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for one hour three dayvs a week for twc weeks. Both groups compieted

Rasmussen's Eqo Identity Scale as *he pre-. and post- -test dependert

‘measure. The experimen+*al group went through a series of questions

~which operat*onalized the Fnrigh+ and Deist._ model of . Identxty

formation, while the:control group solved logicai problems: In the

college. sample; experxmentals gained mcre than the controls on the

identity subscale,_ but _not on the Rasmussen composite. The high _ _

schocl samfple _changed on tﬁe composite, but the identity subscale daid

not show any significant treatment effects. Both studies suggest that

sccial per pective taking -as_an organized cognitive strategy can lead
+o greater integrated self-identity. (Ruthor/NRE) - { <
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I’i&,irimi:?‘h;i i'tg’_till'd'(é’ri‘t ity Devalopment in Adotescence and Youth
%
- Abstract
A niexdel of identity formation -based on the cognitive developmental stages
" of tocial perspective taking is described. *'T.?ie model assumes that identity can
be achioved through copnitive s&atégieé of considep:i:ﬁ{.}\'t{je self in relation to
one friend; one's féﬁlily s the peer group, and society. Two studies were under-
" faken to test the model: In study I a program hith 2 college students; half -
éiféfihéﬁfalé and half controls, lasting for six sessions was used in which the
5 students were asked to take the perspective of each social entity above and then
/ ‘o consider how the self was like and unlike these. Repeated measures analyses
of variance showed that the experimentals gained significantly more on Rasmussen's
I'go Tdentity Scale following the program. In study 2, 43 high school seniors
were given the same program. The égperﬁnéntaisfgaihég more in the identity heas-

ure than the controls. Implications for identity programs are discussed.
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3
in Adolescence and Youth . {

Adol<t§bnt ego identity has TCCGlVCd a great deal of &tténtion (Lom neo-
 Preudian p“ycho]ognsfs [rikson (1968), “he primary spokesman for the construct;
nnpl;ek that- ldehtlty dcvelopment consists of three sUbconstructs : a self; an

CEO and EOrnBl operatlonal abllltles. The splf is the content of one's thoughts
ds the pér,on refloFLs on one 's ow: bodv ATATS 5 personallty, or behavioral roles.
_A% Frikson (1968 p- 208) states; when an 1ndiv1dual possesses dan 1dent1ty, the
561f includes "a conscious sense of individual uniqueness" and a sense of "soli-
darity wi{h:a group's ideats". Gallatin (1975) explalns it as the-person's
Awareness of how he or she is like all other péople;,like some other people, and
like no other people: ,MéSt ego identity researchers have focused on the sel{ com-

ponent of 1dent1ty (Baker, 19]1, Marcia, 1966; .Stark § Traxler; 1974):

The Lontent of the self is the direct result of two processes (Erlkson, 1968).

One of these 1s the ego which &creens and synthes1zes lncomIng 1nformatlon. The
other is formai operatlonal abilities (Irhelder & Plaget 1958) which accourit for
the?snvrronmental search for materlal to be cognitivetly syntheslzed (see Erlkson,
i968, p: 545). More spec1f1cally, Erikson suggests the formalroperatlonal struc-
tufé of awareness of all possibilities as the important compoﬁent of 1dent1ty for-
mafion. This is the case because, if the é&éiéséént is to have a clear under-
sténding of s&1f, he or she must consider all the ways in which the self is both

‘e

uﬁiqué and shares commonalities with other societal members. )
 Frright and Deist (1979) have recently expanded this theoretical notion of

identity formation: Rather than theorizing that t%é logical structure of con-

sidering all possibilities is the important cognitive 'com'p’oéent; ‘they have built

an identity formation model based on social perspective taking (Kohlberg; 1976;
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Solmen 1%76)’ The latter is a more specific set of the general cognitita de=
Votopmentui structures which Er1ks¢n (1968) ana Inhelder and Plaget (1958) dis-:

!
cuss. j general , soc1al persﬁ\\?lve taklng répresents the person's cognitive:

abilities to understand the world from other people's viewpoints. Both Kohlberg
(1976) and Selmin (1976), in inferring these underlying structures from clinical
interviews, describe th? deVelopmental;proz?ession as follows:

level 1:  In Kohlberg S| and Selmdn's-models, the young child can understand one

|
| other person's v1ewp01nt besides the self's. This ib done sequentially

;.il rather than 81multaneously (e.g., self's persﬁeéfi%e or the other's at
| any orie timéj.

