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ABSTRACT T

Fundamental interpersonal Relations Orientation
Behavior Scale. for Children (FIRO-BC) is a self- ~repbrt measure of 9-
through 13-year-old children's interpersonal behavior on six
Bimensions: expressed-inclusion, wanted-inclusion, expressed-control,
wanted-control, expressed-affection, and wanted-affection. Thisg
investigation examined the factor str?cture and factor stabiljty of

- the FIRO-BC, Additionally, an attempf*was made to empirically
determine. the cohcurrent validity ¢of the three interpersoral behavior
.areas measured by the FIRO-BC (inclugion, contro}, and .affection)
using peer-nomination data. Data were collected trom public school

¥ students in two administrations, one year apanrt (n=282; n=226). .

tApproximately 39 percent of the subJects took part in both. It was
determined that a six factor solution was stable across test
‘adm1nistratioqa, but that the FIRO-BC scales do nqt appear to
adegquatély measure the theoretical canstructs which were hypothesized
by Schutz (1958) (Author/BS)
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Abstract
Tﬁo current FIRO ma;uai (8chut;,‘(9?8a)-prosoﬁés
no data on tho valldity of tho FIRO -BC§{ roliability
data havo rocontly been providcd (Burtqn & . Goggin,
1984) . This investigation examined+the factor - |
structure and factor stability of’tﬁo FIRO-BC.

Additionally, an attempt was made to empirically

¢
determine the conturrent validity of the three

- interpersonal behavior areas measured by the FIRO-BC
|
(i.e., Inclusion, COntrul, and Af#oction) using peer -~

-,

Ly ]
nomination data. Data were collected using (wo test

administrations, which were soparated by a l2—month

Al

pori‘ It was dotorminod that q six f_act_or solu'tion

was stable across test ad@inistrationt;.but that the

R Y

FIRO-BC scales _do not appf(r to adequitely measure the

theofetical constructs which were hypo?hosizod'by

- Schutz ¢ 1958).
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The Factor Strpctdro and Concurrent Validity of the FIR0O-BC
. ' \

Schutz (1978b) developed the Fundamental
" Interpersonal Relations Orientation Bohivior Scale for

Children (FIRO-BC), which is a self-report méalqro of

9:33 year old children’s fntorpofsonalﬁbohavidb on six
- - A t",
M

dimensions ¢i.e., Expressed-Inclusion, Wanted-

Inclu;ion, Expros,od—CQﬁtrol, N‘Btod-tht&ol,
Expr!ssed—ﬁffoction, 9na Wanted-Affection). The

cuérent manual (Schutz, 1978a) presents no q.ta on the
questionnaire’s roljabiltty or validtt;; "Recently,
reliability data were provided (Burt{on' & Goggin, 1984). '
The purboso of this investigation was two-—foldi Fiﬁst,

data worofobtainqd,in order to examine the factor structure

.

of “the. test. Q‘ucond\ly, poor;nmingtioﬁ.dqfa were
obtain;d in order to assess the cdncurécnt ‘Plfdity of
thq areas'of'intqrporsonar behavior that are measured'
by}tho FIRO-BC (i.e., Inclusion, Contrdi, and'Afoction).

Dobson and Gray (1976&) providod vqlidity data on
the FIRO -8C Inclusion scalos wi th fifth-grado subjects.
Children nominated peers from their owd cfassrooms whom

© they would chooset: (a) *to work with on a school

p;oJoét,' (b) "to play with at recess," ‘and (c) "to
invitd to their birthday party." From::a pool of 437
children, 15 were 1don\i%io& asﬂ'ﬁsolaﬁbs‘ and 13 as, : ;
*gstars.” Dobson and Gray found that the 'tw'c': groiopq

I8
) \
¥
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di ffered significaptly on, the two lncldiion scales, but
not'on the other four scales. These flﬁdings suppqr t
the notion that the Inclusion scales measure .
*popularity” or inclusion, as theorized.

The present study was an attempt to replicate

Dobson and GraQ’; findings regarding the inclus{on_

scales, as well as to provide validity data on the JK

. 4 : f
‘i.e., Control and Affection. Peer-nominations were

v

obtained in the present study on. the dimensions Of

popularity, leadership, and affection.

It was hypothesized tﬁats (a) thotpopularity
?oasurb would correlate poditively with the lnclusiéh
scale score (Nantdd—lnclusioﬁr+ Exbrbsgod-lq;lusion); ‘ !
(b) t 'ioadorship moasqro would correlate posit}v‘ly
with the éxﬁrossod—gontrol scalej (c) the leadership
measure woqy&ltorrolato negatively with the Wanted-
Control scalej and.(d) the friendship measure would ™
correlate positively with the Affcct\oq scale score

(Expressed-Affection + Wanted-Affection).
METHOD

+

3

. Sublects ‘ | f y

- -

The subjects were 61 through lS—ydqr—old children,
"who were onrollod in. ﬂ‘Public school systom which it ) &fy
locatod in southorn Mitsi;sippi. Tho ftrsf toct B

ndministration 1nc|udod 282 subJocts; tho second . !

la
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administration included 228 sublects.

