sense’of self-
understandmg Both forms of “Reﬂectlve Understandmg” showed content |
: » ‘smlanttes as all grappled w1th abstract exrstentlal 1ssues and acceptmg, reJectmg, or |
dev1smg behef/moral systems Yet thls study 1llummated how content mtersected

. w1th form smce type of “Reﬂectlve Understandmg” e1ther “Sltuatlonal” or “Non- ,
= Sltuatlonal” Was shown to be an nnportant vanable in how older adolescents

"; : understood self through abstract and behef/moral system concems
- In add1t10n to showmg more expenentlal self-aspects and abstract and
‘ - behef/moral system concems thlS study also 111ummated how mﬂuent1a1 gender is m |

e a'dolescent self-understandmg.:-- A closerexammatrOn of adolescent males self- ,

B portrayals soc1orelat10na1 mteractlons and settmg ch01ces 1llummated d1stmct1ve

pattems in how male adolescents mterpret self others, and the soc1ocu1tura1 world |
vMales portrayed themselves as being dlfferent form others through the1r prevalent use
of the socrore_latlonal mteract_lon of placmg ‘self m_‘fContrast from Others”. Further?'
the other Sociorelational lnteractional’_’ 1év¢1?~“1ndependeht Control” that was |
preferredby males, revealed :th‘at adolescent males interact with others by
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, -"‘ estabhshmg, or at least trymg to estabhsh themselves as self-sufﬁclent control

- agents " “Independent Control” was occasmnally d1rected at self (self-control), but

,: «more frequently “Independent Control” was dlrected toward vu]nerable others and/orj S

"precanous srtuatlons Thus “Independent Control” oﬁen had an altrurstlc onentatlon PR

g o _as many trmes the self-protagomst would be helpmg, protectmg, and/or rescumg

e others who were m a dangerous s1tuat10n However, regardless of who or what was

o ’_ the subj ect or Ob] ect of control males portrayed the sense that they were respons1ble b

N & for the welfare of self and/or others and rectrfymg troublesome s1tuat10ns

Adolescent males not only drew attentlon to thelr drfferences by usmg o | e
'_ "‘Contrast from Others” but also by usmg the “Self Aspects” mode of portrayal
. Smce a “Self Aspect” portrayal allowed for both show (actlons) and tell

L {-(descnptlonS), males used th1s form of portrayal to tell about thelr spec1al attrlbutes

i ”thus contrastmg self from others and to dlsplay (or lament) how these spec1a1 self-

o _‘,?: ’aspects granted them (or demed them) control wrthm the world Hence taken

' together ﬁndmgs from “Soc1ore1atrona1 Interactlonal” and “Mode of Self: Portrayal”
| revealed that- adolescent males frequently sought to understand self as active, umque
mdependent and powerful agents who were obhgated to take charge of others and the
| unruly s1tuat10ns that erupted 1n the soc1ocultural world.
~ We also learned more about adolescent males developmg understanding of
'self through exammmg the1r cho1ces of settings. Males overwhelmingly chose “Non-
Routine” settings. Although the “Non-Routine” settings males chose varied-
’considerably, all “Non-Routine” settings bore the hallmarks of being unusual and

| exciting. In fact,imany of the settings actually acted as catalysts for adventure since
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| they usually contained some sort of unpendmg doom that requlred lmmedlate f
’ ::'resolutlon Immedlate resolutlon m tum allowed for oile to use their umque self- :
S aspects and to take responsrblhty for controllmg unruly s1tuat10ns Thus males

o prevalence m choosmg “Non-Routme settings oﬂen corroborated their “Self

. Aspects portrayal and the soclorelational mteractlons of “Contrast from Others and

- “Independent Control” :
Female responses also showed a dynarmc 1nterp1ay between‘self-

.understandmg development and gender Females tended to portray self through |

| “Events a level of portrayal that expressed self through mvolvement An “Event”
| portrayal did not allow fora descnptlon of one’s 1nd1v1dua11stlc attrrbutes mstead

' attnbutes were only dlscemed via extractmg, or mfemng, them from one’s actions.
‘ ThJS shadowing Of individual att‘ributes appeared to express a desire to‘ give oneself
i ‘over to circumstances ilarger than Self. Likewise, asevents frequently consisted of
,hum'ed and rushed aCtivities, this further supported the speculation that these
adolescent females did not understand self via their attributes as much as they
understood self via their contributions to the group and/or activity.
The “Sociorelational Interactional” style used most by females was that of