Lovel 2: Tn both models, the child can take a reciprocal perspective, the self's
| and the other's, at the same time: Selman's model includes the ability
" o reflect upon the self from the other's viewpoint. Thus, the person
can See how the self's reactions are similar to or different from the
other's reactlons \ |

In both models, the chxid can take a "third party” perspectlve, or un-

derstand the sociat worid from the'group S vleWpOlnt. Agaln, the Se1=

man model suggests that the person can reflect on the self from this

viewpoint, thus seeing similarities and différernces between the group

- P

and the self. N ;}
Z

In both models, the adolescent coordinated group perspectlves to form

/ , a societal perﬁpectlve The perspectlve allows the 1nd1v1dual to un-
dérSténd Sdciést and in Selman's modélr allows-the adolescent to see
/ .. similarities and dlfferences between the self and society.

1 Both Kohlbelg and Sebnan assumé these progre851ons to be 1ntegrat1Ve and

hleJarchlcal That is, ‘as  the person progresses, he or she retalns earller

an
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developments while developing more complex'structures; Therefore; an adolescent;
presumably on stage 4, chould be capable of understanding one other person, vari-
ous groups.such as family and peer group, and society, as well as how the self

ic,ﬁimilar to or different from these social éﬁfifiéé’ 'The Eﬁfigﬁf,aﬁd’Déiéf

,,,,,,,,

utFUFtUrﬁb, as the structures éufflcxent for identxty formation since the latter

i s przmarxiy;a-soczai construct (See Gaiiatln‘s‘deflnitlon) and perspectlve

-

- taking outlines the social possibilities which can be considered by the addjec-
Cont so ) ' R
) 1 ~ e ‘&/

The Frright and Deist model does not study the stage progression of sccial
perspective taking; nor does it assume that the highest stage of social perspecs
tiVeltaking is, by itself, sufficient for a clear, organized ego idemtity. Tn=
stead; in focu581ng on the 1ntegratlon and*hlerarchlzatlon components of thé

: Kohlberg ard Selmdn models, it assumes that soc1a1 perspectlve taklng, on the
highéSt level (in adolescerice) , can pé used as a cognitive strategy. That is,

the adoiéscent can, at any time, use the structural abilities to understand one

3

‘other person, a group, or-a society, and the similarities gf differences between
the Sélf_and thesef The Enright. and Deist model of idéntity'féfﬁafién ﬁakeé,£§;
follewing asgumbtions; &) identity formation starts with.an ﬁﬁ&éfé%éﬁ&iﬁé of
“others; b) only when the person understands thise others is he or she capable of
understandﬁng the self .in relatlon to those othersJ c) the understandlng of seif

in relation to dtheru must take 1nto accodnt peroelved SImliarItIes and QIfferences
An exclusive focus on the former would tead to rigxd conform;ty; ot 1dent1ty,

while an exciusive focus oh differences would tead to adolescent égocéntr»ism where

’ (Fikind, 1967), d) 1dent1ty forms when soc1al DPTQDeCtheS are taken so that the

1nu1v1dua1 ninimizes CODIUSlOD; This 1mp11es that it is best to start with the

6 -
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fcorcs simple lovel 7 perspectives and work up “to lebci,ﬂ éﬁly after a clear under-
standing has émérged of a significant other and How one is ltke or unlike that- ‘
porscens and ej if the person uses éociaf peréﬂéctiVé taking as a coghitivé Strat- =
cy outlined above, then he or she should get 2 clearer sense of individual uniquci
hess as . well as a sense of commonalgties shared ®ith 6tnefe; As both Erikson -
(1@68’)"’@(1 Callatin (1975) state; this is the éés'éﬁée' of adolescent ego itientity.

identity formation:

_ stuaya
This first study cxamined whether an intervention as outlined in the Enright

and Deist mcdel w1th college students would show growth in ego Identity

Method .
: éubjects. Twenty-eight cdiiege students, ﬁ?éﬁéﬁiﬁéntiy sophomores and juniors,
from a iarée Midwestern univensity volunteered for the pfégfam; Based on tné pre=
test iderntity score, the éaﬁﬁle was split at the median and sever high and seven
low identity students were randomly selected for the experimental condition. The
other iu served as controls: Tne ééﬁpie %aé split at the median sirice the iden=
tity formatlon process may worlk oniy with low 1dent1ty studentsrr éfter all, if
someone has a clear Identlty, such a program may help.to conflrn1that clarlty with-
out showing growth on an ego 1dent1ty scale There weré four males and 10 females
in the eXDerlmental group and two males and 12 femdles in the contrdl group.
Tnstrument. Rasmussen's (196u) Ego Identity Scale (EIS) was selected as the

pretost and posttest dependent measure. 'it is a 7é¥iten' forced—choice instrument

in which the ‘person checks S?%ree" or "dlsagree" to eagi statement The state—

NN ments were all_éhosen to represent, as closely as possible, Erikson's theoretical

‘formulations of identity. According to Frikson, the identity crisis includes a
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vecapitulation of earlicr psychosocial corises. (trust ve .- mistrust 5 autonomy ve.
shame (and doubt, initiative ve. guilt, and industry vs. inferiority). It is also
SO ST S eSS

an danticipdtion of future psychosccial crises (intimacy vs. isolation; genera-

rivity'vs; étagnatibn,iﬁnd integrity vs. despair): The Rééﬁﬁéééﬁ éééié ébéfa-~
tionalires conflicts at:eac% stage from trist vs;ég}stfué% through intimacy vs:.
{solation with 12 items per. subscale: TFor examples; a negatively keyed industry
ve. inferiority item is: @ . ' ‘ L ('
I : : " B
\ When it comes to working; I never do éﬁy%ﬁiﬁé i can get out® of.

To avoid response set5; Rasmussen keyed the items tp make the ”agree" Alternative

correct on some items éhﬂ,%hé "disagree" éitéﬁﬁatiVé correct on others. ' The to-=
& N i : ] '
tal  score 1S the added composzte of each 1tﬁm, whlch 1s 1nterpretéd as the degree
-} A Y

of ps vc?ologlcal hea]th exhlbxted in this complex 1dent1ty crisis.

-

Tﬁé spizt haif reiiablllty via the Spearman- ~Brown formula as reported by
‘Rasmuééén (1964) is :85: The scale has shown good valldlty propertles Itibas
been related to educational level, intelligence; and self dcceptancé as well as-
to behavioral adjustment in Naval recruits (Rasmfssen, 1968). Tt has also been

npgatlvely related to anx1ety and p051t1ve1y rhlated to Constantlnople S 1dent1ty

?€asure (Bach & Verdlle; 1975) and to Marc1a S Ego Identlty Status Interview (Roth—

because the summary score represents a more broad composite of identity rather

than Jjust careers and an ideoclogical commitment as founa“fﬁﬁyéféiéié;
= L

Procedure. Both groups Wet for one hour a day, three days a week for two

weeks. Both groups were glven the Rasmuéggn scale on days 1 and 6. On the other
- four déys both groups met together in the same room and:went through a paper-and-

pencil irftervention on an irdividual basis: A iéﬁéé-éaa-péﬁéii irtervention was

choseri to standardize the exbefiﬁéﬁfél and control ﬁfééédﬁfés as pfé;iSéli—as

Sossible: Tt also allowed both groups to be treated the same by the

G ) 1

0
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cxperimenter; a praduate student in school poveholopgy trained in group therapy .
.

[

Cuptochniques, whose Job considsted of clariiying any individual's questiohs that

B \
miy dbi'o durlnv thq six days. In fact; the rbSt—éXbéﬁimégfa1 briefing revealed
/ - -
'tha't‘ rxm—t}iifﬁq of the qub"]octt‘ were not even awaroe of_anothéi'* treatment condi-

t1on bolny takon by others; fhu\ 1cduc1np the lack ot motlvatlon charactorlrtlo

\ _
of Somc control groups. !

The ox?épiméhtai group was asked to go through a serics of questions which
opora%ionaiizea the Fnright and Deist (1979) modal of identity formation. On

+ day 2 (the first day of intervention), they were asked to thiﬁk about one same-

N = rznxﬁiiand ‘how the self is like and unlike that person (level 2 .perspective
" taking, dbllltleS) on day 3, they considered their family (level 3), on day 4

]
fhoy consiidered an opposite sex peer group (level 3). A same-sex group was not
seid here because,; on pilot testing; it was 'seen that there was too much repeti-
[ tioh between the same-sex friend and group: On day 5; they considered society
i : | |

(level 4). A summary of the day 2 in%efveﬁfiéhhifh the same-sex friend is as
‘- follows@

I

. In three sentences descrlbe someone around your age and your same

', what does your frienq spend his or her time.on?
;i>_iéthér probes are also asked.)
3. From what you caﬁ_infér C . o -
Rt does'yoﬁr friend thirk about afiofi; |
; what kinds of emotions occupy him or her most of thé'timé == or,
R ~in other words, what i$ his or her approach to the world ——lor :

hlS or her "style”’

(Othér probes are’ included.). - G+l .




\Q\; A fdent ity: hiwyiﬁhﬁ:‘\iéﬁli k .
- - ' : [P
A : : / :

o rSunmarize  vour triend in three sentences. o
oo In three :uﬁnidu%E:‘lhhgﬁti yourselt as compored to vour friend.

b T thebe were someone olse, Tooking at and compieing you With yefir

friend how would they see vou as similar to your friend T
, . - : ’ :
i what you talk dabouts . .
in what vou spend your time doing? '
4
(Others dre inclided.)
b: It there woere someone Elsb Tooking -at and ééﬁhﬁfihf you with your
) ) friend how would thcy o you as d]fforent Ivom vour trlend
AU ’ : .. ' : ¥ -
(the cditie proh@s ds Bd werd used). L
7+ a. From what you know abour yourgojf and can 1nfop about this p(P ON-
you 11}0, how sare you -similar to your frlend e e ' B
~

in the things you think about;
_in the cmot ions that occupy you?‘
b. From what you know about yourself‘énd can ihfér about this person
you like, how are you different. fbom'yogr'frjiénés .

(the same pﬁbﬁéé ds 7a were used). - SR o

8. Summarize yoursélf as compared with'your friend.

The purpose of the questlons was to first develop an understandlng of thc'

B

y ‘. T
ir;dlfferences. Understandlng the other and the Sélf involved the consideration of

behaviors (e £. #2 é)g thoughts and feelinés (e.g., #3, 7). A.Similaf pééééédﬁé

was followed for the famiiy, peer group, and society. “On day é, fdilbWiﬁg the so-

Summarlze. yourselF from aii of the comparlsons w1th'your frlend famlly,v

-

k} clet&l understandlng, the students Were asker the follow1ng

opp031te sex group and society. Tndicate what you»have in common with
them, the pOLnté-ln which you afe pnlque;,and what'you qre and'Whét yOuf
\) ! 3 . P

ERIC
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. . R _ A FE P . . R
r, The conteal proup wis dsked 1o solve 1o lopical problems cach day: tor
cxomples one problemskoed LIiCﬂn to conmider all the possible sets that can be s
- ’ ) X . . . )

mule with “the mumbers 15 25 35 45 50 This procedure should lead to entianced epo
- ;

CNG Plentity it the oformal operational SErucfure of coﬁ\qdvrjny all DO‘uLbIlJflO” 15
BNC L e s
CRhe oritical component of 1dentity formation as frikson (1968) states:

Ij?‘:llll to el Discussion. ‘ , } .

, R

Tn1nrn1t consistency Poltabtilty 1 this study via thc Kuder—RIchardsmn 20

(iﬁuta for the protest hnsmusson scores was .86; To test'for treatmcnt eifects;
syoup differences were analyzed for both the RasmnsSéh'total score and the iden-

itk iubscale sincd®the lattor is directly related to the program. None of the

sthor subscades was dndlyzed separatoly Sihcé they were only tahgéntiéliy related

to the program (f.g., the trust Subscale would riot.seem o be directly 1nf1uoncod

by an idéntity$:"gram), and since morc analyaes may requlre an alpha level lowor

than .05. Z

.

Treatmgnt effectc wére analyued by three—way (pretest/posttest X treatment P
1nLtLaJ hlgh or 1ow 1dcnt1ty DOSltlon) repeated medsures ANOVA The preteat and
ppsttest scores were “the repeated measure. For the Rasmus%?n total score, the ,
interaction of pr"etés’t/{go'slt"test and treatinent 'eff'e’ctappr"o’a’ched but did not r’eaéh
significance, F(l;?u):3;3b, E_< .08. The mean change from pretest to posttest fgr
e experimentals waé 4,79 (S.D.=6.66); and for the controls wasFO;SO (S.D.=6.00):
T;etest‘and,ppstfeét'descpipti?e statistics are in Table 1. The identity sub-
scile showed a significanz=sgeatment x pretest/posttest interaction favoring the'
experimentals, F(1,%4)7¢:86, p < :007. The mean change, based on 12 ftems; for
fhe_cuperinental group was 1:57 (Si2:=1:28); and for the comtrol Eroup was 0528
v (S;D;:1;9G§; Thls fzrst study, them, showed that the experlmentai group gaxned

“ -

1

Ry




test deqcrlptlve statlsflcs are in Table 2: The 1dent1ty subscale did not,show
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the controls ot the identity subcsoale, but nol on the Rasmussen com-

S

Mmoot

feoriite:
Study 2 § -
Since the ffirst study showed encouraging, results; it was thought necessary.
. - . R NN

~replicare the Uindings.  This study used high sichool stucdents in order to in-

GG Ponena y b the Tindings.
- ' > ) .
Motk ] ~

Supjects. }ur’ty m*db hirh school seniors scrved as Ub_]eCtS There were
R pnPmental, and 21 oonrrol chosen through a glmllar randomization process

-

45 Stidy 1. In the cxperimentidl group; thore were seven males and 15 females.

In the control group, there were 10 males and 11 females.

ne trumont dnd Procodiura.  The Ranussen medsure WS aﬁdln used. The same

nrocedure used in Study 1 was used heérc. L

Posults and Discussion

The three-way ANOVA for the"Rasmussén' total score produced a significan'f

_nvotcst pocttest X treatmcnt 1nteractlon favorlng the experlmentals, F(l539)<‘

ufuuf'p,é .05. The mean changL from preteut to posttest for ‘the experlmentals

was 6:37 (S:D:%6: 27) and for the controls was 2: 6? ($:D:=5. 27) Pretest and post-

* i

i

' ,N.any srg*nlf icant ’treaUnent effects -Thls SEQEIS} shows that iﬁérﬁfiﬁf&ei’ieléﬁﬁén?ﬁ

O

efe

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—Qah-chahgu ln hlgh schooi students who USe per pectlve taklng strategles.

X )‘ ~ b

F

Generai B_Lscussuan oo '-.; '

- S Loy

T

h the col lege and ng‘i SChOOl StuleS Suggest that soexai per’spectxve '
1o Jf_ng 4s an or ganlz:mg cognltlve strategy can 1ead to a mor‘e rntegr*ated IdentIty,
- .

in you‘th. Acoordlng to Rasmuss,en s (196@ and Fi‘ikson s (1968) mterpr‘etations .

~"Jf 1dent1ty, the experlmentals ShOwed greater* gams ?psychologlcal health than

- -
. - A E . )
N ‘ . R v

P . B .
. - . - s
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S the égntrols'iﬁ working tnfougn%tne crises of adolescence and youth.
There arée several implications for theory from these studies: First; iden-
-tlty formation is not necessarily an affective process or a maturationlét process
dépéﬁdént on an epigenétic principle only. The use of organized, éEéﬁ-By-éiéﬁ cogni-
tive strategles Hay help reduce confusion and erhance identity even within as

short 4 time span as two weeks . ThlS 'is not to imply that 1dent1ty 1§\complete

after two weeks of cognitive strategies, butrthe studies do imply that one's iden—
tity gan becoms more integrated during that'ﬁgpe through the use of s®ategies

such as social perspective taking?

fbom.tne cognitive developmentgl‘33e§§oint*7the Efﬁaiés féise smplications

= for the lmportance of 1ntegratlon (higher stages Incorporate lowér stage struc-
tures) and hlerarchlzatlon (hlvher stages are more complex than leower stages)

(g{ These pects of stage structure whlle they have been acknowledged have been R
@
ﬁmally lgnored in study::ng adolescent cognltion Descrlblng the hlghest stages

only has been the goal rather than describing what the adolescent can do with

cumulative abilities: Kohlberg ¢(1976) focuses on the highest stages only in des=

cribing morat and social péfspéctiVé taking developrents; Selman (1976) does the

same in pesspéé%ibé-taking; Tapp and Kohlberg (1é§ij do this in legal development;

and Adalson and O'Meil (1966) do this in political development. The focus on in-

‘tegratlen and hlerarchlzatlon shows us that in adolescerice the person can con- —
Sidey at least 12 pieces of information at the same time: one friend, the family,

4 poer, sronp, and socicty, a5 well as how the self is similar to all and differ-

Gt fpom all. A Focnsi%n stage 4 only shows us the adole3centlskabi1ity 0 un- .

et soclety and the celf in relation to society; or only two pieces of in-

format ton.

ﬂP)JrrfY\mxthn copnitive devolopmcnta] camp, thOSD studies show the importance
l\‘;
- ‘ P P R e - -
of :imﬂlyjnn the»kjnds'of Stratcﬁlcs 1n which thc adlolescent can engage rather than

l~’”
J S

Py . . &
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focusing cxclusively on cognifive strictures (e:f:; the TNRC structural group)
which is the prevalitng model in cognitive development: These studies did riot
advance a new cognitrve structure in adpleg;énce; Instead, they demonstrated
the way in which adolescents can use those structures in obtaining useful infor=
; mation for the self. Since identity is such a central development during ado-
legcence, we would not expect the model presented here to be the only way of
pbbmgting that éfbwtﬁ} Other kinds of cognitive strategies besides using the
infégrativehéhd hierarchical aépéété of social ﬁéféﬁééiiVe taking may prove

worthwhile. 'It does'seem, however, that cognitive strategies in general are

important aspects of identityformation. )
: <L Ny

‘From the viewpoint of applied psychology, the studies present a framework
for pﬁomating ego identdty development in adolescents. The procedures are
.gmfai%ytfopéard and rathér éimpié to'501iow Cautions are necessary, However,
for abﬁlied wérkﬂ Flrst the results were dlfferent for “the college and high

school studies. Although both showed significance; the college sample changed
S . . : T T

on the i1dentity subscale while the high school samplé changed on the composite.

The different patterns suggest different influences on the samples or an unsta-

ble program that sometimes works and sometimes does not. More research is needed
i e o/ o L . ol

here. Second; the programs described here are somewhat "artificial”»Whén com-=
pared to actual counseling or therapy sessions. The artificiality (e.g., tho

paper-anc- p@nCil Intorvontlon) was necessary for the initial studies to increase
scientific precision as much as bbééiBlé; Standardization was riecessary to elifi-
. t ;
indte competing hypotheses: For those interested primarily in practice rather.
than tosting a scientific model; we suppest far ﬁé;é fiéxibiiity in the proce-
dures. f;i~ nstance; more thO spent by the poroon on the 1ntorventjon qUO)LLOnu,
i;null froup 1n1c{9¢tlon, or one-on=-one dl,cuSSJonu between help@r and helpee may

prove worthwhile. After all, thé rasiults found here were relatively small: It

—~y |
N2y




Identlty Development
. 12 .

~

would seem that the artificial nature of the ‘procedure would have actually held

seories down since ther were time constraints and no interaction between students.

Another caution involves students' personal reactions to the program We

v

had three students in the high school proup who seemed to be threatened by the

rrogram (e:g:; “‘consistency not Showing;up for se551ons). Two of these, when
taking the posttest; showed a drop in their EIS scores; possibly due to lack »f -
. N . N "

rotivation. The instructor should be ready to discuss any threat that.may be

[N

elt a

i

a result gf the very personal program and students should fegl free to
drop out of the program at any time.
For the futufe, different aspects of the program might be tried as interven-

—tions in th?ﬁaelves For instarice, thinking about a friend and family only may
uercuff1c1ent for promoting gyéhth THis kind of procedure coold show the more’

inFluential thought crratdgies, thus eliminating extraneous materlals Also; the
medel of identity formation might be tried with ‘adolescent samples that may be
h@ving pfob;éms with identity formation. Delinquents or drug abusers ﬁéyrﬁéﬁefit
from siuch a program. Making the procedures 1¢ss\artifi¢ié1{Qiéﬁgiﬁéﬁiﬁg time; and

cricouriging interdction may all prove worthwhile for those in need of a stronger

- X « ~,
sonse of idéntity.
}
R "

P &
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Table 1
Pescriptive Statistics for the Dependent Measurés of Study 1 h
a
Experifental Control
7 . i Pre X S.D. Post X S.D. Pre X S.D. Post § S.D:
' Rasmussen
Total §1.1y  10.02 55.93  8.82  53.2% 8.53 53.71  10.75
Tdentity s
Subscale §.36  1.91° 9.93  1.90 9.21 2.52  8.93 2.92
— 4?
- f
ol (
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;' Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for the Pependent Measures of Study 2
Fxperimentat - Control
~ Pre¥ S§.. PostX S.D. . PreX 8. Post ¥ S.D.
_ e , -
Rasmussen
- - - o . . coo ;7 . - Lol . o ) c;‘ N 7 o
Total . 50.04 ~9.20 56.36. 9.56 §9.38 9:.75 52.00 .  10.23
identity
Subscale 7.54  2.15 . 9.00 . 2.67 7.95 2.60 8:57 2.86
% ;\
” ek
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