. ' Instcument r \

a

’ ~ The FIRO-—BC has 94 Liker t-type itoms. Each item
was scored as “accepted” or “rejected" ln A Guttman scnling
' procoduro, as described in the hanual {Bchutz, l??dh).
| Bnocnducn o ‘ ' 1
The children, in thoir clnssrooms: wo%o prosont;d
with a consent form, which was to be complotod by a
paront. One week later, the first author roturnoé'to
@hb classrooﬁs to bbissuo cdnsont form; as needed. - One
‘week later, the FIRO-BC was administorqd as doscribod
in tlhee manual (Schutz, 1976b) 3§ the tosging-groups

> rangod from 20-2% children each. One ygar later, the

-
~

above procoduro was again followod forrth. second
'.'&ninntmu;n of the FIRO-BC. Approx-tmatoly 40% of
the paronts consented to tﬁoir children’s participation ' -,
in this invostigation. Approximately 89% of the’
subiocts tookK p:rt in both administratipns.
' ‘ The socond administration also 1ncludod the collection
of poor-nomination sociometric data on throo dimonsions.
The subjects wor. asked to nominate, wlthin their N
classrooms: (a) "the five mo,i‘populapﬁchildrop,' (b) *the
y f;vd best leaders,” and (c) fthoir‘fivg Rest Gfi.hds:‘, .
The use of.boor—nomjnation data has boin‘priviogsly

shown to. be a-valid means o4 catogoriz{ng chlfdron)s

‘bohavior (Dobson & Bray, 1976, Lofkowitz & Tdsiny. i980).

L - BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The ﬁoor~némination,data were usod to'ass‘ss the
FIRO-BC’s cppcurrint val{@ity; each child’s score oh;

each of tho-thrpo sociometric moasuros'was tyan:fob&id

»

to a standard scoro'ﬁn;ordor to facilitato intorsubJoct
s
comparisons. In contrast to Dobson and Gray (19765

1
L]

who rostrictod the comparison to oxtrcmc,scoros, thgn
present’ study omploy,d'; rogrossivn stﬁ;}ogy in
}nalyzing the data, thereby examininhg the on@i}o‘rlngb
of the rolation;hip botwoon.ih:_sociomqtrjc measures
and the FIRO-BC scale sqoros; ‘

Stopqiso-multfplo roérl!iion anar;'oshrovoa)od
significant roiationships, bot@@'q;tho chi'tdren’s FIRO-
BC scale scores and their ranking;ioﬁ'ﬁho sociometric
mo;suros. As hypothesized, the Inclusion scale séoro

accounted for the largest portion df the variance for

Populérity measure, B=.23, E(3, 222)-4 82, p(.OOS. ’

“~r

'Tho singlo best predictor of Loadorship was. Exprossod-

Control, n- 30 E(S,220)=4, 37, pé: oos, .u hypoth.nzoa..

The Friendship moasuro was npt corrclatod with
affection, bu& }t was with the 1nclusion,'ﬂu.31,
E(3,222)=Z.81, pC.001, measure. Thoro was no "N,

1

significant relationship botwdon Nantod-Control and

. Leadership. Despite the signlficant rilationships,

howovor,-tho ppncont;go of _variance amo 9 the

t

socxomotric’mpasuros which was account.d for by the

i

7 ' 8
: .
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7

FIR0O-BC scores ranged fpbm‘bnly o .

res for the two .
S S . . pu 1 ‘1

FIRO-BC administrations{ A verimax rotation was used ‘

Table 1 plays the factorj

’

with 1.0°s as the diagon;\ elements. As theorized by

\ : T8 0
, Schutz (1938), a six—factor_ solution was examined. Two

_findings are especially no!.&orthy: (a) each scale loads
significantly'on only one factor, with.hoar-zoro loadings

on each other factor); |[and (b) the_ factor |tructur:,

-

were almost idemgical across the two adminidtrations.

An Image anajysis conducted' on the scale items to
. f'\ ) h

-

determine whether oa'h item would load on the

'(;i appropriate scale, as . theorized by Schqtz. A critorign
loading of .30 was used to,dotorm;ho idclugton of an
item on a factor. A liberal estimate was used to
compensate {op the restricted range of'possiblo inter-

correlations when using dichotomous variables with
14 . .

£~ 1 sKewed diitrfﬁutions (Guil ford & Fruchfor, 1978 .
. . \ . ) N
The -findings fot the 10cpnd testing are presented

in Table 2; and are summarized below. Fifteen of the

) 18 items from the two Inclusion scales loaded tdgothor \

on a single fagtor (Factor D). Al of ‘the Expressed-

" Control scale items locaded on one factor (Factor ID),
along with five additional items (two Jigativoly) from
thi ﬁxprossod-ﬁffectioﬁ scale and one Wanted-Inclusion

item. Eight of the nine Wanted-Control scale items
. . . ~ ,
. ' loaded on one factor (ﬁactoi I1I). Seven of the nine

~~
N

]
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Wanted-Affection scale item; loaded (three nogatibolyh
on one factor (Factor IU;,.along with three (one . '
nogatively)'Exprospod—ﬁffﬁc&iqh y three (two
negatively) Wanted-Inclusion , and on? (negative)
Expredsed-Inclusion item. The nogativé loadiﬁbs
suggest that this %actor (Factor IV r;floct; avoidance

of Aff.ctl;:\ﬁnd Inclusion or "unwanted-affection." '

Factor V consisted of three Expressed-Control items

(which had negative loadings), thrqo*ﬂantod—éffoctionf

L -

e ' .
items, and one each from the Expressed-Inclusion and

dedted—Control scales. Affection appears to be a
. PR g
principal component of this factor, but with a need to
¢

be controlled. - The final factor consistéd of only 35 v

/
[

gtcﬁs, only one (Item 20) of which was unique to that
factor. THis factor (Factor VI) consisted of three
Exphossed;ﬁffoctiqn, d?o Nantod—Affc:t(oﬁ. and one
};gxp;ossod—lnglusion scale items. Factér Vi appoirs to
reflect "Expressed-Affection.® Ony lf#ms 2 and 54
failed to load on at least one of the above factors.
| DISCUSSION |

o The most 1mp:§ssivo finding of thi; study is of
the factor structure of'gho FIRO-8C. ