Interpersonal Relations

PART 1

Personal Characteristics
that Influence or Relate to
Interpersonal Behavior

Robert D. Cecil

R. D. Cecil and Company
Human Resources Development

Copyright © 2000, 2021

R. D. Cecil and Company
All Rights Reserved.

IR(1)-i
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Introduction ....................................................................................................................................................................1
PART I: Personal Characteristics that Influence or
Relate to Interpersonal Behavior
Table A: Descriptions of Task- and People-Related Characterisitc .............................................4
Figure 1: Synthesized Model of Personal and External Factors That............................................8
Influence Motivation and Behavior

Section 1: Specific Characteristics and Their ........................................................................................ 9
Relationships to Interpersonal Behavior
Basic Motivation to Relate with Individuals and Groups .............................................................................................9
Satisfaction of Basic Needs/Drives..........................................................................................................................9
Social Needs .......................................................................................................................................................9
Physiological Needs ...........................................................................................................................................9
Safety Needs.......................................................................................................................................................9
Ego Needs...........................................................................................................................................................9
Self-Actualization Needs..................................................................................................................................10
Need-Related Psychological Phenomena ..............................................................................................................10
What People Fear .............................................................................................................................................10
What Hurts People Psychologically................................................................................................................. 11
Ego Defense Mechanisms ................................................................................................................................ 11
Table B: What Hurts People and What Makes Them Feel Good ...................................................12
What Makes People Feel Good Psychologically.............................................................................................13
Dysfunctional Ego Enhancement Measures ....................................................................................................13
Functional Ego Enhancement Measures..........................................................................................................14
Motive/Attitudinal Traits and Behavioral Tendencies that..........................................................................................15
Relate to Interpersonal Behavior
“Valued Matters” [Allport/Vernon/Lindzey] .........................................................................................................15
Interpersonal Values [Gordon] ...............................................................................................................................15
“Coping Values” [Gordon] .....................................................................................................................................15
Personality Traits (Behavioral Tendencies) ...........................................................................................................15
Other Specific Characteristics......................................................................................................................................15
Interpersonal Capabilities.......................................................................................................................................15
Physical Characteristics..........................................................................................................................................16

Section 2: Seashore’s Dimensions of Interpersonal Orientations ...................................................... 17
(and Specific Related Traits)
Initiative........................................................................................................................................................................17
Table C: General Relationships Among Seashore’s Interpersonal Dimensions........................... 18
and Various Specific Traits
Active......................................................................................................................................................................19
Passive ....................................................................................................................................................................19
Dependency ..................................................................................................................................................................19
Dependent...............................................................................................................................................................19
Independent ............................................................................................................................................................20
Interdependent ........................................................................................................................................................20
Self-Disclosure .............................................................................................................................................................20
Self-Disclosing .......................................................................................................................................................20
Non-Self-Disclosing...............................................................................................................................................20

IR(1)-ii

Expectations..................................................................................................................................................................21
Open........................................................................................................................................................................21
Hidden.....................................................................................................................................................................21
Connection....................................................................................................................................................................21
Intimate ...................................................................................................................................................................22
Time Contact ................................................................................................................................................................22
Little (Contact Time Required) ..............................................................................................................................22
Long (Contact Time Required) ..............................................................................................................................22
Status.............................................................................................................................................................................23
One Up....................................................................................................................................................................23
One Down...............................................................................................................................................................23
Resources......................................................................................................................................................................24
Competitive ............................................................................................................................................................24
Collaborative ..........................................................................................................................................................24
Non-Competitive ....................................................................................................................................................24
Emotional Range ..........................................................................................................................................................24
Emotional................................................................................................................................................................25
Emotionally Stable .................................................................................................................................................25
Conflict .........................................................................................................................................................................25
Generates Conflict..................................................................................................................................................25
Avoids Conflict .......................................................................................................................................................26
Moderates Conflict .................................................................................................................................................26
Concluding Perspectives ..............................................................................................................................................27

Section 3: Ego States and Associated Life Positions .............................................................................29
Figure 2: Basic Parent, Adult, Child, and “Synergistic Ego State Zones...................................28
Figure 3: Ego States, Their Sub-States, and Their Associated Life Positions ............................28
General..........................................................................................................................................................................29
Ego States .....................................................................................................................................................................29
Life Positions................................................................................................................................................................29
The Ego States and Their Associated Life Positions (General) ..................................................................................29
Exhibit 1: Illustration of Descriptive Terms’ Relative Meanings ................................................31
The Parent Ego State ....................................................................................................................................................31
The Critical Parent Sub-State.................................................................................................................................31
Table D: Ego States (Learned Role Patterns) and Associated .....................................................32
Aspects/Dimensions/Traits/Styles
The Very Critical (Autocratic) Parent State .....................................................................................................34
The Critical (Authoritarian) Parent State .........................................................................................................35
The Nurturing Parent Sub-State .............................................................................................................................35
The Adult Ego State .....................................................................................................................................................36
The Child Ego State .....................................................................................................................................................36
The Socialization of Childen..................................................................................................................................37
The Development of a Capacity for Empathy .................................................................................................37
Figure 4: Aspects of, and Processes Involved in, the Socialization Process ...............................38
The Imprinting (Learning) of Basic, Socially Oriented Values and Behavior Patterns..................................39
Development of An Identity and Self-Image...................................................................................................40
Development of the Ability to Make Moral Judgments ..................................................................................41
The Undersocialized Child (Sub-State) .................................................................................................................43
Figure 5: General Parental Influences on Children’s Ego States and .........................................44
Behavior as Adults
The Undersocialized Child Operating in the (Undersocialized) ...........................................................................46
Child State As an Adult
The Undersocialized Child Operating in the Critical Parent State As an Adult....................................................47

IR(1)-iii

The Compliant Child (Sub-State)...........................................................................................................................47
The Compliant Child Operating in the Compliant Child State As an Adult ...................................................48
The Compliant Child Operating in the Critical Parent State As an Adult.......................................................48
The Rebellious Child (Sub-State) ..........................................................................................................................48
The Rebellious Child Behaving in the Rebellious Child State As an Adult ...................................................49
The Rebellious Child Behaving in the Critical Parent State As an Adult .......................................................49
The (Socially) Adjusted Child (Sub-State) ............................................................................................................50
The Adjusted Child Behaving in the Adjusted Child State As an Adult .........................................................50
The Adjusted Child Behaving in the Nurturing Parent State As an Adult ......................................................50
The “Little Adult” (Sub-State) ...............................................................................................................................50
The “Synergistic” Ego State.........................................................................................................................................51
Figure 6: Ven Diagram of P-A-C ..................................................................................................51
Adults (Operating) in the Synergistic Ego State ....................................................................................................52
The Synergisitc (Totally Adjusted/Developed) Youngster (Sub-State).................................................................53

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

Human beings are social animals. We interact with each
other in many contexts—career, business, home and family,
spiritual, social, and recreational. Most of our interactions occur because we depend on each other’s services, goods, informational inputs, suggestions, attention, affection, and cooperation in order to satisfy basic needs and to attain personal
goals. Largely because the complexity of our culture is increasing at an increasing rate, we are becoming increasingly
dependent on each other. This increasing interdependence requires more functional interpersonal behavior than ever before.
How we behave toward others is extremely complex. There
are many ways in which we can interact or relate with others.
Why we behave toward others as we do is even more complex. There are countless factors that can be causing or at
least influencing behavior in any given situation. The more
we are aware of, think about, and deal with all the complexities involved, the better we can interact with others and carry
on our relationships. In this four-part book, we discuss the
complexities of interpersonal relations in considerable detail.
These two parts review various frames of reference for
understanding ourselves, others, and our relationships with
others. Each frame of reference provides a different perspective on interpersonal relations, because each looks at people’s
characteristics and interpersonal behavior patterns from a
slightly different angle or within a slightly different context.
The four parts also review principles of interpersonal behavior that are based on various experts’ insights into human relations. In addition, they discuss various interpersonal skills
that can help individuals establish and maintain more effective relationships. We discuss all these perspectives, principles, and skills in order to help individuals do the following:
(a) take a more in-depth look at themselves; (b) determine
how they are behaving interpersonally; (c) recognize why; (d)
take an in-depth look at those with whom they interact; (e)
determine how they are behaving—and why; (f) identify how
they themselves might behave more functionally; and (g)
further develop their interpersonal capabilities. In other
words, these four parts are aimed at helping people get along
well together.
Parts I and II expand on frames of reference for understanding human behavior that are presented in the segment of
the series entitled The Individual: A System of Characteristics. They have been written to help individuals gain greater
insight into themselves, others, and their relationships with
others.
Part I is entitled “Personal Characteristics that Influence or

Relate to Interpersonal Behavior.” Its three sections describe
and discuss basic attributes that underlie or influence an individual's social behavior:
1. personal characteristics that either motivate, enable,
or otherwise relate to interpersonal behavior;
2. key dimensions of interpersonal orientations;
3. ego states and their associated life positions; and
4. several typologies concerning types of people.
Part II is entitled “Patterns of Interpersonal Behavior.” Its
four sections describe and discuss complex interpersonal phenomena (which are influenced by the attributes of individuals
involved):
1. dynamics of the formation, development, and maintenance of relationships;
2. interpersonal behavior in groups; and
3. basic interpersonal styles.
The importance of all these perspectives, principles, and
skills cannot be overemphasized. More functional interactions
and relationships are desirable with respect to all our interpersonal roles. For example: Better husband/wife relationships
contribute to better family relationships. So do better parent/child relationships, which also contribute to the development of more functional social attitudes and behavior in successive generations. In turn, better family relationships help
make our lives more meaningful and fulfilling, strengthen our
culture, and stabilize our society. Similarly, better co-worker
and boss/subordinate relationships on the job make work
more fulfilling and improve teamwork and productivity.
What can make these and other relationships better? More
functional interpersonal behavior on all our parts. What can
we do to interact more effectively with others? Develop and
apply all of the following:
*
*
*
*
*
*

a better understanding of ourselves and others;
deeper insights into our social interactions and relationships;
a greater sensitivity to others’ needs and feelings;
a greater love of and concern for others;
more effective communicative skills;
and improved skills for solving interpersonal problems.

Developing and applying these inputs to more effective social interaction can help us do all the following:
a.

get along better together;
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b. cope more successfully with our lives and environments;
c. fulfill our own and others’ needs more adequately;
and
d. increase our own and others’ attainment of goals.
In other words, it can help to make the world go around in a
more orderly, congenial, pleasant, and fulfilling manner.
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PART I

Personal Characteristics that
Influence or Relate to Interpersonal Behavior

This part is divided into four sections.
Section 1 discusses the various personal characteristics that
either motivate, enable, describe, or otherwise relate to an individual’s interpersonal behavior. It includes a model that we
have developed to help us describe, analyze, and explain
people's behavior. This model, which synthesizes numerous
theories about human motivation and behavior, can be used to
show cause and effect relationships among the following: (a)
various categories of personal traits; (b) specific traits in the
various categories; and (c) the many environmental factors or
forces that can influence an individual’s characteristics,
attitudes, and behavior.
Sections 2 through 4 describe several very basic interpersonal phenomena that exert significant influences on an individual’s interpersonal behavior. These phenomena are related
to the specific characteristics discussed in Section 1.
Section 2 also describes various "dimensions" of individuals’ interpersonal orientations, and discusses them in terms
of related characteristics.
Section 3 describes various “ego states” and their associated
“life positions.” In addition to discussing these phenomena in

terms of related personal characteristics, it explains certain
relationships between the socialization process and the development of various interpersonal attitudes and behavioral tendencies.
Section 4 describes various “types of people” and discusses
them in terms of ego states, life positions, and levels of specific characteristics.
The specific personal traits mentioned in these four sections
are defined and described in detail in another segment of this
series. That segment, entitled The Individual: A System of
Characteristics, should be read before this one. Assuming
that it has been, and that the reader will not need such detailed
definitions here, we have simply included Table A (pages 4
through 7) for convenient reference. Table A provides an
abbreviated definition for each characteristic and indicates related traits or behavior patterns. The traits we will be discussing, and various relationships among them, are also indicated
in Figure 1 (page 8). Figure 1 is the behavior model mentioned above. It, too, is fully explained in the segment of the
series entitled The Individual.
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SECTION 1

Specific Characteristics and Their
Relationships to Interpersonal Behavior

Basic Motivation to Relate with
Individuals and Groups
Satisfaction of Basic Needs/Drives
Several frames of reference can be used to explain people’s
basic motivation for interacting or relating with each other.
One is the “Hierarchy of Needs,” a well-known model developed by Abraham Maslow.1 It deals with physiological needs,
safety needs, social needs, ego needs, and self-actualization
needs. These “basic needs/drives” are defined in Table A on
pages 4 through 7. Another well-known frame of reference
concerning basic needs was developed by David C. McClelland.2 It deals with the needs for affiliation, power, and
achievement—all of which can be associated with certain
needs on Maslow’s Hierarchy.

Since we in our society have specialized roles or occupations and cannot provide all things for ourselves, we are dependent on each other in some way and to some degree to
help us fulfill physiological needs. These interdependencies,
which are particularly evident in urban areas, almost always
require interaction with other people. For example: To eat,
most of us must interact with either farmers, clerks in grocery
stores, restaurant personnel, and/or those family members
who prepare our meals. To minimize pain, we often interact
with doctors, nurses, pharmacists, and other people in the
health care field. To fulfill sexual needs, we interact with
another individual.
Thus, even though our physiological needs are not as “socially motivating” as social needs, they can still underlie our
motivation to interact with other people. The same can be said
about safety needs.

Social Needs

Safety Needs

The most obvious basic needs underlying people’s formation and maintenance of relationships are Maslow’s “social
needs”—the needs to associate with others, to obtain their approval or acceptance, to belong, and to give and receive
friendship or love. McClelland’s “need for affiliation” can be
equated with these needs. Such needs can only be satisfied
through interpersonal (social) interactions and relationships.

We also have needs for protection from physical harm,
danger, attack, illness, and deprivation. As a result, we often
group together in tribes, clans, small communities, and neighborhoods for mutual protection. We are all familiar with the
old saying, “There is safety in numbers.”

People normally gravitate toward individuals and groups
with whom they share (or think they share) characteristics that
are more or less important to both. Having something in
common with other people is important to us. It gives us a
warm feeling and a sense of security to be able to say the following: “I’m not different; I’m like you. Because we have certain things in common, we’re not a threat to each other. We
should be able to relate to each other, like each other, get
along together, and give each other the attention, affection,
and positive strokes we both need.”

Physiological Needs
We all have physiological needs for food, water, sex, excretion, rest, sensory stimulation, and the minimization of
pain. These are often called “self-preservation needs” as well
as “physiological needs.”

Ego Needs
Maslow identified two types of ego needs. Self-esteem
needs are the needs for an identity or self-image, knowledge,
competence, self-confidence, independence, achievement,
self-respect, and power or influence. McClelland’s “need for
power” and “need for achievement” can be associated with
this group of ego needs. Reputation needs are the needs for
status, recognition, prestige, and others’ respect and admiration.
In general, we are motivated to form one-on-one and group
relationships largely in order to reinforce, enhance, or protect
our own ego/self-image. Why? Because, for the most part, we
are who we are relative to other people. Interactions and relationships with individuals and social groups are essentially
vehicles that enable us to compare ourselves with others and
to form and then maintain our self-images or identities.
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Individuals do not ordinarily seek membership in a group
unless they more or less expect to derive an identity and status
that is fairly compatible with their existing self-image. Conequently, when members of a group demonstrate acceptance
of an individual into the group, their positive reactions tend to
reinforce the individual’s self-image. This is obviously egoserving.

lems. The reason is very basic to human nature: We often enhance our own egos or self-images by putting others down in
order to “put ourselves up”—that is, to make ourselves feel
more OK or superior in some respect relative to those with
whom we have contact. We will discuss this phenomenon
within several contexts in Parts I and II.

Individuals can derive a feeling of importance through
membership in a group. How a group perceives an individual’s characteristics will partly affect his or her status within
the group.