%‘Acc_ord with Others”. “Accord with Others” revealed that many adolescent females
iportrayed self as getting along, or of having the goal of getting along, by achieving
| harmony with others. Responses indicated that females were pleased when all was
well in their relationship’s, but they become highly distressed when there was
relationship friction or disagreement. Although these responses showed that females
| asserted their own wills, the consequence of using personal volition was always
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, cons1dered 1n regard to how it affected.others and the relat1onsh1p(s) in general
Hence many adolescent female responses revealed how self-understandmg develops
through estabhshmg and mamta.lmng relational accord

| Both “Events” and “Accord W1th Others” created a 31tuation wherem the

self-protagomst was an active agent, but not an act1ve agent who was h1gh11ght1ng

| the1r attnbutes and assertmg their will upon the world, but rather one who was

| mtegratmg, or attemptlng to mtegrate self within the world Taken together the
portrayal mode of “Events” and, the “Socially Embedded” level of “Accord with-
bthers” indicated that many adolescent females are not trying to mark s_elf off from

| others, but to blend in With others. Likewise, concern for others or altruistic

. tendencies tended to be_in the form of giving of oneself to the group event or working

toward harmonious rélations, as opposed to protecting, taking charge, and/ot

resolving problems.

Adolescent females choice of “Routine” settings also' reflected how they |
imderstood self within the sociocultural world. Routine settings, predominately home
andbschool, postulated an orderly, familiar and predictable world. As female
, adolescents tended to portray self through “Events” and in “Accord with Othersf’, it
rnay have been that cooperation and harmonious accord were possible because a
stable world allovved for, or possibly facilitated, equitable agreement. Likewise,
engaging in everyday events within a stable world brought forth a steadfast
consistencv that is conducive to cooneration and agreement. Further, it is possible that
| when friction or disputes‘ did arise there was less need to powerfully assert one’s will
1n order to establish order from chaos because mutual cooperation betwe'en persons is
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' i)elieved to rectify disputes since 2 relational problematic, rather than a situational

| i)roblema_tic,' was presented. | |

Results f_rdm this study, usirié this‘particﬁhr narrative taék, bear some

sum]anty to Niépldpoulou and collaborators (1994) finding that young Boys‘ created

, 13a‘rrative worlds of disorder and young girls Cfeated orderly nérrativc worlds. Oné of |
fhe strengths 6f that study, and s1m11ar foilow up studies (e.g., Nicolopoulou 2002), |

‘ was that ﬁarratiﬂles were told to and for other members‘of the presch601 cléssroom.

By examining young persons’ nai‘ratives, it became more appa;ént‘how children

éppropﬁated pafticular sociocultural resources and used them to create, and often

' fecreate, shared meanings regérding the functioning of self, others, and the world.

| SMIaly, in é study that examined oral narrativeé of participants who were members
6f Alcoholics Anonymous, it was also shown that socially and interactively creaﬁng,
fecreating, and practicihg new shared meanings about self, others, and the world led
t:o a new and augmented understanding .of self (Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner & Cain,
21998).

As this task only required a written response that attempted to encourage the

Writing ofa narratiﬁe, rather than looking at the actual social interactions witghin
ﬁarrativé sharing, there were limitations put forth by this pal“cicular task In particular,
fhis task revealed less aboﬁt how adoleééénts iﬁﬂuénced one;cmotl‘ler‘ and~ interacte& v
iogether to experientially understand, choose and/or recreate their self-portrayals,
SOciorelationgl interactional Styles and sociocultural worlds. Nonetheless, this written
t:ask did capture and illﬁnﬁnate some existing self-portrayals, sociOrélational

| interactidnal, andinterpretations about the world that appear to be integral to the

55




&evelopmént of adolescent self_-uncllerstanding.y Fufther, this studsl also provided
isupport for}tlfle conterition that adOlés_cent self-understahdihg is best studied via
éonsideririg,the‘ interpretive, experiential, and sociocultural dimensions of seif as self-
' ﬁnderstanding development can not“b‘e divorced from -our experiences with, and our
interprététions about, others and the sha_ring of our iives withix‘l.palv'ticular

sociocultural worlds.
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‘ fTable 1

: Modes of Self-Portrayal and Correspondmg Developmental Trajectones i

:Name and Content of Self-Portrayal Mode

i Progressnve Levels

: _‘ : l' Descrlptlve Accountlng Ph}’Slcal and/or psychologlcal'_

s ‘descnptlon

’Level 1

. AEvents Engagementhctmty Sequences : Y

o ;3a) Smgle Self-Aspects One personahty tralt is |

E ‘; -descnbed and ac 'vely’portrayed in'the résponse ‘  3

Leveld

5 ,Contemplatlen about general vague, and absuract

R ‘?expenences persons places and 51tuat10ns o
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‘nvffTable 2:_

o 'Zf,Soclorelatlonal Interactlonal Styles and Correspondmg,Developmental Levels R

Autonomous Self-Rehance

- - ;The self-protagomst’s d1fferences are . -
| illuminated/acclaimed; S1m11ar1t1es are -
dlsregarded or conveyed as negatlves ;‘ -

Soclal Embeddedness

. ,\The self-protagomst’s smulantles are - v‘ﬂ
> _111ummated/accla1med leferences are
: d1sregarded or conveyed as negatlves

| Levell ?ngng'Without'others. |

| No intéfacti’aﬁam:tfh,other(é);\ |

LéY?H? Being w1th others. v

Interactional with other(s).

‘Level 2 Contrast from others

Lnghhghtmg 1dlosyncratlc and speclal
‘ qualltles s

Level ,2': Similitude to others. _

‘nghhghtmg shared qualities, act1v1t1es
' thoughts and/or feelings. ‘ ’

Level 3: Independent Control’ |

Gammg, or attemptmg to gain, control :

: over self others and/or a situation. .

k Level 3 Accord w1th Others

Gettmg along w1th or stnvmg to get

along with, others.

Level '4: ‘Conﬁdent Command.

Setf-assured, pro-active agent. -

Level 4: Belongingness. |

| Pinding one’s place with others.




E r"Table 3

" Percentages (frequencles) of Non-Narratlve and Narratlve Responses by Age

and Gender
‘High School High School .qulege " :~‘C;olleg'e
- Males -~ Females  Males 'FemaleS' '

Nen-Narrﬁ'tives ,'20%‘ | o 20% ' .} % - 0%

5 ) 3 1) 0)
" Narratives 80% | 80% 93% 100%

: (12) (12) 14 (15)

N=15 N=15 N=15 N=15
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| Tab’le 4.

| .i’eréentage (fljequehéiés) of Sefﬁngs and ‘,Types of ,S'e‘_ttin‘gs by Age and Gender

High School

| COllege 3

71

High School |  College
Males Females Males Females -
NoSet’tilvlg’ S § g
N 7% 33% 20% 20%
@ 5) ® G)
‘Routine ', | : | o
| : % 40% % 4%
) (6) 1) U
N_on'-Roﬁtine ’ : . v
| 66% 2% 73% 33%
0) @ ) ©)
N=15 N=15 N=15 N=15
~—




Table 5.

i’ercéntages (frequencies) of Modes of Self-Portrayal by Age and Gender

High School

'High School

College

College
~Males |  Females - Males * Females
. Descriptive 27% 27% 0% 0%
~ Accountings | . (4) @ 0 O
Lo 13% 47% | 7% 27% ..
~ Events (2) o 1) . )
. Single and 60% 13% 67% 21%
- Multiple Self- )] @ (10) 4)
Aspects : ‘
Socially- 0% 0% 13% 13%
Situated 0) ©) 7)) 2
- Reflective o » '
‘Understanding
1 Non-Socially 0% 13% 13% 33%
Situated © ) ) %)
- Reflective
|- Understanding
N=15 N=15 N=15 N=15
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Table 6.

~ Percentages (frequencies) of Other Characters and Types of Other Characters
- Presented with the Self-Protagonist by Age and Gender

College -

College

73

| Other High School | ' High School
- Characters | Males - Females Males Females
- presented ' o
‘with the Self-
_Protagonist
~ No Other 20% 7% 13% 13%
" Characters 3 (D) B ) )
Physical 33% 53% 27% 13%
Agents ©) N0 (4) 2)
Méntal Agents ' ,
e 40% 47% 33% 33%
7 ™ ©®) (11)
N=15 N=15 N=15 - N=15
&




Table 7.

, ’Percentages (frequencles) of Autonomous Self-Rehance and Soclally Embedded
‘ Soclorelatlonal Interactlonal Styles by Age and Gender

College

N=15

--Autqnomous - High School High School | College
" Self-Reliance | ~ Males  Females Males Females
- Style ' : - .
Being without 13% 13% 0% - 0%
"~ others @ @ ) ©
Contrast from 7% 7% 33% 7%
~ Others @) a 5) 1)
Tndependent | 33% 0% 4% 7%
Control ) © RO ()
" Confident 0% 0% % 13%
- Command - (0 (1)) (¢)) ’ 2
Socially e
. Embedded -
. Style '
" Being with 13% 20% % - | 0%
Others 2 (3 0) 0)
‘Similitade to 0% 13% 0% 13%
~ Others ©) Q) ) @)
“Accord with % 47% % 40%
Others (1) @) (1) ©)
Belongingness 7% 0% 7% 20% -
| (1) O 1) €)
- N=15 N=15 N=15
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APPENDIX

- *++DQ NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON ANY PART OF THIS

 QUESTIONNAIRE***
There are three parts to the questionnaire.
> Part one asks you some general questions.

» Part two is a creative writing exercise. Use as much paper as you need. THIS

PART OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE WILL MOST LIKELY TAKE THE
' MAJORITY OF YOUR TIME. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG
ANSWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS.

> Part three asks you about favorite activities and hobbies.

You do not need to worry about spelling or gpammar‘.
"Please raise your hand if yoﬁ have a ,questionor need extra paper.

Take as long as you need to complete this questionnaire.‘

Thank you for your time and participation.
% PLEASE ANSWER EACH QUESTION IN ORDER. DO NOT TURN TO _

" THE NEXT QUESTION UNTIL YOU HAVE COMPLETED THE

~PREVIOUS ONE.

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.
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i’lea_se circle or fill in the appropriate answers:

Age: | | " | - V'Ethnicity.f-
- . Sex: Male Female . - o ?_ Major‘:‘«A B
iCuvr‘rent.Yejar:‘Freshman' o Sophonior‘e ' Junior ~ Senior

.il?athér’s level of completed education:

Less thén 12“‘\ High Scho;ol- 2 year College: 4 Year‘Coliege Graduate School
o 'Mﬁther’s level of completed education: . | |
iess than 1 2“" High sphool 2 year College 4 Year Collége. | Graduate Scﬁool g

Father’s occupaﬁoh:

Mother’s occupation:

Do you have siblings? | Yes No -

How many? 1 2 3 4 5 or more

ilbw many people do yOu consider yourself very close to?

1 2 3 4 5} 6 or more
Who are the 'people you consider yourself very 'clo‘s_ey to? Please identify by role —-
ii.e., brother, girlfriend, neighbor, mom, etc.. |
iWhat occupation do you think you will most likely gd into?
How sure ére you that you will enter this Qccupatiqn?

Very sure | Somewhat sure ~ Unsure Very unsure
i)o you be_liéve, left to their own devices; people will behavé:

Selfishly ' | Unselfishly
Do you find growing older:
, Frightening quasurable
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Th1s study only mcludes responses to task- #1
. 1) erte about yourself as 1f you were a character in a story and descrrbe a - :
' A scene that captures who you are (Thls can be fictlonal or non-fictlonal)

| 2) Why do you thlnk thls character captures who you are‘7 |
3) Are there aspects or charactenstlcs of yourself that th1s character or. scene does
ot capnue?' |
4 If ‘so, please desc‘ribe' ;tlvlese and explain them tbe best yon can.

‘ 4) Can this‘cl_raracter do things that you norrnallycan not, or would not, do?
. ‘lf 50, please explain | | |
e :
***Partlclpants were given, stapled questlonnalre booklets that mcluded a blank

. _sheet of paper between each questlon The blank paper served two functlons 1)

‘To prevent seeing the,subsequent questlon,' and (2) extra space for responses;
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