Self-Actualization Needs

One particular person might want to be “a big fish in a small
pond.” Such a person would seek relatively high, ego-serving
status in a group. On the other hand, another person might
settle for being “a small fish in a big pond.” In this case, status
in the group may be relatively low, but the individual could be
attempting to associate with (and become identified with)
those who are perceived as being superior in some respect, as
having greater status, or as having a better reputation than
people outside the group. “Identifying” with certain people,
therefore, can also be ego-serving.
Many individuals join groups because groups provide opportunities to assert oneself over others and to influence if not
dominate others. The underlying, ego-related motives being
fulfilled in such cases are likely to be the need for power and
the need to reinforce one’s self-image.
People often join groups in order to increase their ability to
influence if not control the attitudes and behavior of other
individuals and groups. The old saying that applies here is,
“United we stand, divided we fall.”
Joining one or more groups has other ego-related benefits.
Being accepted into a group helps us to feel “socially secure”
and increases our emotional stability. Once established in a
group, we need not approach new groups with the fear of not
being accepted. Put another way, we need not continually experience the anxiety that accompanies conflicting motives to
approach and avoid. (Approach-Avoidance conflicts exist
when we do not know whether the situation will be ego-enhancing and pleasurable or ego-threatening and psychologically painful).
For most people, some degree of ego fulfillment occurs as a
result of interaction with other people. Unfortunately, our
egos are like a two-edged sword. On the positive side, they
are largely responsible for our formation of relationships and
for our initiative, hard work, creativity, and pride in our accomplishments. On the negative side, however, they are also
responsible for most of our interpersonal problems, many of
which have implications for societal and international prob

According to Maslow and others, we also have the needs
(either active or latent) for developing our potentials to the
fullest and for becoming what we have the potential to become. To develop our potentials to the fullest, we must learn,
be taught, be shown, and be guided by parents, husbands,
wives, religious leaders, friends, coaches, mentors, bosses,
subordinates, co-workers, customers, suppliers, professionals
in various fields, and others. To become what we have the potential to become, we need the assistance and support of many
of the same people. (Similarly, without the help of others,
few can accomplish what they have the potential to accomplish). Being taught, guided, and helped all require various
types of interpersonal interactions.
Some people form one-on-one relationships and join social
groups in order to develop their interpersonal skills. Regardless of whether or not they are actually motivated by the need
for self-actualization, membership in a social group does contribute to the development of knowledge and skills involved
in understanding and judging social behavior, communicating
with others, and dealing with interpersonal conflicts.
As shown above, then, we all depend on other people—
either individually or in groups—for satisfaction of basic
needs and attainment of personal goals (which revolve around
basic needs and various need-related values).

Need-Related Psychological Phenomena
What People Fear
When we ask students and seminar participants what they
and other people fear, we usually receive very similar responses.
Fears that revolve around physiological and safety needs
include:
a. becoming seriously ill;
b. being physically harmed;
c. the "unknown" (unknown dangers);
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d. losing a job (and the steady income that allows one
to provide for personal and family needs); and
e. death.
Fears that revolve around social and ego needs include:
a. not being liked or loved;
b. being avoided or “left out”;
c. being embarrassed or “losing face” (e.g., appearing
to be incompetent, weak, or wrong; losing one’s
status in a group; losing one’s reputation; losing
one’s job; not being the person promoted; and having other people witness one’s weaknesses or transgressions);
d. the unknown (e.g., not knowing what another person
expects of one; not knowing how someone really
feels about one; and not knowing what is going on
that might affect one);
e. not being able to influence what is happening to one;
and
f. being psychologically hurt by someone.

What Hurts People Psychologically
When we ask students and seminar participants what others
could do to hurt them psychologically, we receive many of the
responses listed in the left-hand column of Table B (next
page).
These behaviors (behavior patterns) are all forms of negative feedback, which are also called “aversive stimuli,” “negative strokes,” and “cold pricklies.” They tend to diminish
one’s self-esteem and sense of personal worth, thereby negatively affecting and arousing one particular group of basic
needs—ego needs.
With reference to Figure 1 (page 8), such behaviors are examples of the negative feedback that the left side of the head
could be experiencing.
Negative feedback tends to result when an individual (a)
integrates a response based on inappropriate attitudes or incomplete knowledge, (b) uses an underdeveloped ability, or
(c) otherwise behaves inappropriately or dysfunctionally
when interacting with the environment. It can also result when
behavior is appropriate, but (a) environmental obstructions
are present, and/or (b) need-fulfilling vehicles/instruments are
either absent or inadequate.
As shown in Figure 1, experiencing negative feedback
generates physical and/or psychological pain in emotion centers of the brain. Examples of psychologically painful emotions are embarrassment, hurt, frustration, discouragement,

and anxiety. In turn, pain-—particularly psychological pain
—can . . .
a. wound one’s ego;
b. generate internal conflict;
c. create negative expectancy that engaging in the activity or situation in the future will elicit satisfying
feedback;
d. not reinforce the behavior pattern just used;
e. signal that the behavior pattern used must be adjusted, modified, or further developed; and
f. activate ego-defense mechanisms.
Some people maintain that individuals do not have the power to hurt us psychologically. They believe that we “let ourselves be hurt.” In some respects this may be true. In our
view, we “let ourselves be hurt” by not growing and maturing,
by not developing a healthy self-image and becoming more
self-actualizing, and by continuing to operate at the ego need
level, where we can be hurt and do tend to utilize ego defense
mechanisms. However, since most of us do operate at the ego
rather than self-actualization level, other people do have the
power to hurt us. In effect, we give them this power “by default.”

Ego Defense Mechanisms
When most of us experience negative feedback, we use various psychological defense mechanisms to protect our egos
(identities/self-images) and keep them from being hurt. These
ego defense mechanisms include the following:
Suppression: Attempting to hide a personal weakness or
failure from others, and/or, trying to keep others from
finding out that one has made a mistake or has caused a
problem.
Denial: Denying—either to oneself or others—that one
has made a mistake, has a problem, or has caused a problem.
Projection: Blaming others (instead of oneself) for a
mistake or problem, and/or, attributing to others the same
weaknesses and shortcomings that one finds in oneself.

These first three defense mechanisms constitute our “first
line of defense” against negative feedback. The following
nine mechanisms constitute our “second line of defense.”
They come into play when other people have found out our
weaknesses, mistakes, wrongs, or problems, and it is clear that
we (a) cannot deny them, (b) cannot shift the blame to
someone else, and (c) must deal with the psycho-emotional
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consequences within ourselves.
Rationalization: Justifying one’s shortcomings, mistakes, or problems with “reasons” (excuses) that help
keep one’s self-image intact.
Compensation:
Engaging in alternative activities,
wherein one is more capable of being successful and
generating ego-reinforcing positive feedback.
Sublimation: Unconsciously blocking psychologically
painful experiences from rising to the level of conscious
awareness.
Repression: Consciously pushing negative emotions and
thoughts out of one’s mind.
Identification: Identifying with (perhaps by associating
with) those who appear more successful, liked, respected, or admired than oneself.
Fantasy: Substituting daydreams for reality (i.e., dreamily thinking about things being the way one wishes they
could be).
Regression: Reverting to behavior patterns involved in
more ego-satisfying situations or circumstances of the
past (e.g., “regressing to child-like behavior”).
Aggression: Taking out one’s frustration, anxiety, resentment, or anger on other people.
Undoing: Trying to “right the wrong,” and/or, “doing
penance” by causing personal suffering.

In effect, these mechanisms are the shields we use and the
armor we wear to protect our egos. For this reason, learning
and using these mechanisms has been called “armoring” by
psychologists and sociologists.
Although we tend to use defense mechanisms unconsciously
rather than consciously, we all use them. Some individuals
use them only occasionally. Others, however, use them
frequently. Frequent use can indicate that an individual (a) is
experiencing psychologically traumatic problems or situations; (b) is not coping well with the environment and the
problems being experienced; (c) is not receiving adequate
support and positive feedback from others; (d) has a very unhealthy self-image; and/or (e) may need professional help.

What Makes People Feel Good Psychologically
As one might expect, the things that make us feel good
psychologically are just the opposite of the things that hurt us
psychologically. These behaviors are listed in the right-hand
column of Table B.
The listed behaviors are all forms of positive feedback,
which are also called “reinforcers,” “positive strokes,” and
“warm fuzzies.” They tend to reinforce or enhance one’s selfesteem, sense of personal worth, and sense of having a desirable reputation. Some would also say that they help “validate
one’s existence.” In other words, they reinforce or enhance
one’s ego.
With reference to Figure 1, such behaviors are examples of
the positive feedback that the right side of the head could be
experiencing.
A person is more likely to be successful and to experience
positive feedback when the ability or behavior pattern just
used has been appropriate, goal-congruent, adequately developed, or otherwise functional for accomplishing what was intended. This statement assumes, however, that (a) environmental obstructions are not present, and (b) need-fulfilling
vehicles/instruments are both present and adequate.
As shown on the right side of Figure 1, experiencing positive feedback generates physical and/or psychological pleasure in emotion centers of the brain. In turn, pleasure tends to:
a. build up one’s ego (i.e., reinforce or enhance one’s
identity, self-image, and sense of reputation);
b. reinforce positive attitudes toward the activity or situation; and
c. reinforce the behavior pattern just used.

Dysfunctional Ego Enhancement Measures
Once we have established an initial identity or self-image,
we not only begin to protect it by using defense mechanisms,
but we also begin to enhance and reinforce it. We use various
measures to bring about or give ourselves positive feedback.
The following are the negative or dysfunctional measures
that many people use. They are aimed at what we call “selfsuperiorization” (self-elevation or self-exaltation). In general,
they enhance one’s own ego at the expense of other people’s
feelings and egos. Thus, we believe that their use should be
avoided.
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Identifying: Identifying/associating with those who appear to be more successful, respected, admired, or liked
than oneself. (Although this usually does no harm to
others, it does not necessarily result in personal development and an improved ability to cope.)
Criticizing/Ridiculing/Blaming: “Putting other people
down” in order to “put oneself up” (feel superior to others in some respect).
Dominating/Intimidating: Using power, authority, or
influence in order to control others and feel superior to
them (as an authoritarian boss, spouse, or parent might
do).
Creating Dependency: Causing others to become financially, emotionally, or otherwise dependent on one, so
that one can control and feel superior to them.
Manipulating/Using: Manipulating, using, or otherwise
taking advantage of others in order to feel more powerful, competent, shrewd, or successful than they.
Unfairly Outcompeting Others: Becoming more successful than others by deceiving them, obstructing their
activities, undermining their efforts, subverting their relationships, or otherwise unfairly putting them at a disadvantage.
“Getting One Up”: Acquiring and/or talking about
having something more or better than another person has
—e.g., a better-paying job, a larger house, a fancier or
faster car, a higher score, travel to more places, more
knowledge or experience, more skill, more power or influence, a greater number of friends, or more important
acquaintances.
Applying Double Standards: Applying different standards to oneself and others in order to make oneself come
out ahead in some respect.
Hurting Others: Consciously or unconsciously hurting
people in other ways mentioned in Table B—in order to
feel superior to them (less vulnerable than they).
As we will discuss in Parts Iand II, using the measures
mentioned above causes most if not all interpersonal problems and conflicts.

Functional Ego Enhancement Measures
We think that there are much more positive and constructive
ways to enhance and reinforce one’s ego. Since the following
measures generally do little if any harm to others, we believe
that they should be emphasized by parents, teachers, organizations, and peers:
Personal Development: Acquiring or developing the
knowledge, attitudes, and capabilities that enable an individual to (a) cope successfully with life and the environment, (b) become more self-actualized, and (c) behave in a less egocentric (self-centered) manner.
Association: Associating with those who (a) can contribute to one’s personal development, and (b) are inclined to be understanding, respectful, helpful, benevolent, and supportive.
Creative/Innovative Self-Expression: Expressing one’s
thoughts, ideas, or feelings in a constructive, creative, innovative manner; also, “giving birth” to an idea, insight,
or concept that, in effect, is “one’s own baby.”
Planning and Problem-Solving: Preventing problems
through effective planning; confronting them when they
do arise, and immediately taking effective steps to solve
them (so that they will not get worse, recur, or cause additional problems).
Striving to Achieve or Succeed (Fairly): Putting forth
maximum effort and using one’s skills to the fullest (in a
fair, responsible, non-manipulative manner) in order to
be successful or to achieve something worthwhile.
Behaving Maturely: Behaving conscientiously, unselfishly, respectfully, benevolently, tolerantly, developmentally, and supportively toward others. (Treating others maturely generates positive, ego-enhancing feedback
from others.)

Interpersonal phenomena such as socially-related needs, ego
defense and enhancement measures, and positive and negative
feedback exert enormous influences on the development and
maintenance of interpersonal relationships. Not surprisingly,
therefore, we will be referring to them quite often in Parts I
and II.
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Motive/Attitudinal Traits and
Behavioral Tendencies Related to
Interpersonal Behavior
“Valued Matters”
[Allport/Vernon/Lindzey]
The values measured by the psychological instrument deeloped by Allport, Vernon, and Lindzey3 are defined briefly
in Table A (pages 4 through 7). They include the social
(altruistic) value, the economic value, the political value, the
intellectual (theoretical) value, the religious value, and the
aesthetic (artistic) value.
Each of these six areas of people’s “concerns” can affect
how they relate with each other. For example: People who are
highest in the economic and/or political values can tend to
behave rather selfishly in their relationships with others. On
the other hand, those who are highest in the social value tend
to behave more unselfishly, benevolently, conscientiously,
morally, and ethically toward others.

Interpersonal Values [Gordon]
Leonard Gordon4 has developed a frame of reference for
describing and explaining types of interpersonal behavior. His
psychological instrument measures the following “interpersonal values” (and associated behavioral tendencies):
leadership; recognition; benevolence; support; conformity;
and independence. These values are also defined in Table A.
Each of these values (concerns) can also affect how people
behave toward and relate with others. For example: Those
who are highest in “conformity” will tend to behave in the
most moral, conscientious, self-controlled manner toward
others (assuming that the norms to which they are conforming
emphasize functional rather than dysfunctional behavior
toward others). Those who are highest in the concern for
“leadership” will tend to assume a more self-assertive role in
their various relationships with others.

Although they may do so to a smaller degree and in a more
indirect manner than the other values, all of these areas of
concerns affect how people behave toward and relate with
others, too. For example: Those who are very high in the
achievement value can tend to devote less time to interpersonal relationships than do other types of people. On the other
hand, those who are high in “variety” may actually seek many
new relationships.

Personality Traits
(Behavioral Tendencies)
Different psychologists use different names for personality
traits/tendencies. In Table A (pages 4 through 7), we define a
number of specific traits identified by Gordon, Thurstone,
Guilford/Zimmerman, Bernreuter, Gough, and others.6 These
include: self-confidence, dominance (self-assertiveness), sociability, social conscientiousness, adaptability, social maturity, responsibility, original thinking, emotional stability, and
self-control.
As the definitions indicate, each trait involves several finite
but related behavioral tendencies that, in some way and to
some degree, affect interpersonal relationships. The ways in
which high and low levels of these traits can affect relationships positively or functionally should be rather obvious. The
ways in which high and low levels can affect relationships
negatively or dysfunctionally should also be rather obvious.
In Part II, we will discuss how levels of these traits influence
broad or general patterns of interpersonal behavior. In Part
III, we will discuss how similarities and differences between
two individuals’ levels of these traits can be sources of interpersonal conflicts.

Other Specific Characteristics
Other personal characteristics include physical traits and
various people-related capabilities.

Interpersonal Capabilities
“Coping Values” [Gordon]
Gordon has also developed a frame of reference that deals
with what he calls “personal values.”5 We are inclined to call
them “coping values,” because they involve people’s orientations toward dealing with their lives and environments. These
six values, measured on Gordon’s second instrument, are
defined in Table A: practical-mindedness, achievement, variety, decisiveness, orderliness, and goal-orientedness.

The interpersonal capabilities or skills defined in Table A
should also be emphasized: social insight/intelligence (which
is influenced to some extent by one’s levels of academic intelligence and social experience); interpersonal sensitivity; communicative skills; and conflict resolution (problem-solving)
skills.
While needs/drives, values, and personality tendencies
largely influence one’s motivation or inclination to behave
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toward others in various ways, these capabilities influence
one’s ability to behave toward others as one might like to
behave. Some individuals have people-oriented motives, but
do not have well-developed people-related skills. Others have
developed the skills, but are not necessarily motivated to use
them.
Social insight, interpersonal sensitivity, communicative
skills, conflict resolution skills, and other interpersonal skills
will be discussed later.

Physical Characteristics
Facial features, physical build, and other physical characteristics also influence our behavior toward and interactions
with others.
Physical characteristics can indirectly influence one’s values, personality traits, and interests in the following manner:

Whether we like it or not, our “looks” are often the basis for
other people’s first (and sometimes lingering) impressions of
us. On one hand, we may look trustworthy to one person, be
trusted, and be given positive feedback. On the other hand,
we may look dishonest to another person, not be trusted, and
be given negative feedback. Similarly, because of our facial
features, stature, and physical proportions, one person may
feel romantically inclined toward us and give us positive feedback, while another may not.
Individuals often detect other people’s reactions to their appearance and other physical characteristics. Positive reactions
(positive feedback) from others tend to reinforce a positive,
healthy self-image. They also tend to reinforce positive attitudes toward others, which, in turn, can be reflected in positive “people-oriented” values, personality traits, and interests.
Negative reactions (negative feedback), on the other hand,
tend to generate the opposite effects.
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SECTION 2

Dimensions of Interpersonal Orientations
(and Specific Related Traits)

Psychologist Charles Seashore7 has developed a very useful
frame of reference for gaining insight into one’s own and others’ interpersonal behavior. It consists of ten key interpersonal
“dimensions”: initiative; dependency; self-disclosure; expectations; connection; time-contact; status; resources; emotional
range; and conflict.
Before beginning to discuss each dimension, we should
mention several points.
First: These dimensions deal with people’s general tendencies to behave toward most other people in certain ways.
Those who are “high” in a particular dimension will tend to
behave one way, while those who are “low” will tend to behave another way (or in thje opposite way). As one might
expect, however, there can be exceptions to these “general
tendencies.” The exceptions are usually due to two sets of
factors: (a) levels of other dimensions and characteristics,
which can also be influencing a person’s behavior; and (b) the
characteristics, attitudes, and behavior of the other person or
persons with whom the individual is interacting.
Second: In order to explain the different levels of these
dimensions, we discuss the levels of specific personal characteristics that we think underlie them and can be associated
with them. Table C (next page) summarizes these general
interrelationships among Seashore’s interpersonal dimensions
and various specific traits. [Since Seashore has not yet developed a test instrument for measuring individuals’ levels of the
ten dimensions, there are no data available to verify the relationships we have indicated. The table reflects our own views,
which are based on definitions of traits, definitions of dimensions, and the Trait Intercorrelation Table found on page
56 of the segment of the series entitled The Individual: A
System of Characteristics.]
Third: Please note that, in Table C, some trait level boxes
are shaded, while others are not. The shaded boxes indicate
the levels of specific traits and other dimensions that may
cause or be most responsible for the level of the dimension
being discussed. The unshaded boxes indicate the levels of
specific traits and other dimensions that can usually be associated with the level of the dimension being discussed. Also
note that, instead of using the term “ego needs” in the left column, we have used the term “ego level.” We think that this
distinction is important. Although most people are rather high
in ego needs, some have a high ego level (a high or strong

self-image or identity), while others have a low ego level (a
low or weak self-image or identity).
Fourth: To gain greater insight into your own interpersonal
behavior as you read this section, we recommend that you do
the following: After reading about a particular dimension—
and the traits and behavior associated with being “high,”
“low,” or “in between”—take some time to identify your level
of that dimension. You can do so by making a personal assessment (from “very high” to “very low”). Better yet, if you
have taken a battery of psychological measurement instruments in conjunction with covering the segment of the series
entitled The Individual: A System of Characteristics, compare
your scores with the levels of the traits that are associated
with being “high,” “low,” or “medium” in that dimension. We
also recommend that you take some time to do several things
that will help improve your relationship with someone close
to you: (a) assess the other person’s level of each dimension;
(b) compare your levels; (c) consider the implications of your
similarities and differences; and then (d) think about what you
might do to “bridge any gaps between you.”

Initiative
Seashore measures this dimension on a continuum that
ranges from “active” (high in initiative) to “passive” (low in
initiative).
This dimension can be directly associated with a person’s
level of sociability (level on a continuum between introversion and extroversion). Sociability is largely a function of
one’s ego level and level of self-confidence, which, in turn,
are underlain by one’s “sense of personal competence,”
“sense of self-worth,” “sense of psychological well-being,”
and “sense of social acceptance.”
At one end of the continuum, the highly self-confident,
sociable extrovert tends to be “active” (tends to be outgoing
and to approach interpersonal situations). At the other end of
the continuum, the introvert tends to be “passive” (tends to
avoid or withdraw from interpersonal interaction). Ambiverts
are in the middle of the scale. They can be slightly extroverted
in some situations and slightly introverted in others.
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Active (in initiative)
At least two basic types of people can be relatively high in
initiative. However, the two groups have different trait profiles, and are, therefore, “active” for different reasons.
Unshaded Hi’s and Lo’s in the “Active” column in Table C
indicate levels of characteristics possessed by the highly sociable, affiliative people who are genuinely warm, kind, and
friendly. Their intiative in approaching and dealing with people is directly a function of medium to relatively high levels
of self-image, social needs, and self-confidence. They tend to
be about medium or average in their levels of self-control and
concerns for leadership, support, and independence. They
also tend to be medium to relatively high in these associated,
people-oriented traits: the social and benevolence values; selfassertiveness; social conscientiousness; social maturity; and
emotional stability.
These people’s relatively high levels of self-image and selfconfidence can often be a function of certain other personal
traits. For example: Many if not most are probably “high
enough” in the two sets of traits that facilitate experiencing
the positive feedback that strenghtens self-image and selfconfidence: (a) the economic, political, or achievement values
that normally motivate people to put forth enough effort to be
successful in their own and others’ eyes; and (b) the career-related and interpersonal skills that enable people to behave
successfully.
With respect to Seashore’s other dimensions, such people
also tend to be interdependent, equal with others in status, and
collaborative with respect to gaining, using, or consuming
resources.
The second group of rather active people, whose profiles we
have not shown in Table C, are more self-centered and less
genuinely warm and friendly than the first group. They, too,
are high in self-image and self-confidence. But they are also
high in self-oriented traits such as the following: the economic
and political values; the concerns for leadership, recognition,
and independence; the desire to be "one up" in status; and
competitiveness for resources. On the other hand, they tend to
be relatively low in people-oriented traits such as the social
and benevolence values, the concern for support, social
conscientiousness, social maturity, and self-control. They are
basically self-oriented, and, as a result, take the initiative in
interacting with others in order to form and utilize self-serving
relationships.

Passive (in initiative)
Highly introverted individuals generally have the trait levels

indicated under the “Passive” column. They tend to be low in
ego level (self-image) and self-confidence. Consequently,
they also tend to be high in the need for others’ support and
low in independence, the concern for leadership, dominance,
and emotional stability. Some are considerably lower than
average in social needs.
Many of these people are relatively low in self-image and
self-confidence, because their levels of career-related and/or
interpersonal motivational traits and skills are not high
enough for them to behave more successfully and generate
ego-strengthening positive feedback.
With respect to Seashore’s other dimensions, passive
individuals tend to be dependent, “one down” in status, and
non-competitive. They are also likely to be low in self-disclosure, hidden (rather than open) regarding their expectations,
and distant (rather than intimate) in connection. They avoid
controversy and conflict. As in the case of active individuals,
there are actually two types of passive individuals, each having slightly different profiles and each being low in initiative
for different reasons. Because the differences between these
types of people are somewhat more complicated, we will save
our discussion regarding the second type for Part II.

Dependency
This dimension ranges from “dependent” (on one end of the
scale) to “interdependent” (in the middle) to “independent”
(at the other end). It corresponds to the interpersonal value
called “independence” by Leonard Gordon and others (but
obviously describes related tendencies in terms of the other
end of the scale).

Dependent (low in independence)
Dependent individuals are usually high in social needs and
the concerns for others’ understanding, support, kindness, and
positive feedback. This is largely because they are relatively
low in self-image, self-confidence, self-assertiveness, and
emotional stability.
These and other factors or circumstances can also be largely
responsible for these tendencies: (a) such people do not
possess the motivation and/or skill levels necessary to be
more successful, self-sufficient, and independent; (b) they are
infants or persons with illnesses or disabilities, and must rely
on others to fulfill their needs; and/or (c) they are being kept
materially, financially, or emotionally dependent by domineering or manipulative parents, spouses, or bosses.
With respect to Seashore’s other dimensions, dependent
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individuals are also inclined to be “one down” in status, noncompetitive, and emotional.

Independent (high in independence)
Independent persons tend to be relatively low in social
needs and the concern for others’ support. This is largely because they are relatively high in underlying traits such as ego
level, self-confidence, self-assertiveness, and emotional stability.
Many if not most independent people possess these trait
levels for reasons that are opposite those mentioned above.
With respect to Seashore’s other dimensions, such people
are also inclined to be “one up” in status and “competitive”
with respect to resources.

Interdependent (medium in independence)
Unlike the two extremes, interdependent people are generally medium to relatively high in the underlying and associated characteristics mentioned above. They are also more
socially mature and more inclined to “give and take” in relationships with others.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, interdependent
people can be described as follows: willing to be “equal” with
others in status; “collaborative” with respect to resources; and
average in emotionality.

Self-disclosure
This dimension ranges on a scale from high to low. It deals
with how readily and truthfully individuals can talk about
themselves—that is, their experiences, thoughts, feelings,
characteristics, strengths, weaknesses, problems, hopes, fears,
goals, successes, mistakes, and failures.

Self-disclosing (high in disclosure)
High self-disclosure is largely underlain by a healthy selfimage and a high level of self-confidence. It is also underlain
by medium to relatively high levels of extroversion (“thinking
extroversion” and “emotional extroversion” as well as “social
extroversion”), adaptability (self-honesty), and emotional
stability.
As in the cases of high initiative and independence, a
relatively high level in self-disclosure can largely be a func-

tion of having adequate or higher levels of various careerrelated and interpersonal motivational traits and skills. In
terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, we think of self-disclosing people as being “intimate” in connection and “open”
about their expectations concerning relationships.

Non-self-disclosing (low in disclosure)
Low self-disclosure is largely underlain by a low self-image,
high levels of insecurity and ego-defensiveness, and low selfconfidence. It is also underlain by relatively low levels of
adaptability and emotional stability.
As in the cases of dependence and low initiative, relatively
low self-disclosure can largely be a function of having “inadequate” levels of various career-related and interpersonal motivational traits and skills.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, we associate low
self-disclosure with tendencies to be “distant” in connection
and “hidden” with respect to expressing expectations of relationships. We also associate it with being “suppressive.”
(Suppression is one of the ego defense mechanisms we discussed earlier.)
It must be acknowledged, however, that another set of traits
can be partly if not wholly responsible for low self-disclosure.
Although we have not provided their profile in Table C under
the “Low” column, some individuals not only hide who they
really are, but also pretend to be someone they are not—so
that it will be easier for them to manipulate and use other
people for their own selfish purposes. Such people tend to be
high in self-image level, ego needs, competitiveness, the
economic and political values, dominance, and the desire to
be “one up” on others in status. They tend to be relatively low
in people-oriented traits such as the social and benevolence
values, conformity, social conscientiousness, social maturity,
and self-control.
It must also be acknowledged that various circumstances
can be partly if not wholly responsible for low self-disclosure.
Quite often, the degree to which an individual is self-disclosing depends on the degree to which he or she trusts the
other party to the relationship. [This depends not only on
traits affecting the individual’s “trustingness,” but also on the
individual’s perception of the other person’s trustworthiness,
which, in turn, is a function of the other person’s actual (perhaps past) trustworthiness.] In general, individuals are less
self-disclosing toward people whom they do not or cannot
trust. This is particularly true of individuals who are already
low in self-disclosure and associated traits by nature.

IR(1)-21

Expectations
This dimension ranges on a continuum from “hidden” to
“open.” In our view, it is closely related to self-disclosure,
since underlying traits are almost the same. The main difference is that “disclosure” basically refers to thoughts and
feelings about oneself, while “expectations” basically refers to
thoughts and feelings about one’s relationship with the other
person.

Open (in expressing expectations)
People who are “open” and readily express their expectations about relationships tend to be relatively high in underlying traits such as self-confidence, adaptability, sociability
(social extroversion), thinking and emotional extroversion,
and emotional stability.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, we associate
“openness” with relatively high self-disclosure. After all, people are actually being self-disclosing when they are relating
their personal thoughts and feelings concerning their expectations about a relationship. In addition, “open people” tend to
be “intimate” in connection.
Like self-disclosure, openness involves trust and implies
truthfulness. Thus, it, too, can partly depend on other factors
and characteristics. People in general tend to be more open
and truthful about their expectations when they trust the other
party to a relationship. They also tend to be more truthful
when they are relatively high in adaptability (self-honesty),
social conscientiousness, social maturity, and self-control.
People with these traits tend to be more idealistic than opportunistic about relationships, and, therefore, are less inclined to
“take advantage of others.” Consequently, they have no need
to hide their intentions toward others.

Hidden (regarding expectations)
People who generally hide their expectations concerning
relationships tend to be relatively low in underlying traits such
as ego level, self-confidence, sociability, adaptability, and
emotional stability. They also tend to be relatively high in
associated traits such as defensiveness and thinking and emotional introversion. (Of course, their defensiveness can be
partly due to a lack of trust in the other individual’s motives.)
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, we associate
“hidden expectations” with being low in self-disclosure and
“distant” in connection.

Those who normally hide their expectations can be more
open in their relationships with select individuals—individuals whom they trust, by whom they do not feel threatened,
and with whom they feel especially comfortable.
Here, too, it must be acknowledged that another set of traits
can be partly if not wholly responsible for certain people hiding their expectations. Although we have not provided their
profile in Table C under the “Hidden” column, some people
hide their expectations of and intentions toward others in
order to make it easier for them to manipulate and take advantage of others. As in the case of “low disclosure,” such
people tend to be high in ego level, ego needs, the economic
and political values, dominance, the desire to be “one up” in
status, and competitiveness. At the same time, they tend to be
relatively low in people-oriented traits such as the social and
benevolence values, conformity, social conscientiousness,
social maturity, and self-control.
It must also be acknowledged that various circumstances
can be partly if not wholly responsible for hidden expectations. Quite often, the degree to which an individual hides his
or her expectations and intentions depends on the degree to
which he or she trusts the other party to the relationship. As
would be expected, most individuals are less open toward
those whom they do not trust. This is particularly true of individuals who are already low in “expectations” and associated
traits by nature.

Connection
This dimension ranges on a scale from “intimate” to “distant.”
In our view, the degree of connection (intimacy) between
two people partly depends on each’s levels of the four dimensions already discussed: initiative, dependency, self-disclosure, and openness (expectations). Along with certain other
characteristics, these dimensions—and the traits that either
underlie or can be associated with them—affect individuals’
“motivational inclination and behavioral tendency” to be
intimate.

Intimate (in connection)
People who tend to be intimate in their relationships are
typically higher than other types of people in two groups of
traits.
First, they are above average to relatively high in motivational characteristics that induce close, intimate interactions.
These include self-image/ego level, social needs, interde-
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pendency, the concern for support, the social and benevolence
values, and sociability.
Second, they are also medium to relatively high in two sets
of “enabling characteristics” that make it possible for them to
behave intimately. Connection-enabling skills include: interpersonal sensitivity; social insight; and communicative skills.
Connection-enabling orientations or tendencies include: selfconfidence (sense of well-being and self-worth); social conscientiousness; adaptability; social maturity; emotional stability; and self-control. (Several of these traits influence one’s
trustworthiness.)

self-confidence, too. But, because they are also high in intellectual and/or achievement motives, they tend to be preoccupied with work and achievement rather than with relationships.

Time Contact
This dimension ranges from “little” (little contact time
required to establish a relationship) to “long” (long contact
time required).

In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, these people are
“active” (in initiative), interdependent, relatively high in selfdisclosure, and “open” with respect to expressing their expectations.

Relationships can be either casual, superficial acquaintances
or close, intimate relationships. Because most people require
little time to become acquainted, we will limit our discussion
to the time required to develop close, meaningful relationships.

Such people demonstrate love of, concern for, attention to,
trust in, and tolerance of people. Instead of using people, they
concentrate on the relationship itself, both giving and taking
so that each party benefits emotionally.

In our view, the level of this dimension is largely a function
of trait levels that can be associated with the dimensions already discussed.

Little (contact time required)
Distant (in connection)
Those who tend to be distant toward most people are
generally described in terms of the shaded characteristics under the “Distant” column: low in self-image/self-esteem (low
in ego level); high in social needs (but fearful of rejection);
low in self-confidence; highly introverted; dependent; in need
of others’ support; and emotionally unstable.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, such people can
also be described as “passive” (in intiative), dependent, low in
self-disclosure, and “hidden” with respect to expressing their
expecations.
Even though these individuals usually behave in a distant
and withdrawn manner, they still need intimacy and affection.
Consequently, they will very cautiously form relationships
with select individuals—individuals whom they feel they can
trust, by whom they do not feel threatened, with whom they
are similar in important respects, and with whom they feel
very comfortable.
Although we have not shown their trait profiles in Table C,
two other groups of individuals can be somewhat distant―but
for different reasons. The people in the first group are high in
ego level and self-confidence, but are also high in selfcentered values (e.g., the economic and political values). Such
people tend to form more superficial than intimate relationships, which they are inclined to use to their own advantage. Those in the second group are high in ego level and

Those who require little time to establish a close relationship tend to be above average to relatively high in motivationrelated traits such as ego level (self-esteem), self-confidence,
social needs, and sociability.
Having the motivation or willingness to establish close relationships within a short time is one thing. Being able to do so
effectively can be another. Nevertheless, we would expect
many if not most of the people described above also to be
above average to relatively high in the following unshaded
enabling characteristics in the “Little” column: interpersonal
skills; emotional stability; and people-oriented interpersonal
motives/traits (such as the social value, benevolence, social
conscientiousness, adaptability, social maturity, and selfcontrol).
With respect to interpersonal dimensions, these people are
also inclined to be (a) active in initiative (sociable); (b) interdependent (rather than dependent or independent); (c) selfdisclosing; (e) open (in expressing expectations); and (f) intimate (in connection).

Long (contact time required)
Those who require a relatively long time to establish close
relationships are typically low in most of the shaded traits in
the “Long” column: ego level (self-esteem), self-confidence,
sociability, independence, and emotional stability.
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Although these people can be rather high in social needs
such as the needs for affection and support, they fear rejection. As a result, they are very cautious in forming relationships—even with select individuals whom they perceive as
being socially mature, sensitive, supportive, trustworthy, benevolent, self-disclosing, open, and intimate. They will give
and take with such people in order to earn their understanding, respect, friendship, and support. Still, they will be very
sensitive to whether or not their own acts and trust are being
reciprocated by the other people.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, these people tend
to be passive in initiative, dependent, low in self-disclosure,
hidden with respect to expectations, and distant in connection.
Since “time contact” can be as much a function of the other
party to a relationship as a function of one’s own needs, values, skills, and personality traits, we will not refer to this dimension in various Tables in Parts I and II.

Status
This dimension ranges from “one up” (at one end of the
scale) to “equal” (in the middle) to “one down” (at the other
end).

ment and recognition values (rather than the economic and
political values). These people have a need to outshine others
in terms of their personal achievements (rather than in terms
of monetary/material success and/or power/influence).
While both types of “one-uppers” can be high or low in social insight and communicative skills, they are likely to be
below average in interpersonal sensitivity.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, “one-uppers” are
inclined to be fairly high in initiative, independence, competitiveness for resources, and the tendency to generate interpersonal conflict.

One Down (in status)
Those who tend to be “one down” in status are usually low
in ego level (self-esteem), self-confidence, the leadership value, dominance, (self-assertiveness), independence, sociability,
and emotional stability. Basically, they are introverts, who are
inclined to be very introspective, self-critical, withdrawn, and
emotional.
Many of these people also tend to be high in the social,
conformity, and benevolence values, while being relatively
low in the economic and political values and/or achievement
value.

One Up (in status)
The two types of people who have a need to be “one up” on
other people in status tend to be higher in self-centered traits
than in people-oriented traits. Both types are relatively high in
ego needs. Although they are also high in ego level, they tend
to be rather insecure in terms of their self-image, identity, and
reputation. They have a need to reinforce their egos by proving to themselves and others that they are superior in some
respect.
People in the first group are relatively high in the economic
and political values—the traditional criteria indicating success
and “superiority” in our culture. They also tend to be relatively high in the leadership, recognition, and independence
values and the self-confidence and dominance personality
traits. On the other hand, they tend to be relatively low in
people-oriented traits such as the social value, benevolence,
conformity, social conscientiousness, adaptability, social maturity, and self-control. As a result, they are inclined to (a) use
or take advantage of others, and (b) “put others down” in
order to “put themselves up” [to feel superior to (“more OK”
than) others in terms of financial success or power/influence].
People in the second group, for whom we have shown only
one trait (in parentheses) in Table C, are high in the achieve-

In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, such people are
also inclined to be passive in initiative, dependent, non-competitive, and conflict-avoiding.

Equal (in status)
Those who treat others as equals tend to possess a balance
between their levels of self-oriented and people-oriented
traits.
On one hand, these individuals tend to be above average to
relatively high in self-oriented traits such as ego level and
self-confidence. They can also be average to slightly above
average in these self-oriented traits: the economic value; the
political and leadership values; the dominance trait; the
achievement value; and the concerns for recognition and independence. On the other hand, their self-oriented motives and
tendencies are moderated by average or slightly above average levels of the social, benevolence, and conformity values
(which balance the economic, political, and/or achievement
values) and by above average to relatively high levels of
social needs, interpersonal sensitivity, social insight, and traits
such as sociability, social conscientiousness, adaptability,
social maturity, and self-control.
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In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, these people can
also be described as being interdependent, collaborative with
respect to resources, and inclined to moderate interpersonal
conflicts.
In general, one’s need for status (need to be “one up”) is
greater when one is being “put down”—especially by others
who have a need to be “one up” and are in a position to assert
their power or influence. Getting “one up” enables some people to deal with others on more self-advantageous terms. It
can put them in a position to assert themselves, have a greater
influence on their environment, and, in some cases, “get
even” with those who have been “putting them down.”

Resources
This dimension ranges from “competitive” at one end of the
scale to “collaborative” at the other.

the achievement value, and the concerns for leadership and
recognition. Equally if not more important, their levels of
these traits are moderated by above average to relatively high
levels of the following people-oriented traits: social needs; the
social, benevolence, and conformity values; social conscientiousness; adaptability; social maturity; and self-control. (We
have emphasized this by shading the latter group of traits,
while not shading the former.)
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, such people are
interdependent, are willing to be equal with others in status,
and tend to moderate conflict.
It must be acknowledged, however, that one’s orientation
with respect to resources can be influenced by the behavior of
others. For example: In highly competitive environments, normally collaborative individuals can become more competitive
in self-defense.

Non-Competitive (for/with resources)
Competitive (for resources)
Those who are highly competitive tend to be rather selfish
and opportunistic with regard to gaining, maintaining, and
using or consuming resources.
These people are relatively high in the following: ego needs;
ego level; self-centered values (the economic and political
values, or, in some cases, the achievement value); the
concerns for leadership, recognition, and independence; and
the dominance trait. On the other hand, they tend to be below
average to relatively low in these people-oriented traits: social
needs; the social, benevolence, and conformity values; social
conscientiousness; adaptability; social maturity; and selfcontrol.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, these individuals
are not only inclined to be independent, but also have a need
to be “one up” in status. Largely because of their selfishness,
independence, and tendency to try to get “one up” on others
in one way or another, such people can easily generate interpersonal conflicts.
Collaborative (for/with resources)
Those who are more collaborative tend to be more socially
mature (less self-centered and more people- or team-oriented).
Although collaborative people can be above average to
relatively high in ego needs, ego level, self-confidence, and
self-assertiveness, they tend not to be as high as competitive
individuals in traits such as the economic and political values,

Although Seashore’s scale does not include the term “noncompetitive,” we have used it several times above. In our
view, “non-competitive” is actually the opposite of “competitive,” and should be at the other end of the scale—with “collaborative” in the middle. To us, “collaborative” is to the
“competitiveness scale” what “interdependent” is to the “dependence/independence scale.”
We equate non-competitiveness not only with being introverted (relatively low in ego level, self-confidence, self-assertiveness, and sociability), but also with being relatively low
in the economic and political values (and/or the achievement
value), relatively high in dependence, and above average in
the social and benevolence values.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, such people tend
to be passive, “one down” in status, and conflict-avoiding.

Emotional Range
Seashore’s “emotional range” deals with an individual’s
capacity to feel a broad spectrum of emotions—e.g., fear,
pain, anger, and love. He has two sub-dimensions: “all (emotions) are readily available” and “only ____ is available.”
In general, people who have all human emotions available
are fairly well adjusted. They have levels of various peopleand career-related traits that enable them to interact normally
with others and to cope successfully with their environments.
On the other hand, people who have a narrow range of emotions available can be repressing, sublimating, compensating
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for, or trying to control certain positive and/or negative emotions. This often indicates that they may not be well adjusted
and may not possess the levels of various traits that would
enable them to interact normally and successfully with their
environments.

the loss of a job. Emotionally unstable people can also be the
victims of selfish, domineering parents, bosses, or spouses—
who tend to hurt others emotionally and destroy their selfesteem.

We acknowledge that analyzing an individual’s emotional
range can be beneficial. Among other things, it can help an
individual do the following: (a) identify those emotions that
he or she may be repressing, sublimating, compensating for,
or trying to control; (b) understand the reasons; (c) deal with
the emotions; and (d) identify those traits or behavior patterns
that might be improved or further developed.

Emotionally Stable

Nevertheless, we prefer not to use Seashore’s term in this
segment of the series. Instead, we substitute the terms “emotionality” and “emotional stability,” which deal with the intensity and volatility of a person’s emotions rather than with the
range of their availability. We do so for two main reasons:
First, we refer to emotional stability throughout our entire
series and wish to remain consistent. Second, emotional stability is measured on the personality instruments we use in our
seminars. Seashore has not yet developed such an instrument
for “emotional range.”

Here, too, other personal traits and certain environmental
factors can be largely responsible for these trait levels. Many
if not most emotionally stable people possess “functional”
levels of work-related and interpersonal motives, skills, and
personality traits, which enable them to cope successfully and
to experience more positive than negative feedback. In addition, most of their relationships and interactions are likely to
be with socially mature individuals.

Those having more stable emotions tend to be above average to relatively high in self-esteem (sense of self-worth), the
sense of psychological well-being, and self-confidence. As a
result, they tend to possess corresponding levels of sociability,
adaptability (self-honesty), and self-control.

Conflict
One’s level of emotional stability largely depends upon
one’s ego level (sense of self-worth), sense of psychological
well-being, self-confidence, and maturity.

Seashore's “conflict” dimension ranges on a continuum
from “able to generate it” (at one end of the scale) to “moderates it” (in the middle) to “avoids it” (at the other end).

Emotional (low in emotional stability)
Generates Conflict
People who are emotionally unstable experience frequent
and rather intense emotional peaks and valleys. They have
tendencies to be introspective and self-critical and to have
some difficulty coping effectively with their responsibilities
and relationships. These tendencies cause self-image and
identity problems, which, in turn, foster tendenies to be relatively low in ego level, self-confidence, sociability, and adaptability (high in ego-defensiveness). Such people can also be
below average in self-control.
As in the cases of several other dimensions, emotional instability can be a function of certain other personal traits. For
example: Many emotionally unstable people are relatively
low in self-esteem and self-confidence, because their levels of
certain career-related and/or people-related traits are not high
enough for them to behave more successfully and to experience more ego-strengthening positive feedback than egodiminishing negative feedback.
Environmental factors can also be largely responsible. For
example: Many people’s emotions become “unraveled” when
they experience the emotional trauma that often accompanies

People having the greatest tendency to generate conflict are
usually very self-centered (not very people-oriented). They
are inclined to satisfy their own needs and attain their own
goals at other people's expense. They frequently hurt others’
feelings when they “put themselves up” by “putting others
down.”
Such people tend to be rather high in the following traits:
ego needs; ego level; the need for recognition; independence;
self-confidence; dominance; and the economic and/or political values (or possibly the achievement value). On the other
hand, they tend to be rather low in these people-oriented
traits: social needs; the social, benevolence, and conformity
values; social maturity (social conscientiousness and adaptability); and self-control. While they also tend to be relatively
low in interpersonal sensitivity, they can be significantly
higher in social insight and communicative skills. However,
those with the greatest tendency to generate conflict are usually low in all three types of interpersonal skills.
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People can also have a tendency to generate conflict by
being high in the social or religious values, while at the same
time being low in adaptability (flexibility, and honesty in
looking at oneself and others). These combinations often
cause individuals to be critical and suspicious of, and antagonistic toward, those who cannot live up to their moral standards and expectations.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, we associate a
tendency to generate conflict with being low in dependency
(high in independence), low in self-disclosure, hidden with
respect to expectations, distant in connection, desirous of being “one up” in status, and high in competitiveness.

relatively high in people-oriented traits such as interpersonal
sensitivity, the social and benevolence values, conformity,
social conscientiousness, social maturity, and self-control.
It must be pointed out, however, that some of these individuals can be rather introverted and can have some of the
trait levels found in the first group of “avoiders.”

Moderates Conflict
People having the greatest tendency to moderate conflict are
well-adjusted and socially mature. Like those who are interdependent and those who are equal in status, they possess a
balance between self- and people-oriented traits.

Avoids Conflict
People having the greatest tendency to avoid conflict are
usually the most vulnerable, uncertain about themselves, and
introverted. They avoid or withdraw from situations wherein
they could be involved in conflict and could experience psychologically painful, ego-diminishing negative feedback.
This tendency is mostly underlain by being relatively low in
ego level (self-esteem), emotional stability (the sense of psychological well-being), and self-confidence. Associated traits
in which such people tend to be relatively high are social
needs, dependence, and the concern for support. Associated
traits in which they tend to be relatively low are sociability
and self-assertiveness.
Here, again, people can possess these tendencies if they (a)
do not have adequate levels of career- and people-related motives, skills, and personality traits; and/or (b) are being psychologically abused by those with whom they have regular
contact.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, we associate these
people’s tendency to avoid conflict with being high in dependency, “one down” in status, passive in initiative (introverted), low in self-disclosure, hidden with respect to expectations, distant in connection, and “long” in contact time
required.
It must be acknowledged that another group of people,
whose profile we have not included in this column of Table
C, can also tend to “avoid conflict.” However, these very
selfless, people-oriented individuals do so for a different reason and in a different way. In order not to cause conflict, they
are especially benevolent toward others and conscientiously
try not to hurt them. Such people are below average to
relatively low in self-centered traits such as the economic and
political values, the achievement value, the leadership value,
and dominance. On the other hand, they are above average to

With respect to self-oriented traits, these individuals are
above average to relatively high in ego level (self-esteem),
self-confidence, and self-assertiveness. Their average to
above average levels of “success-oriented motives” (such as
the economic, political, leadership, achievement, and recognition values) are balanced by equal or slightly higher levels
of people-oriented motives (such as social needs and the
social, benevolence, and conformity values) and by above
average to relatively high levels of people-oriented behavioral
tendencies (such as social conscientiousness, adaptability, and
self-control). In addition to being rather high in interpersonal
sensitivity, social insight, and communicative skills, they are
also above average to relatively high in emotional stability,
responsibility, and original thinking.
In terms of Seashore’s other dimensions, we associate this
tendency with being “fairly active” in initiative, interdependent, relatively high in self-disclosure, open with respect to
expectations, intimate in connection, equal in status, collaborative with respect to gaining and using resources, and emotionally stable.
As a result of all these traits, such people are both inclined
and able to do the following: (a) suppress their own human,
selfish, conflict-causing inclinations; (b) sense when conflicts
are developing; (c) help bring conflicts out into the open, so
that they can be confronted and dealt with constructively; (d)
help the parties involved to recognize and deal with the underlying causes; (e) help the parties deal with the negative
emotions and attitudes involved; and (f) help others to develop conflict-moderating attitudes and skills.
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Concluding Perspectives
Two points that were mentioned several times above should
be emphasized:
A. While these dimensions are largely a function of an
individual’s levels of needs, values, and personality
traits, they can also be influenced by an individual’s
levels of career-related and interpersonal skills. Skill
levels affect (a) how successfully one behaves in
various areas; (b) how much positive or negative
feedback one receives in various areas; and, thus, (c)
one’s levels of needs, values, and personality traits.
Conversely, skill levels (and their development) are
influenced by needs, values, interests, and goals. As
we said in Section 1, all of these characteristics act
with and upon each other as a system.
B. An individual’s levels of the various interpersonal
dimensions can also be largely a function of environmental factors—such as the traits and interpersonal
dimensions of the other party to a relationship. For
example: It is easier to be interdependent, self-disclosing, open, intimate, equal in status, collaborative, and emotionally stable when one is interacting
with an individual who possesses these interpersonal
dimensions. (We will discuss this phenomenon
further in Part II.)
In short, an individual’s levels of Seashore’s interpersonal
dimensions are the net effect of both personal and external
influences.
In concluding this section, we should also call special attention to some common threads that run across all these dimensions. Have you noticed, for example, that certain groups of
traits exert major underlying influences on all these dimensions? They are: (a) one’s ego level (and levels of associated
traits such as self-confidence and sense of psychological wellbeing); and (b) one’s levels of people-oriented traits versus
(relative to) one's levels of self-oriented traits. Here are three
examples:

A. Those who are below average to relatively low in
ego level also tend to be the following: passive; dependent; low in self-disclosure; hidden with respect
to expectations; distant in connection; “long” with
respect to contact time required; “one down” in
status; non-competitive with respect to resources;
emotionally unstable; and inclined to avoid conflict.
B. Those who are above average to relatively high in
ego level—and are also higher in self-oriented traits
than in people-oriented traits—tend to be the following: (selfishly) active in initiative; independent; low
in disclosure (of their selfish motives); hidden with
respect to their (selfish) intentions; rather distant
(superficially intimate) in connection; desirous of
being “one up” in status; competitive with respect to
gaining and using resources; and inclined to generate
conflict.
C. Those who are above average to relatively high in
ego level—and are also higher in people-related
traits than in self-oriented traits—tend to be above
average to relatively high in the following: initiative;
interdependence; self-disclosure; openness with respect to expectations; intimacy; equality in terms of
status; collaborativeness with respect to resources;
emotional stability; and the tendency to moderate
conflict.
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SECTION 3

Ego States and
Associated Life Positions

General
Relationships between people involve verbal and/or physical interaction. When people interact, they are each “sending
transactions” to the other. Eric Berne,8 father of Transaction
Analysis, has defined a transaction as either (a) a verbal and/
or physical stimulus (e.g., a statement from one person to
another), or (b) a verbal and/or physical response (e.g., a reply from the second person to the first).
According to Berne, analyzing any particular transaction
can lead one to infer that a particular ego state underlies it. He
identified three main states: Parent, Adult, and Child.

can tend to play one particular tape (behave in one way) given
one set of conditions, and play another tape (behave in another way) given another set of conditions.

Life Positions
Thomas A. Harris7 translated these ego states into what he
called “life positions.” A life position describes how a person
who is operating in a particular ego state views “self” and others in terms of being “OK” or “not OK.”
While being OK can mean different things to different people, it usually means the following to people in general:

Ego States

a.

Ego states can be described as “learned role patterns.” Role
patterns consist of learned attitudes and behavior patterns
concerning oneself, others, and one’s relationships with others. Parent, adult, and child role patterns are essentially
learned during childhood. Children learn what it means to be
a child, a parent, and an adult from various “role models.”

b.

Although parents are the major role models for parent attitudes and behavior patterns, Parent role models can also include those teachers, coaches, religious figures, and other
children’s parents who tend to operate primarily in the Parent
State and to exercise authority or control over children. The
major role models for adult attitudes and behavior patterns
include those parents, teachers, and other adults who tend to
operate primarily in the “adult state.” Although major role
models for child attitudes and behavior patterns are siblings
(sisters/brothers) and peers, they can also include those adults
who operate primarily in the “child state.”

c.
d.
e.
f.

g.

being knowledgeable, competent, alert, and
able to cope successfully;
having self-esteem (a healthy self-image), a
strong identity, and self-confidence;
being a good (moral, decent) person;
being able to relate well with others;
being liked or loved by others;
having a desirable reputation (having status,
prestige, and others’ trust, respect, and admiration); and
having influence (if not control) over one’s life
and environment.

Being “not OK” means the opposite.
According to Harris, these are the four basic life positions:
a.
b.
c.
d.

I’m OK, you’re not OK
I’m not OK, you’re OK
I’m not OK, you’re not OK
I’m OK, you’re OK

As children see and hear these various types of role models
behaving in certain ways, they record the “script” for each
role in memory (as though on a recording tape). Thus, according to Berne, each of us has a parent tape, an adult tape, and a
child tape.

The Ego States and Their
Associated Life Positions (General)

Which one of the three tapes we “play back” at a given moment depends upon (a) the context or circumstances in which
we find ourselves, and (b) the nature of particular stimuli that
we are experiencing within the situation. In other words, we

The three major ego states and their associated life positions
are shown in Figure 2 (facing page). Figure 3 (facing page)
expands on Figure 2 by indicating the “sub-states” that can be
associated with the major ego states.
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Both figures indicate the relative positions of ego states and
associated life positions on a grid framework. The framework
has two axes. The horizontal axis indicates one’s perception
of one’s own level of “OK-ness.” The vertical axis indicates
one’s perception of other people’s (or another person’s) level
of “OK-ness.” A particular ego state (or sub-state) and its associated life position is represented on the grid famework by
the intersection of the levels of “Own OK-ness” and
“Others’ OK-ness.” For example: The Parent State position
is the point at which one’s “Own Ok-ness” is perceived as
being high (I’m OK), while “Others’ Ok-ness” is perceived as
being low (You’re not OK). [In other words, if you (1) drew
a line upward from the point on the horizontal axis that says,
“high,” (2) drew a line across the grid from the point on the
vertical axis that says, “low,” and then (3) looked at the point
where to two lines intersect, you would find the Parent Ego
State position on the grid.] Similarly, the Child position at the
top left-hand corner of the grid is where a low level of “Own
OK-ness” intersects with a high level of “Others’ OK-ness.”

The Parent Ego State
As shown in Figure 2, the basic parent state can be associated with an “I’m OK, you’re not OK” attitude (life position). Actually, the parent state is largely underlain or caused
by this combination of attitudes regarding oneself and others.
As shown in Figure 3, however, we divide the parent state
into three sub-states: the “very critical parent state”; the “critical parent state”; and the “nurturing parent state.”

The Synergistic Ego State
You will note in Figures 2 and 3 that we have redefined the
adult state position and have divided it into two somewhat
distinct states—the adult state and what we call the “synergistic state.” To us, it is the synergistic state that involves an
“I’m OK, you’re OK” attitude. Later in this section, we will
discuss our reasons for making this distinction.
You might already have surmised that our “own OK-ness”
largely revolves around our own ego needs and the level of
their satisfaction. You might also have surmised that our attitudes about “others’ Ok-ness” largely revolve around other
people’s behavior toward us and how that behavior affects
our egos.
As we will discuss shortly, people operating in different ego
states use different combinations of positive and negative ego
enhancement mechanisms and ego defense mechanisms to improve and protect their own sense of Ok-ness. In the process,
however, they can also negatively affect others’ sense of Okness—especially if they are using negative defense mechanisms and/or dysfunctional enhancement mechanisms that
hurt others’ egos and diminish their sense of Ok-ness.
Because of these phenomena, we could have discussed ego
states and life positions when we were discussing ego enhancement and ego defense mechanisms. First, however, we
wanted to discuss needs and drives, values, personality traits,
and interpersonal dimensions, so that we could relate them to
ego states. As we will show, ego states (attitudes about oneself, others, and oneself relative to others) are related to, and
are often responsible for, the following:

The Child Ego State
a.
As shown in Figure 2, the basic child ego state can be associated with an “I’m not OK, you’re OK” attitude (life position). Here, too, the ego state is largely underlain or caused by
the associated combination of attitudes regarding oneself and
others.
As shown in Figure 3, however, we divide the basic child
state into four sub-states: the “under-socialized child state”;
the “compliant child state”; the “rebellious child state”; and
the “adjusted child state.”

one’s use of positive and negative ego enhancement
mechanisms (which and how much);
b. one’s use of ego defense mechanisms (which and
how much);
c. one’s interpersonal attitudes;
d. one’s levels of various needs, values, and personality
traits; and
e. one’s levels of interpersonal dimensions.
In the following pages, we describe and discuss ego states
and sub-states in terms of (a) through (e) above. Our descriptions are summarized for convenient reference in Table D
(pages 32 and 33).

The Adult Ego State
According to Harris, this ego state involves an “I’m OK,
you’re OK” attitude (life position). To us, however, it involves an “I’m pretty much OK, you’re pretty much OK” attitude.

Before going on, we should make several points regarding
these descriptions:
First: Although they are based on the originators’ descriptions, we have (a) added several sub-states to the list, (b)
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should do and should not do. Their minds are made up and
they do not want to be confused with any additional facts or
points of view. Being more emotional than rational, and being
highly evaluative and judgmental, they tend to attack both the
behavior and personalities of others. If they are in a position
to threaten, direct, and control others, they do so. Such behavior makes other people feel “not OK.”
According to Harris, critical parents essentially believe “I’m
OK, you’re not OK.” They tend to be down on other people
and to put others down because (a) they need to feel that they
are OK (which can mean making themselves feel more Ok
than others); (b) they themselves have a need to rebel against
authority figures and become more independent; and (c) other
people are potential sources of criticism.
Critical parents have probably received considerable negative feedback—especially during childhood. As a result, they
(a) are afraid to be open and honest with others, and (b) are
not especially motivated to be benevolent toward others. Although they have a psychological need to be self-confident
and independent—and are trying hard to act confident and independent—they are really hiding and compensating for “not
OK” feelings about themselves. In other words, they may actually feel that “I may not really be OK, but I’m going to
make myself feel OK by making both me and you feel that
I’m more OK than you are.”
Such people attempt to enhance their egos by using mostly
negative or dysfunctional measures. These measures, which
we described on page 14, and which include the negative
behavior patterns listed in Table B (page 12), put down and
hurt other people. Thus, these people enhance their own egos
at the expense of other people’s egos and feelings. In addition
to using dysfunctional ego enhancement mechanisms, they
make considerable use of ego defense mechanisms, some of
which can hurt other people, too.
In terms of interpersonal dimensions, people in the critical
parent state are highly concerned about being independent
and “one up” in status (even though they may not be). They
also tend to be the following: active in initiative (rather extroverted); low in self-disclosure; distant in connection; competitive with respect to resources; emotional; and inclined to generate conflict.
In general, we can also say that those in the critical parent
state . . .
a.

are more interested in their own egos than in others’
egos;
b. are more interested in dominating others than in
treating them as equals; and
c. are more interested in putting down and undermin-

ing others than in developing them and giving them
opportunities to become what they have the potential
to become.
As shown in Figure 3, and also in Table D, we divide the
critical parent sub-state into two more sub-states: “very critical” and “critical.”

The Very Critical (Autocratic) Parent Sub-State
Those primarily operating in the very critical (autocratic)
parent state tend to be especially high in self-confidence (or
are trying to be). They also tend to be especially high in dominance and decisiveness. On the other hand, they tend to be
especially low in the social and benevolence values, social
conscientiousness, adaptability, social maturity, self control,
and original thinking.
In order to feel OK, those primarily operating in the very
critical parent state depreciate (“put down”), manipulate, and
autocratically direct and control others. They put others down
(make others feel less OK than themselves) in order to “put
themselves up” (feel more OK and one up in status). In the
process of enhancing their own egos (self-images and selfesteem) at other people’s expense, they abuse others emotionally. This is especially true of their behavior toward those
who are less dominant than they (by nature or role) and are
not in a position to fight back or defend themselves (e.g., their
subordinates, but especially their children).
As a result of their various attitudes and trait levels, such
people have an interpersonal style that reflects “high selfcenteredness, low people-orientedness.” Their managerial/
leadership style is “hard Theory X” or autocratic, which reflects “(very) high task-orientedness, (very) low people-orientedness.”
As parents, individuals operating primarily in this autocratic
ego state are the most likely to be abusive. According to Dr.
Jay Lefer,10 a New York psychiatrist and former editor of the
newsletter for the Society of Adolescent Psychiatry, they
emotionally abuse their children in one or more of the following ways: dominating; depreciating; depriving; and distancing. Using any of these abusive modes, says Lefer, tends to
result in the systematic destruction of a child’s self-esteem
(sense of OK-ness).
Domination involves taking control of a child’s every action. Unlike most parents, who attempt to influence their children’s behavior by setting standards of conduct and trying to
instill parental values, autocratic parents emotionally abuse
their children by using extreme, often grossly exaggerated
threats. One mother, for example, reportedly told her son that
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he would die if he talked to strangers. Threats such as this are
used to create invisible walls so that children’s curiosity and
experimentation can be controlled. They are also used to terrify children so that they will follow the parents’ wishes and not
do something wrong, bad, or dangerous. Such behavior
amounts to “domination through cruelty” rather than “guidance through education and example.”
Depreciation involves putting a child down by (a) criticizing
any misbehavior; (b) criticizing personal traits; (c) comparing
the child unfavorably with brothers, sisters, or other children;
(d) discounting his/her achievements; and/or (e) blaming him/
her for mistakes or problems. While most parents occasionally criticize their children in anger or frustration, abusive
parents constantly do so. They use words like “never” and
“always” to imply that the child invariably fails to live up to
expectations.
According to Jeree Pawl,11 director of San Francisco General Hospital’s Infant-Parent Program, denigrating achievements that fall short of perfection is very common among ambitious, middle-class parents. Being “perfectionists” and having irrational or unrealistic expectations of their children,
these parents view their children’s normal child behavior as
deficient and a failure on their part.
Deprivation involves depriving a child of positive feedback
such as love, affection, and attention. Deprivation results
when parents (a) ignore a child’s presence, (b) ignore a
child’s needs, (c) do not interact at all with a child, and (d)
employ “love-oriented punishment.” Parents who use loveoriented punishment (also called “love withdrawal punishment”) behave in a manner that, in effect, says the following
to the child: “You are not worthy of my love because you
have misbehaved and have disappointed or embarrassed me.
Therefore, I'm going to withhold or withdraw my love, attention, and affection as punishment.”
Distancing involves just what it connotes—keeping a child
physically and/or emotionally at a distance. Distancing often
occurs when parents (a) do not want their children, and/ or (b)
are ashamed of them and want to dissociate themselves from
them. In distancing themselves from their children, these parents are also depriving them.
According to Byron Egeland,12 a University of Minnesota
psychologist, parents emotionally abuse their children for
many reasons. First, they do so not because of their children’s
misbehavior, but because they themselves received inadequate love and nurturing from their parents. In many if not
most cases, these parents have learned such behavior from
dominating parents and are “playing back” the highly critical
parent tape. Second, emotionally abusive parents are relatively low in sensitivity, the ability to empathize, social in-

sight, psychological-mindedness, benevolence, adaptability,
and self-control. Thus, they are constantly angry at their children and either do not recognize or do not care that their parental behavior is hurting them emotionally and developmentally. Third, many if not most such parents dominate and
control so that their children will not embarrass them in public. In effect, they are more concerned about their own egos
and reputations than their children’s feelings and egos.
Research by Egeland and his group has shown that, as emotionally abused children grow older, they can suffer a greater
decline in psycho-social development than do physically
abused children.

The Critical (Authoritarian) Parent Sub-State
Those operating primarily in the critical parent state tend to
be “relatively” rather than “especially” high or low in the
traits mentioned above. As a result, they do not emotionally
abuse their children, their subordinates, and others to quite the
extent that very critical parents do.
Their interpersonal style reflects “relatively high self-centeredness, relatively low people-orientedness.” Their managerial or leadership style tends to be Theory X or authoritarian
(rather than “hard X” or autocratic).

The Nurturing Parent Sub-State
People operating in the nurturing parent state, while almost
as emotional as those in the critical parent state, are more understanding and caring. They set limits and provide direction,
but are much less inclined to put other people down.
In our view, their life position is “I’m rather OK, you’re
fairly OK.” Figure 3 indicates this parent sub-state and life
position relative to critical parent sub-states and life positions.
People operating primarily in this ego state use numerous
negative ego enhancement measures, but also use some positive measures. Since their egos are fairly healthy and secure,
they make only medium use of defense mechanisms.
In terms of specific personal traits, those operating in the
nurturing parent state are relatively high in self-confidence,
dominance, and decisiveness. They are average to slightly
above average in the social and benevolence values, social
conscientiousness, adaptability, social maturity, self-control,
and original thinking.
With respect to Seashore’s interpersonal dimensions, nurturing parents tend to be rather active in initiative and rela-
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tively high in (the need for) status. Compared to critical parents, they (a) are slightly less independent, emotional, and
competitive; (b) are slightly higher in self-disclosure, openness, and intimacy; and (c) are somewhat less inclined to generate conflict.
In other words, compared to those in the critical parent
state, those in the nurturing parent state are (a) less selfcentered, (b) more sensitive to others’ egos and feelings, (c)
less interested in dominating others, and (d) more interested
in developing others—especially socially.
In our view, the interpersonal style of people who operate
primarily in this ego state tends to reflect “high self-orientedness, medium people-orientedness.” Similarly, the managerial or leadership behavior of such people tends to be “soft
Theory X” (“relatively high task, medium people”) to Middle-Road (“medium task, medium people”).

that others are “pretty much OK” and are not out to harm
them, they make below average use of defense mechanisms.
Traits associated with the adult state include: relatively high
self-confidence, self-assertiveness, social conscientiousness,
adaptability, social maturity, self-control, and original thinking; and an above average need to achieve.
With respect to interpersonal dimensions, those who operate
primarily in the adult state tend to be the following: rather
active in initiative; rather equal in status; rather interdependent and self-disclosing; rather open regarding expectations;
fairly intimate; rather collaborative; rather stable emotionally;
and rather inclined to moderate conflict.
The interpersonal style of people operating primarily in this
ego state tends to reflect “relatively high self-orientedness,
relatively high people-orientedness.” Their managerial or
leadership style tends to be somewhere between mid-road
(consultive or “medium task, medium people”) and participative (“high task, high people”).

The Adult Ego State
When people behave in the adult ego state, they are logical,
reasonable, and unemotional. They approach problems analytically and make decisions rationally. To them, things are
not simply black or white (clearly right or wrong, good or
bad). Like all people, they have emotions, but they normally
control them to the extent that they may appear to be unemotional. Much like computers, they calmly and neutrally process information without letting their emotions distort the
facts. They do not respond immediately to situations in a
value-based manner (as do those in the critical parent state).
Instead, they examine the facts and values involved, the various sides of the issue, the alternative courses of action, the
consequences of each alternative, the probabilities of the consequences, and the pros and cons of alternatives before taking
action. Being rational, emotionally controlled, and in some
cases more achievement-oriented than people-oriented, they
(a) tend to treat others as being more rational than emotional,
and (b) are often not as sensitive to others’ needs and feelings
as are certain other types of people.

The Child Ego State
People operating in the “basic or natural child state” can be
described as emotional, self-centered, irrational, spontaneous,
impulsive, and dependent.
Those operating in the child state are easy to spot. When
they are getting their own way, they display gaiety, sensuality,
curiosity, and imagination. On the other hand, when they are
not getting their own way and feel frustrated or inadequate,
they sulk, whine, throw tantrums, manipulate others, and indulge themselves.
Different experts have different names for various child substates. Several have identified what they call the “natural,” the
“adaptive,” and the “little professor” sub-states.13 Others have
identified what they call the “happy child,” the “destructive/
rebellious child,” and the “destructive/compliant child” substates.14

Harris associates an “I’m Ok, you’re OK” life position with
this ego state. As we said earlier, however, we associate an
“I’m pretty much (rather) OK, You’re pretty much (rather)
OK” attitude with it, because we reserve “I’m OK, you’re
OK” for the synergistic ego state. (See the top right quadrants
of Figures 2 and 3.)

We prefer to think in terms of these four basic child substates: the “undersocialized child,” the “compliant child,” the
“rebellious child,” and the “(socially) adjusted child.” We also discuss what we call the “little adult” and the “synergistic
youngster.”

People operating primarily in the adult state use mostly
positive ego enhancement measures, but will use some negative measures. Feeling that they are “pretty much OK” and

As we discuss child sub-states, we will be referring to the
manner in which and degree to which children have been socialized.
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The Socialization of Children
The socialization process involves the development of certain skills and the inculcation of various values, attitudes, and
behavioral tendencies that underlie what is generally called
“moral” or “prosocial” behavior.
Essentially, prosocial behavior involves subjugating one’s
own needs, interests, and desires to those of other people and
to society as a whole, so that one does not derive personal
pleasure and fulfillment at the expense of others. It reflects
such phenomena as respect, love, compassion, sympathy,
altruism, kindness, sharing, honesty, tolerance, justice, fairness, mercy, and forgiveness. Levels or degrees of these phenomena are reflected in various levels of traits such as the social and benevolence values, dominance, social conscientiousness, adaptability, social maturity, and self-control. They
are also reflected in various levels of interpersonal dimensions such as status, dependency, self-disclosure, expectations, connection, emotionality, resources, and conflict.
Psychologists and sociologists do not all agree on when
moral development starts, on the relative importance of various aspects, or on the processes involved. Nevertheless, we
have pieced together a variety of opinions in an attempt to
develop an adequate model of the basic aspects and processes
involved.
As shown in Figure 4 (next page), we think that there are
actually four distinct but interrelated processes involved in the
overall socialization process: (a) the development of a capacity for empathy; (b) the imprinting (learning) of basic, socially-oriented values, attitudes, and behavior patterns; (c) the
development of a self-image or identity; and (d) the development of an ability to make moral judgments (and of the underlying logical abilities involved). Note that these processes—
and the various phases involved in them—tend to occur during certain time frames, which often overlap. Also note that
each developing capability or aspect contributes to the development of others. In addition, note that adult inputs, behavioral examples, and feedback contribute to all aspects and
processes involved in social development.

The Development of a Capacity for Empathy
In their two separate studies, Marion Radke-Yarrow and
Carolyn Zahn-Waxler,15 developmental psychologists at the
National Institute of Mental Health, and Nancy Eisenberg,16 a
developmental psychologist at Arizona State University, have
researched children’s ability to empathize (“feel” others’ feelings). They believe that emotional sensitivity to other people’s feelings exists in young children and is key to their
moral development.

The two separate research efforts have indicated that children do display certain general patterns of empathetic behavior. Between ten and fourteen months, children’s responses to
another person’s distress tend to be silence, tense standing,
agitation, crying, and whimpering. During this early period,
children seldom engage in “helping behavior.” In succeeding
months, crying diminishes and more positive and controlled
actions begin to take place—simple actions like touching or
patting. By age one, all children respond in this manner at
some time. By age two-and-a-half to three, children initiate
contacts, embrace the person in distress, seek help from a
third party, inspect the distress more actively, and give distressed persons little gifts.
These researchers also noted that children’s imitation of
adult behavior plays an important role in their development of
these early behaviors.
While early behavior seems to follow certain general patterns, the NIMH and Arizona State researchers also detected
individual differences in children’s empathetic responses.
Certain children stood out as being more emotional than others. (These children may have been learning more child state
behavior than other ego-state behaviors.) Other children had
very little apparent emotional reaction and took a more reasoned approach—e.g., inspecting, exploring, and asking questions about the situation. (These children may have been
learning more adult state behavior than other ego-state behaviors.) Some were more aggressive—e.g., hitting the person who caused the other person’s distress. (These may have
been learning more critical parent behavior than other egostate behaviors.) Still others reacted adversely to the situation,
trying to shut it out by turning or running away. (Avoiding behavior is often displayed by those who are being conditioned
by highly critical parents.) These early patterns appeared to
persist over a period of five to seven years. The researchers
found, however, that behavior involving moral reasoning was
less consistent.
Martin L. Hoffman,17 a developmental psychologist at the
University of Michigan, believes that empathy is innate (inherited) and is the basic motivation for prosocial behaviors
such as altruism and sharing. According to Hoffman, children
less than one year old realize when others are experiencing
distress, but assume that the other’s internal state is the same
as their own. At about one year, however, they start recognizing themselves as being physically distinct from other people.
(In Figure 4, note the arrow pointing from “struggle to distinguish self from others” up to the early stage of development of empathetic capabilities.) By age seven or eight, they
are much better able to distinguish their own feelings from
others’ feelings and to choose actions that are appropriate for
helping others.
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Hoffman believes that, during childhood, people begin experiencing “empathetic guilt”—that is, feeling distress when
they have been the cause of someone else’s distress. As a result, they begin behaving in ways that avoid causing this “selfimposed distress.”

contributes to two of the interpersonal capacities mentioned in
Table A: interpersonal sensitivity and social insight (the ability to interpret, understand, and assess one’s own and others’
social behavior).

Based on the above observations, Hoffman recommends
that parents discipline children for wrong-doing, obtain compliance, and immediately provide an explanation that will induce sympathy for the person affected by the misbehavior. As
shown in Figure 4, explanations and negative feedback are
among the adult inputs that influence children’s social attitudes and behavior. Radke-Yarrow and Zahn-Waxler would
add another input. They found that children develop greater
empathy when parents frequently explain their own behavior.

The Imprinting (Learning) of Basic,
Socially-Oriented Values and Behavior Patterns

In general, then, the process of empathetic development involves several basic phases:
1. Early emotional empathetic responses (approximately 10 months to two years): Children make simple, involuntary, emotionally sympathetic, non-interpretive responses to others' distress.
2. Basic cognitive-emotional empathetic responses
(approximately years 2 through 5, 6, or 7): Because
of a developing repertoire of associations between
distressed emotions and accompanying behavior,
and also because of their developing cognitive abilities, children begin to respond in a more cognitive as
well as emotional manner. They begin to interpret
distress, attribute emotions to others (as well as to
themselves), and exhibit more experience-based,
cognitive-emotional empathetic reactions to others’
emotions.
3. Increasingly more complex cognitive-emotional
empathetic responses (from about years 6, 7, or 8
through adolescence and on into adulthood): The
continuing development of individuals’ cognitive
abilities and repertoire of experience enables increasingly complex cognitive-emotional empathetic
reactions to others’ emotions.
It is difficult to feel another person’s pain, sorrow, grief, anxiety, happiness, or joy if we ourselves have not experienced
these emotions. As we grow older and experience an everwidening range of situations and emotional responses, we become increasingly sensitive to the emotions being experienced by others. In other words, our increasing range of emotional experience enables us to “walk in other people’s
emotional shoes” to an increasing degree.
In our view, one’s development of the capacity for empathy

While others speak of “social conditioning” and “value conditioning,” Morris Massey,18 a professor at the University of
Utah, refers to the “imprinting of gut-level values” in children. These gut values involve attitudes concerning what is
right and wrong, good and bad, and normal and abnormal.
They also involve what it means to be kind, benevolent, conscientious, reliable, responsible, sharing, fair, considerate, and
so forth. According to Massey, these values (and associated
behavior patterns) are conditioned from ages one through
seven and become well entrenched by about age 10. Once established, he asserts, they will operate throughout life and be
among the most powerful influences on behavior. He does
acknowledge, however, that changes in this basic value system after age twenty-one can result from “significant emotional events.”
To a great extent, children learn gut-level values from their
parents' attitudes, behavioral examples, and positive and negative feedback (rewards and punishments). They also learn
them from the inputs provided by teachers, religious leaders,
coaches, other adults, and peers. In addition, they learn them
from school books, music, and mass media such as TV, radio,
and magazines.
As shown in Figure 4, several phases are believed to be involved in this imprinting or conditioning process:
1. Basic conditioning or imprinting (from about year 1
through years 5, 6, or 7): During this phase, children
are actively influenced by parents and other adults to
learn certain values and to follow certain expectations regarding social behavior. Several of the main
ways adults exert influence are by (a) setting an example, (b) rewarding “right behavior,” and (c) punishing “wrong behavior.” As a result, children involuntarily tend to behave as they are made to behave.
Their obedience is basically oriented toward avoiding trouble and punishment.
2. Internalization of learned values and behavioral
tendencies (during years 6, 7, or 8 through year
10+): In this phase, children begin to “internalize”
socially acceptable values and behavioral tendencies, to “make them their own,” and to act them out
more consciously and voluntarily. Rather than sim-
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ply avoiding punishment, they more actively seek (a)
rewards for “right behavior,” and (b) greater selfesteem (by conforming to the stereotype of a “good
or OK” person).

Development of an Identity and Self-Image
The development of one’s identity and self-image occurs in
several phases and involves several phenomena:

3. Increasingly voluntary, prosocial self-control (from
about year 10 through adolescence and on into
adulthood): Having internalized the fundamentals of
a socially acceptable value system, and continuing to
develop that value system as they mature, individuals exercise increasing degrees of self-imposed,
prosocial self-restraint in social situations.

1. Struggle to distinguish self from others (to about 2
years): As mentioned earlier, the NIMH and Arizona researchers noted that young children struggle
to distinguish “self” from “other persons.” As Hoffman pointed out, children of about one year begin to
recognize themselves as being physically distinct
from other people.

Psychologist William Damon19 of Clark University believes
that, during adolescence, people begin developing a sense of
“distributive justice” (how someone resolves competing
claims for goods and resources). This sense of distributive
justice is directly related to Seashore’s “resources” dimension. Someone high in distributive justice would be collaborative with respect to resources; someone low would be more
competitive.

2. Basic self-awareness and the formation of an initial,
adult-influenced identity and self-image (approximately years 2 through 5, 6, 7): Children’s initial
identities and self-images tend to be rather vague
and are largely influenced by adult inputs that revolve around relatively basic, simple parameters.
For example, children learn these and other things
from their parents and other adults: how old they
are; what it means to be a child; whether they are
boys or girls; and what it means for them to be boys
or girls. In many cases, children’s initial identities
are also a function of who their parents are and what
they do.

As shown by two downward-pointing arrows in Figure 4, it
is our view that children’s increasing capacity for empathy
contributes to this process. We would not expect children to
internalize and further develop prosocial values and behavioral tendencies unless they were also doing the following: (a)
developing greater sensitivity to others’ feelings; (b) behaving
in a more sensitive, compassionate manner; and (c) experiencing positive feedback from others (which results from acceptable behavior and tends to reinforce positive, prosocial attitudes toward others).

3. Initial personal formation of an identity and selfimage (from years 6, 7, or 8 through 13 or 14):
Several major phenomena occur during this time
frame:
A.

As shown by a single upward-pointing arrow in Figure 4, it
is also our view that the ability to make elementary moral
judgments contributes to the internalization process, too. This
process is not always completely thoughtless and “blind.” Before individuals fully accept and adopt values as their own,
they often make judgments—however simple—concerning
their “rightness,” appropriateness, and/or functionality.
Two more upward-pointing arrows in Figure 4 indicate our
view that the development of one’s own self-image and identity contributes to this process as well. We would not expect
children to internalize prosocial values and behavioral tendencies unless they were partly building their self-images and
identities around some degree of conformance to desirable attitudes and behavior. Internalizing values and behavioral
tendencies involves “making them one’s own.” The process
of developing one’s self-image and identity influences what
one calls one’s own and adopts as “part of oneself.”

(Logical) comparison of self with others: As
one interacts with the environment during these
years, one develops various inputs for initially
forming one’s own identity and self-image.
The major inputs are: (a) a vocabulary (words
for describing oneself and others in terms of
various characteristics); (b) a growing repertoire of knowledge and experience concerning
people, their characteristics, and their behavior;
and (c) the ability for class logic (deductive
logic). (The ability for class logic develops between ages 5 or 6 through 12, 13, or 14.) Together, these inputs enable one to do the following:
1.

describe oneself and others in terms of
numerous human characteristics—e.g.,
size, strength, physical appearance, intelligence, knowledgeability, skillfulness,
honesty, goodness/badness, benevolence,
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2.
3.
4.

degree of power or influence, and degree
of masculinity or femininity;
compare and contrast oneself with others
in relative terms;
distinguish similarities and differences between oneself and others; and
form a personal identity or self-image
(which is relative to others and which one
begins trying to protect and enhance).

B.

Modelling (about years 8 through 13): According to Massey, it is during this time frame
that children try to pattern their own identities
and self-images after various role models and
heroes. (Modelling, therefore, largely influences the development of parent, adult, and child
“tapes.”)

C.

Identification (from childhood into adulthood): Identifying and/or associating with
those who are apparently more liked, respected, or admired than oneself helps to build up
one’s self-image or identity. (Individuals often
model themselves after those with whom they
wish to identify.)

D.

Adjustment of self-image/identity based on environmental feedback (from childhood into
adulthood): Positive feedback from parents,
other adults, and peers tends to strengthen children’s developing identities and self-esteem.
On the other hand, negative feedback from
others tends to diminish their identities and
self-esteem. Children generally receive both
positive and negative feedback from various
sources. As a result, their self-images undergo
many changes or adjustments. For example: At
one moment a parent might tell a child that he
or she is “OK,” “good,” and “worth loving,”
but at the next moment that same parent, the
other parent, another adult, or a peer might tell
the child that he or she is “not OK,” “bad,” or
“not worth loving.” While positive feedback
causes the child to adjust self-image upward
(to a more positive or less negative level), negative feedback causes the child to adjust selfimage downward (to a less positive or more
negative level). The same principle applies to
adults, who also adjust their self-images in response to both positive and negative feedback
from others.

4. Continuing changes in and adjustments to selfimage and identity (through adolescence and on in-

to adulthood): Phenomena A through D above continue to occur, bringing about changes in people’s
self-perceptions and identities throughout life.
As indicated by one downward-pointing arrow in Figure 4,
it is our view that the internalization of values contributes to
the development of one’s self-image and identity. The values
being internalized constitute standards by which one judges
oneself as being good or bad.
As indicated by one upward-pointing arrow in Figure 4, it is
also our view that the development of the ability to make
moral judgments contributes to this process, too. In order to
compare and contrast oneself with others in terms such as
“goodness,” “OK-ness,” and “worthfulness,” one must make
at least elementary judgments about one’s own and others’
(relative) goodness.

Development of the Ability
to Make Moral Judgments
Jean Piaget,20 the first modern-day psychologist to attempt
an explanation of children's moral development, focused on
the development of reasoning abilities in children. He postulated that younger children are self-centered and do not yet
have the cognitive skills to understand the purpose of society’s rules or to apply them in a reasoned manner. But by about
age ten, he said, cognitive skills have developed to the point
where children can interpret society’s rules and become aware
of the consequences of violating them. Soon thereafter, he
thought, they start using their emerging intellectual abilities to
reach higher levels of moral judgment, which involve the assessment of people’s motives and intent.
Like Piaget, psychologist Lawrence Kohlberg21 of Harvard
University has also focused on the more cognitive aspects of
the development of moral judgment. He has postulated that
there are three developmental levels and six developmental
stages.
The preconventional level involves behavior that is based
on personal needs and wants and on the (negative) consequences of bad behavior—rather than on social standards or
conventions. This first level contains the first two stages.
During the first stage, childen defer to adult authority and
orient their behavior around obedience and the avoidance of
trouble or punishment. During the second stage, they develop
a more positive approach. They behave in a more socially
acceptable manner in order to satisfy their own and (sometimes) others' needs. By about age ten, they have progressed
through the first two stages.
The conventional level involves making moral judgments
and behaving in ways that conform to societal laws, conven-
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tions, and expectations. It contains the third and fourth stages.
During the third stage, children seek approval by pleasing and
helping others. During the fourth stage, they “do their duty,”
respect authority, and maintain the social order for its own
sake. According to Kohlberg, most adults function at this
second level of social maturity.
The postconventional level involves making moral judgments and behaving in ways that are “comprehensive” (cover
all contingencies), “consistent” (are never violated), and “universal” (do not change with variations in situations or circumstances). It contains the fifth and sixth stages. During the fifth
stage, individuals recognize and adhere to legalistic standards,
duties, and rights. They avoid violating others’ rights and welfare. During the sixth stage, they exercise their conscience as
they make choices involving not just social rules, but social
principles. According to Kohlberg, few individuals reach this
highest level of moral maturity.
Although Kohlberg’s model refers to behavioral stages
involving moral judgments, it does not explicitly describe the
process through which the abilities involved in making moral
judgments develop. As others have pointed out, neither does
it take into account the development of empathetic capacities.22 In our opinion, however, it does do something very useful. While basically describing the imprinting and internalization processes in slightly different terms than we used earlier, it interrelates certain aspects of these three phenomena:
the imprinting and internalization of social values; the development of cognitive abilities as they relate to the development
of a self-image; and the making of moral judgments. For this
reason, you will find Kohlberg’s terms woven into Figure 4
and the following discussion.
In our view, these are the three major phases through which
individuals pass as they develop the underlying abilities involved in making moral judgments:
1. Early, simple, non-judgmental, concrete, absolute
(“black and white”) responses (years 2 to 6, 7, or
8): During this period, abilities for class logic (deductive logic) are just beginning to develop. (The
ability for class logic involves mentally defining,
describing, comparing, and contrasting things, people, ideas, and activities in terms of various attributes.) As a result, relatively little reasoning underlies the morality of young children’s behavior. For
the most part, they simply obey adults in order to
avoid trouble and punishment.

being imprinted by (learned from or conditioned by)
adults.
2. Elementary moral/ethical judgments (years 6, 7, or
8 to 12, 13, or 14): Having more fully developed
the ability for class/deductive logic, and having begun to develop the ability for propositional/inductive
logic, children make rather elementary moral judgments. [Propositional logic, which develops from
ages 7 or 8 through adolescence, involves asking
oneself, “Given this situation, what will happen if I
do . . . (this versus that)?” Using this form of logic
draws on one’s experiences in past situations.] It is
during this period that (older) children begin taking
a more positive approach. Instead of simply avoiding trouble and negative feedback, they think about
right and wrong and actively seek positive feedback
by voluntarily adhering to socially acceptable roles
and norms.
As indicated by three downward-pointing arrows in
Figure 4, the moral judgments children make during
this phase are influenced by the following: (a) an
increasing capacity for empathy and a growing repertoire of cognitive-emotional experience; (b) the
values being imprinted and internalized; and (c) an
increasing level of self-awareness and a more developed self-image.
3. Increasingly complex, contextual or subjective judgments (years 12, 13, or 14, through adolescence,
and on into adulthood): Having more fully developed the abilities for both class logic and propositional logic, adolescents (and adults) are able to
think in more conceptual, contextual, and subjective
terms. As a result, they become increasingly able to
do the following (based not only on their reasoning
abilities, but also on their empathetic capacities,
their learned values, and their increasing repertoire
of knowledge and experience):
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

As shown by two downward-pointing arrows in
Figure 4, children in this phase essentially act on (a)
early empathetic emotions, and (b) the basic values
(attitudes about right/wrong and good/ bad) that are

f.

interpret social rules and norms in terms
of social ideals and principles;
develop a greater sense of the social order, the social will, and justice;
judge the appropriateness of their own
and others’ (imprinted/learned) values;
make contextual and subjective judgments;
apply morals and ethics within the contexts of various situations;
consider the consequences of behaving in
unacceptable ways;
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g.

h.
i.

j.

judge their own and others’ behavior
based on underlying motives and intentions;
assess degrees of right and wrong;
more realistically perceive things as being
gray rather than simply black or white;
and
make judgments and choices regarding
conflicts between different people’s needs
and rights.

In some way and to some degree, all the above processes
and phenomena influence the following in individuals: (a) ego
states and associated life positions; (c) levels of various needs
or drives; (d) use of ego-defense and ego-enhancement
measures; (e) attitudes regarding people and interpersonal relationships; (f) values; and (g) personality traits.
In general, we can say the following:
a. the greater the degree of one’s social conditioning or
social indoctrination,
b. the higher or more lofty the values (ideals) that one
has learned,
c. the higher one’s (cognitive-emotional) capacity for
empathy,
d. the more healthy the self-image that one has developed,
e. the greater the interpersonal knowledge and experience that one has accumulated, and
f. the more well-developed one’s abilities for class and
propositional logic,
then . . .
a.

the higher the levels of one’s social and benevolence
values,
b. the greater the tendency to see oneself and others as
being “OK,”
c. the greater the tendency to use positive/constructive
(rather than dysfunctional) ego-enhancement measures,
d. the lesser the tendency to use those ego defense
measures that hurt other people, and
e. the higher the levels of one’s self-control and social
maturity (social conscientiousness, adaptability, and
tolerance).
As we conclude this section, we should mention one more
point. The development of what the noted psychoanalyst, Sigmund Freud23, called the “super-ego” corresponds to the process through which the empathetic capacity, prosocial values,
and the ability to make moral judgments all develop in conjunction with the development of one’s self-image (ego).

One’s superego—or “conscience,” as many call it—is the
“level above ego” that restrains self-centered pursuit of pleasure at other people’s expense.
As we describe and discuss child sub-states, we will refer to
Figure 5 (next two pages) as well as to Figure 3 (page 28).
The former indicates certain cause and effect relationships
among various ego states and sub-states.
As shown in Figure 5, cause and effect relationships among
ego states revolve around the “developing child.” The developing child is initially an infant—a basic or natural child who
is essentially emotional, irrational, dependent, unsocialized,
and self-centered. As the infant grows older, it passes through
childhood and adolescence on its way to adulthood.
During infancy and early childhood, a child’s parents exert
profound influences on its development of (a) ego states, (b)
use of ego enhancement and defense mechanisms, (c) values,
(d) interpersonal dimensions, and (e) personality traits. This is
not to say that the child’s aunts, uncles, grandparents,
teachers, religious leaders, coaches, sisters, brothers, and
playmates or peers do not also influence the developmental
process. They do. In fact, the influences of their behavior can
either reinforce or contravene and override parental influences.
In Figure 5, however, we have indicated how a parent (or
parents) operating mostly in a particular ego state can influence a child to develop a particular primary ego state—in the
absence of any contravening or overriding influences exerted
by other individuals. In the two right-hand columns, we have
also indicated the ways in which a person who is coming from
a particular child sub-state can tend to behave in interpersonal, parental, and managerial or leadership situations during
adulthood.

The Undersocialized Child Sub-State
Undersocialized children have not been socialized to the extent that their social behavior can be considered socially acceptable and mature (benevolent, conscientious, adaptable,
and self-controlled). As a result, they essentially remain “the
child.” They tend to be relatively spoiled, self-centered, selfish, self-indulgent, socially unconscientious, un-self-controlled, and irresponsible. In order to get their own way, which
they have become accustomed to doing, they can also tend to
be manipulative, deceitful, and vengeful.
Here we will discuss undersocialized children in general.
Although we have not done so in Table D (page 32), we could
divide this group into two more sub-states—“very undersocialized” and “somewhat undersocialized.” In Figure 3,
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however, we do make this distinction by indicating separate
positions for these two “sub-sub-states.”
The life position attitude of an undersocialized child is “I’m
OK (I guess), you’re OK or not OK—depending on how you
treat me.” As shown in Figure 5, this attitude develops as permissive parents (and other permissive adults) allow children
to do whatever they want—whether right or wrong, good or
bad. Largely as a result of not being taught to conform to
generally accepted standards of social behavior, such children
are often uncertain and confused about whether they are OK
or not. On one hand, they may think they are OK because
their parents do not punish them for doing the wrong or bad
things for which other children are punished. On the other
hand, they may think they are unloved and “not OK” because
their parents do not appear to care about them and their behavior.
To enhance their egos, spoiled, undersocialized children
tend to use mostly negative or dysfunctional measures, most
of which can hurt other people. To protect their vulnerable
egos, they tend to make extensive use of defense mechanisms,
some of which can hurt other people.

down” manner. Also, the critical parent is more self-confident, self-assertive, and independent than the undersocialized
child. These observations indicate several things: First, the
critical parent is inclined to feel “more OK” than those with
whom he or she is interacting; the undersocialized child feels
“less OK.” Second, the critical parent probably has more
power or authority than those with whom he or she is interacting; the undersocialized child probably has less.
In adulthood, the undersocialized child can remain in this
sub-state under certain circumstances, but can actually become a critical parent under other circumstances. Which state
an undersocialized child operates in depends on that individual’s perception of (a) his or her own degree of OK-ness
relative to that of the person or persons with whom he or she
is interacting; and (b) who has more power, authority, or influence.

The Undersocialized Child Operating in the
(Undersocialized) Child State As an Adult

People who come from this child sub-state tend to be relatively low in the social and benevolence values, conformity,
social conscientiousness, adaptability, responsibility, selfcontrol, and original thinking.

When adults who are coming from the undersocialized child
state feel “less OK” than the person or persons with whom
they are interacting, and/or they are not in a position to get
their way by exercising power or authority over him/her/
them, they will tend to behave as a child state undersocialized
child:

In terms of certain interpersonal dimensions, people operating primarily in the undersocialized child tate tend to behave rather inconsistently. Sometimes they behave as though
they were “one up” in status; sometimes they behave as
though they were “one down.” Although they may actually be
dependent, they often try to act as though they were independent. They also tend to be relatively low in self-disclosure,
relatively high in emotionality and competitiveness, and high
in the tendency to generate conflict (because of their selfishness). They generally hide their real expectations of people
and often pretend to be intimate in order to get their own way
with people.

1. Their interpersonal behavior may seem to be rather
submissive and permissive (“relatively low self,
relatively high people”), but it is actually very selfcentered and manipulative. [This generally applies
to individuals who view their peers as being “more
OK” than themselves. It probably applies to more
women than men, mostly because, even today, women as a group are generally less dominant (self-assertive) than men. Also, it probably applies to more
wives than husbands, largely because women generally play a less dominant marital role than their husbands—particularly in traditional family structures.]

Very undersocialized individuals tend to be lower in the low
traits/dimensions and higher in the high traits/dimensions than
those who are somewhat undersocialized.

2. Their parental behavior is rather permissive, especially when they are playing back the parental behavior tape that they learned from their permissive
parents. [This probably applies to more mothers than
fathers, since many women play a less dominant parental role than their husbands—especially in traditional family structures.]

Looking at Table D, note the similarities between the undersocialized child and the critical parent. They are both
rather low in social and benevolence values, social conscientiousness, adaptability, social maturity, and self-control. Also,
they are both emotional, competitive, and inclined to generate
conflict. There are, however, some differences between them.
The critical parent tends to behave in a “one up” manner
while the undersocialized child tends to behave in a “one

3. Their managerial/leadership style may seem to be
somewhat permissive, but it is actually self-centered
and manipulative. [This applies to some female
managers or leaders—especially those who have
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highly self-assertive male subordinates. It also applies to those undersocialized male managers or
leaders, who, for various possible reasons, see themselves as “less OK” than their subordinates and are
trying to elicit positive feedback by being nice to
them.]

The Undersocialized Child Operating in
the Critical Parent State As an Adult
On the other hand, when undersocialized adults feel that
they are “more OK” than the person or persons with whom
they are interacting, and/or they are in positions to exert authority and dominate or control him/her/them, they will tend
to behave as critical parents:
1. Their interpersonal behavior reflects “high self-centeredness, low people-orientedness.” [In general, this
applies to more men/husbands than women/wives—
for the same reasons mentioned above.]
2. Their parental behavior is critical to highly critical
parent behavior. [In general, this applies to more
fathers than mothers, because (a) men generally play
a more dominant parental role, and (b) many fathers
regard themselves as being “more OK” than their
wives and children.]
3. Their managerial or leadership style is “high task,
low people” (Theory X to “hard X”). [For the same
reasons as above, this generally applies to more
males than females in managerial/leadership positions.]

In general, the less socialized (more undersocialized) an
individual, the more likely that, as an adult, he or she will
behave as a Critical Parent instead of a Child-State Undersocialized Child. Of those who operate in the Critical Parent
State, the least socialized are the most likely to behave as a
“highly critical” parent instead of a “rather critical” parent.
Before going on to the next child sub-state, we should
restate a point we made earlier. (See the statement at the top
of Figure 5 under “Ego State and Behavioral Tendencies in
Adulthood.”) During childhood and adolescence, it is possible for a parentally undersocialized child to become more
adequately socialized due to the influences of, for example,
relatives, teachers, coaches, counsellors, religious leaders,
and/or military leaders. As a result, the child may develop into
a more socialized, compliant child — or possibly into another
ego state.

The Compliant Child Sub-State
People operating in this sub-state can be described as emotional, dependent, insecure, somewhat shy, highly self-controlled, and highly socialized (highly prosocial). Because they
possess a highly developed conscience (super-ego), which
constantly restrains the self-centered satisfaction of their own
desires, they do what others want rather than what they want.
As a result, they can tend to experience great emotional turmoil and conflict.
Here we will continue to discuss compliant children in
general. Although we have not done so in Table D, we could
divide this group into two more sub-states—“very compliant”
and “rather compliant.” In Figure 3, however, we do make
this distinction by indicating a separate grid position for each
of these two sub-sub-states. In general, the more highly socialized the child, the more compliant the child.
According to Harris, these people’s view of themselves and
others is “I’m not OK, you’re OK” or “You’re OK — am I?”
They conform and comply so others will think that they, too,
are OK. They have learned (or have been taught) to feel that
other people are more skilled, are more powerful, are more in
control of their own lives, are better copers, have fewer problems, and usually get the longer end of the stick than they.
They see others as having authority or control over them and
as being able to dispense rewards and punishments on them.
Thus, they display submissiveness and deference to authority.
As indicated in Figure 5, these attitudes generally develop
when a child is raised by parents who are primarily operating
in the critical parent state. These parents socialize their children by dominating and controlling them. They create “I’m
not OK” attitudes in their children by giving them considerably more negative (punitive, depreciating, self-image-reducing) feedback than positive (self-image-strengthening) feedback.
Individuals in the compliant child sub-state tend to use
mostly negative or dysfunctional ego enhancement measures,
but can use some positive or functional measures. Because
they receive much more negative than positive feedback, they
make relatively high use of ego defense mechanisms. Levels
of specific traits associated with this sub-state include: relatively low self-confidence, self-assertiveness, and independence; high needs for support and approval; and relatively high
social and benevolence values, conformity, social conscientiousness, responsibility, and self-control.
In terms of interpersonal dimensions, people operating primarily in this sub-state can be described as follows: passive in
initiative; “one down” (low) in status; dependent; relatively
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low in self-disclosure; rather hidden with respect to expectations; rather distant in connection (although they may want to
be intimate); rather collaborative with respect to (sharing)
resources; emotional; and definitely inclined to avoid conflict
(by complying or conforming).
As in the case of the previous child state, adults coming
from the compliant child sub-state can behave inconsistently,
also. Here, too, which way they behave largely depends upon
their perceptions of (a) their OK-ness relative to the person or
persons with whom they are interacting, and (b) their role, authority, or influence vis-a-vis the other person or persons.

The Compliant Child Operating in the
Compliant Child State As an Adult
When adults coming from the compliant child state view
themselves as being less OK than those with whom they are
interacting (e.g., parents, superiors, older persons, those who
are more skilled or knowledgeable in a particular area, or
those who have more organizational or group status), and/or
when they are not in a relatively dominant role or position,
they tend to “play their own ego state tape” and operate in the
compliant child state (as indicated in the top left corner of
Figure 3):
1. Their interpersonal behavior, which reflects “low
self, high people,” is submissive and permissive.
[For the same reasons mentioned with respect to the
previous child state, this probably applies to more
women and wives than men and husbands.]
2. Their parental behavior is rather permissive to highly permissive. [In general, this applies to more
mothers than fathers—for the same reasons mentioned previously.]

ple, subordinates, less dominant people, less skilled or knowledgeable people, and those having less organizational or
group status), they are more likely to play back the critical
parent tape (the person in charge tape) that they learned from
their critical parents. In our view, however, their playing of
the critical parent tape can be moderated to some extent by
their more socially conscientious and mature nature. Thus,
while the behavior of some can lie within the critical parent
area (and be authoritarian), the behavior of others can lie in
the areas that border nurturing parent or mid-road (and be
somewhat critical or authoritarian).
1. Their interpersonal behavior reflects “medium to relatively high self-orientedness, medium to relatively
low people-orientedness.” [For the reasons mentioned previously, this generally applies to more
males and husbands than to women and wives.]
2. Their parental behavior tends to be that of the critical parent or the somewhat critical parent. [Again,
for the same reasons, this generally applies to more
fathers than mothers.]
3. Their managerial or leadership style tends to be
somewhat authoritarian to soft Theory X (medium to
relatively high task, medium to relatively low people). [This generally applies to more male than
female bosses.]
In general, the more highly socialized and compliant the
individual, the more likely that he or she will behave as a
compliant child rather than a critical parent. Of those who operate in the compliant child range, the most highly socialized
are the most likely to be very compliant, submissive, and
permissive.

The Rebellious Child Sub-State
3. Their managerial/leadership style is permissive
(“low task, high people”) to highly permissive
(“very low task, very high people”). [In general, this
applies to those compliant males and females who,
for various possible reasons, view their subordinates
as being more OK than themselves and are trying to
elicit positive feedback from them.]

The Compliant Child Operating in the
Critical Parent State As an Adult
On the other hand, when individuals coming from the
compliant child state view themselves as being more OK than
those with whom they are interacting, and/or they have power
or authority over them (e.g., their own children, younger peo-

People primarily operating in this sub-state can be described
as emotionally hurt, unhappy, resentful, suspicious, problematic, antagonistic, aggressive, and destructive. They rebel
against (a) what others want them to do, and (b) what others
do to them. They rebel openly if they can get away with it. If
they cannot, they rebel more subtly and covertly.
In this state, people think “I’m not Ok, you’re not OK.” As
indicated in Figure 5, this attitude is basically due to the emotionally abusive negative feedback that they have received
from overly critical and strict, autocratic parents (or other authority figures). As a result of such treatment, they do not like,
and have little confidence in, themselves. Also, they neither
like nor trust others. Their overly strict, autocratic parents
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have pushed them too hard and too far—away from the
compliant child sub-state into the rebellious child sub-state.
Individuals in this sub-state tend to use negative or dysfunctional ego enhancement measures. To defend their egos
against constant, harsh abuse, they also use ego defense mechanisms to a great extent.
We associate relatively low levels of the following traits
with the rebellious child sub-state: conformity, benevolence,
self-confidence, social conscientiousness, responsibility,
adaptability, social maturity, emotional stability, and selfcontrol. On the other hand, such people often attempt to be
relatively high in self-assertiveness and independence.
In terms of interpersonal dimensions, people operating primarily in this sub-state can be described as follows: “one
down” in status (but having a need to be “one up”); relatively
dependent (but trying to be independent); low in self-disclosure; hidden regarding expectations; distant in connection;
inclined to be competitive for resources; emotionally unstable; and inclined to generate conflict.
Looking at Table D, notice that there are numerous similarities between the rebellious child and the undersocialized
child. As often happens, the rebellious child can also become
an undersocialized child. This occurs when a child rebels at
some point and the parents are not able to socialize him or her
adequately. Notice, too, that there are similarities between the
rebellious child and the (very) critical parent.
People primarily operating in this sub-state generally attempt to compensate for being put down hard as children and
for having developed an “I’m not OK” self-image. Here
again, however, their sense of relative OK-ness and their relative power or authority largely determine whether or not they
are inclined and able to compensate.

The Rebellious Child Behaving in the
Rebellious Child State As an Adult
When people coming from the rebellious child sub-state
view themselves as being less OK than the person or persons
with whom they are interacting, and/or when they are unable
to exercise control over others (or have failed in their attempts
to do so), they continue to play their own rebellious child
tape, operate in the lower left quadrant of Figure 3, and behave as a “(defeated) rebellious child.”
1. Their interpersonal behavior reflects “low self-orientedness, low people-orientedness” and is essentially non-interactive.

2. Their managerial/leadership style is also non-interactive—i.e., that of a non-manager or non-leader
(“low task, low people”).
Note that we have not included parental behavior under this
first set of behavior patterns. This is because parents who
come from the rebellious child state have power over their
children and tend to view them as being “not as OK as themselves.” As a result, they normally play the (very) critical
parent tape when interacting with their children, and are autocratic or authoritarian parents rather than non-parents.

The Rebellious Child Behaving in the
Critical Parent State as an Adult
On the other hand, when such people view themselves as
being more OK than the person or persons with whom they
are interacting, and/or when, as adults, they are in a position
to “get even” or to take their turn at exercising power or
authority, they will (a) put others down in order to enhance
their own egos, and (b) play the role they learned from their
overly strict and critical, autocratic parents (and/or other authority figures). In this case, they operate in the bottom right
quadrant of Figure 3 and behave as a (very) critical, autocratic
(at least authoritarian) parent.
1. Their interpersonal behavior is compensatorily selfassertive and reflects “high self-orientedness, low
people-orientedness.” [This generally applies to
more males than females.]
2. Their parental behavior is autocratic (very strict,
critical, and abusive). They are essentially playing
the parent tape they learned from their autocratic
parents (against whom they rebelled as children).
[This generally applies to more fathers than mothers.]
3. Their managerial/leadership style is “hard Theory
X” or autocratic (“very high task, very low people”).
[Again, this generally applies to more male bosses
than female bosses.]
What we have said, in effect, is that the very critical parent
is usually an older but no more mature version of the
rebellious child and/or the undersocialized child.
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The (Socially) Adjusted Child Sub-State
People operating primarily in this sub-state can be described
as emotional, happy, adaptive, somewhat dependent, affiliative, and somewhat self-controlled. Although they have a
tendency to enjoy life and other people, they do not behave
entirely the way they feel like behaving. Because they have
been rather successfully socialized by parents and other adults
(have learned self-control by being disciplined fairly), they
are not childishly or immaturely inconsiderate, disruptive, or
destructive.
The life position attitude of people in this sub-state is “I’m
fairly OK, you’re OK.” This attitude tends to result from having had nurturing parents instead of critical parents.
Having an “I’m fairly OK” attitude about themselves, people in this child sub-state tend to use some positive and some
negative ego enhancement measures. Having fairly healthy
and secure self-images, they tend to make only moderate use
of ego defense mechanisms.
The trait levels we associate with this sub-state include:
relatively high to high sociability; and above average selfconfidence, self-assertiveness, benevolence, social conscientiousness, responsibility, adaptability, social maturity, emotional stability, and self-control.
In terms of interpersonal dimensions, people operating primarily in the adjusted child sub-state can be described as follows: active in initiative (extroverted); fairly equal in status;
interdependent; fairly self-disclosing; rather open about expectations; intimate in connection; rather collaborative regarding resources; emotional; and inclined to avoid or moderate conflict rather than generate it.
Looking at Table D, notice the similarities between the
characteristics of the socially adjusted child and the nurturing
parent. Essentially the same type of individual, they differ in
that the nurturing parent feels more OK and more in control
than does the adjusted child. Consequently, the nurturing parent tends to be more self-confident and self-assertive.
As in previous cases, the behavior of adults coming from
this child sub-state is not always consistent.

The Adjusted Child Behaving in the
Adjusted Child State As An Adult
When they view themselves as being less OK than those
with whom they are interacting, and/or when they are in positions or roles having less power or authority than others have,

they will tend to play their own adjusted child tape and
operate in the adjusted child area of Figure 3.
1. Their interpersonal behavior reflects “medium selforientedness, high people-orientedness.” [This generally applies to more females/wives than men/husbands.]
2. Their parental behavior is somewhat permissive to
mid-road. [This generally applies to more mothers
than fathers.]
3. Their managerial or leadership style is somewhat
permissive to middle-road” (“medium to low task,
medium to high people”). [This generally applies to
more female bosses than male bosses.]

The Adjusted Child Behaving in the
Nurturing Parent State As an Adult
On the other hand, when these individuals view themselves
as being more OK than those with whom they are interacting,
and/or when they are in positions or roles having greater power or authority, they tend to play the nurturing parent tape they
learned from their parents and to operate in the nurturing parent area shown in Figure 3.
1. Their interpersonal behavior reflects “high self-orientedness, medium people-orientedness.” [This
generally applies to more males/husbands than females/wives.]
2. Their parental behavior is nurturing (paternalistic/
maternalistic). [While both fathers and mothers coming from the adjusted child state can be nurturing
parents, fathers often play a more dominating than
nurturing role—especially in traditional family structures.]
3. Their managerial or leadership style is paternalistic
(“high task, medium people”). [This generally applies to more male than female bosses.]

The Little Adult Sub-State
If the natural child is influenced by parents (and other
adults) who are operating primarily in the adult sate, he or she
tends to develop into what we call the “little adult.” (Others
call this sub-state the “little professor.”) Adult-state individuals encourage the natural child to be serious and studious
and to “act grown up.” They emphasize rationality, mental
development, achievement, and academic accomplishment far
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more than they emphasize people, interpersonal development,
social adjustment, and interpersonal relationships. Especially
if the natural child has no siblings and few playmates from
whom to learn what it is to be a child, he or she can easily
play the little adult during childhood and adolescent years.

Michele Landsberg25 postulates that, if both partners in a
marriage are operating in the P-A-C state, their interactions
can be as complementary as possible. They can discuss their
problems adult to adult. They can share delight child to child.
They can talk over parental duties parent to parent. And they
can comfort each other parent to child.

Compared to the adjusted child, therefore, the little adult is
less socially developed, but is much more mentally developed
(in terms of the abilities to think rationally and methodically).

This combination of sub-states can seem to be functional
and desirable for several reasons:

In adulthood, the little adult tends to be an adult-state parent
and a middle-road/consultive to participative manager or
leader.

First: It accounts for the fact that many if not most people do tend to operate in different ego states under different sets of circumstances.

The Synergistic Ego State
Some psychologists refer to this ego state as the “P-A-C
State.”24 They describe it as a healthy combination of three
ego states: the nurturing parent, the adult, and the adjusted
child. When it is appropriate for people operating in this state
to rely on their value systems to make judgments about their
own and others’ behavior, they can let their nuturing parent
state take over. When it is appropriate for them to be rational
problem solvers and decision makers, they can let their adult
state take over. And when it is appropriate for them to let their
hair down, be emotional and spontaneous, and have fun, they
can let their (adjusted) child state take over.

Figure 6: Ven Diagram of P-A-C
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Second: It is a combination of the most mature and functional sub-states. It appears to make sense when one considers the Ven diagram in Figure 6. The diagram suggests that overlapping, “relatively functional sub-states”
can be combined into a “more functional combination of
sub-states.”
Nevertheless, we believe that the P-A-C combination of ego
states does not constitute the most functional set of behavior
patterns. In our view, there are at least four major problems
inherent in the P-A-C concept:
First: The P-A-C combination only reflects the most
functional ways in which people ordinarily behave. It
does not really represent one ideal ego state toward
which people can aim. This, we think, is apparent when
one considers Figure 3, which is a grid-oriented diagram
rather than a Ven diagram. The grid-oriented diagram indicates that none of the sub-states discussed to this point
—either by itself or in conjunction with others―is the
most functional and desirable ego state.
Second: We believe that the P-A-C synthesis tends to
result in inconsistent behavior. For example: When coming from the adult state, a person behaves in one manner.
When coming from the adjusted child state, a person
behaves in another manner. When coming from the nurturing parent state, a person behaves in yet another manner. In our view, this inconsistent behavior can confuse
those with whom an individual normally interacts. As a
result, it can interfere with the development and maintenance of functional relationships.
Third: In our view, the belief that the P-A-C combination can work best is partly based on one highly tenuous
assumption about the parties involved in an interaction or
a relationship: that each party is aware of which of the
three states the other party is in at the moment, and,
therefore, will respond appropriately to that ego state.
We maintain that, even when individuals are fairly well
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trained to recognize ego states by the behavior patterns
associated with them, they (a) seldom stop to think about
and identify them, (b) do not always identify them correctly, and (c) do not always think about how to respond
to them. Furthermore, even when they do think about
them, they often have difficulty correctly identifying (a)
which ego state an individual generally (primarily) operates in, (b) which he or she might also operate in under
certain circumstances, and (c) which he or she might be
in at the moment. In other words, we think that, even
when they are well trained, most people are not expert
enough in transaction analysis to make the P-A-C combination work successfully.
Fourth: It is very difficult for most people to behave in
one ego state one moment, another the next, and another
the next. These are the reasons: An individual has certain levels of various needs or drives, values, associated
attitudes, and personality traits. These characteristics underlie a basic interpersonal orientation, a primary ego
state, and a basic, fairly consistent set of behavior patterns. The levels of these characteristics do not change
significantly from moment to moment, so neither do an
individual’s basic interpersonal orientation, primary ego
state, and set of behavior patterns. Although an individual can go from one ego state to a second ego state under
certain conditions (depending on whether he or she is
“one up” and in control or “one down” and not in control), it is unlikely that the individual will operate in a
third ego state. For example: A person who has child
state characteristics, and therefore operates primarily in
the child state, might operate in the parent state under
certain circumstances; but we would not expect that person to operate in the adult state regardless of the circumstances. Similarly, a person who has adult state characteristics, and therefore operates primarily in the adult
state, might operate in the parent state under certain circumstances; but we would not expect that person to operate in the child state regardless of the circumstances. In
short, behaving in two ego states at different times is
common, but operating in three is very uncommon if not
unlikely.
Fifth: Given the points raised above, we maintain that no
single ego state or sub-state described above involves behavior that is capable of developing children and other
individuals (such as subordinates) both mentally and socially to the extent possible. Each by itself falls short in
one area or another. For example: Adjusted child state
behavior does not develop the rationality and mentality
of the adult. Adult state behavior does not develop the
sociability of the adjusted child. And nurturing parent
state behavior, which does contribute to both mental and
social development, does not maximize either. Even us-

ing the nurturing parent, adjusted child, and adult all
together—which is difficult to do successfully—is not
fully capable of maximizing others’ development.
For these reasons, we would rather think in terms of what
we call “the synergistic ego state” than in terms of the P-A-C
combination of ego states.

Adults in the Synergistic State
We describe people who operate in this state as follows:
A. They are highly socialized and highly developed
mentally.
B. They purposefully control their egos and strive for
self-actualization.
C. Because they understand and like themselves and
others, they have healthy, accepting, mature attitudes
about themselves and others. Their life position is
one step beyond that of the adult: “I’m OK, and
you’re OK. Even so, neither of us is perfect. But by
working together and sharing our knowledge, feelings, attitudes, and skills with each other, we can develop the most functional relationship possible and
can both become what we have the potential to become.”
D. They are socially mature. Their relatively high levels
of prosocial values (social and benevolence values)
and social conscientiousness are balanced by a relatively high level of adaptability (the ability to think
honestly, realistically, and fairly about oneself and
others).
E. Like all human beings, they have emotions. But
when their emotions might result in physical or emotional harm to others, they are guided by their prosocial inclinations and exercise self-control.
F. When analyzing situations, solving problems, and
making decisions involving their own and others’
behavior, they use their heads and take a calm, rational approach. Nevertheless, they fully consider
their own and others’ needs, values, and feelings
when doing so.
G. They take life, themselves, others, and their relationships with others rather seriously. Even so, they are
good-natured and not always so serious that they
cannot occasionally relax and enjoy life.
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H. Just as they themselves are well socialized, well developed mentally, well adjusted socially, and otherwise well-rounded, they conscientiously develop
others (e.g., their children and subordinates) in a
well-rounded manner.
In short, those operating in the synergistic state do not jump
around among various ego states. Instead, they behave in a
more consistent manner. They are constantly aware of and
sensitive to—and always consider and deal with—the rational, value-related, and emotional content of interpersonal
situations. Put another way, their attitudes and behavior are
governed by their hearts and their heads.
People who primarily behave in this more mature and more
fully developed or adjusted manner tend to be self-actualizing. They use more positive than negative ego enhancement
measures. They make some use of ego defense mechanisms,
but are careful not to use the ones that hurt other people (e.g.,
aggression and projection of blame).
These people tend to be relatively high in the following specific traits: self-confidence, benevolence, social conscientiousness, responsibility, adaptability, social maturity, original
thinking, emotional stability, and self-control. They tend to be
above average to relatively high in self-assertiveness and decisiveness.
People who consistently operate in this state have developed functional interpersonal dimensions. They are: active in
initiative; equal in status; interdependent; self-disclosing;
open with respect to expectations; intimate in terms of connection; collaborative with respect to resources; emotionally
stable; and inclined to moderate conflict.
People having a healthy, mature, well-rounded personality
also have an interpersonal style that reflects “high selforientedness, high people-orientedness.” As parents, they tend
to be highly interactive and developmental. Of all the types of
managers or leaders, they are the ones most inclined to be
participative/developmental, team-oriented, Theory Y, or
“high task, high people.”

The Synergistic Youngster Sub-State
If the natural child is influenced and developed by those
who consistently operate in the synergistic state, he or she will
tend to become a synergistic or well-rounded youngster.
Compared to the compliant child (who is highly socialized),
to the adjusted child (who is socially adjusted), and to the
little adult (who is mentally developed), the synergistic
youngster is well-rounded in terms of socialization, social ad-

justment, and mental development. As a result, this young
person is the most likely of all to become a synergistic
individual as he or she matures into adulthood.
Children in other sub-states, however, also have the potential to become synergistic as they mature. Here are several
examples:
First, take the child who is primarily being socially adjusted by his or her parents. If this child is adequately socialized through the influences of other adults, and if he
or she experiences the mental development that can result from being educated by teachers or professors operating in the adult state, then he or she can develop many
of the skills, values, attitudes, and personality traits that
are basic inputs for becoming a synergistic adult.
Second, take the child who is being mentally developed
by parents operating primarily in the adult state. If this
child is adequately socialized through the influences of
other adults, and if he or she is exposed to peer groups
consisting of congenial, socially adjusted children, then
he or she can develop many of the basic inputs for becoming synergistic.
Third, take the child who is being highly socialized by
parents operating primarily in the critical parent state. If
this child develops a more healthy self-image through the
influences of other adults, if he or she experiences mental development through the influences of teachers or
professors operating in the adult state, and if he or she is
exposed to peer groups consisting of congenial, socially
adjusted children, then he or she can also develop many
of the basic inputs for becoming synergistic.

In concluding this section, we must point out again that we
have been discussing distinctive ego states and the people
who primarily operate in one or another. For the most part, we
have been making some rather broad generalizations. In reality, ego states are not always this clear cut and easily distinguishable. This is largely because people—and their needs,
motives, attitudes, and personality tendencies—are so complex. Their behavior very often reflects swings between different states. Thus, one should not necessarily attribute one
single ego state to any particular person. Instead, one should
try to identify the levels of another individual’s needs, values,
and behavioral tendencies in order to determine (a) that person’s primary ago state, and (b) whether that person is operating in the primary state or another state at the moment.
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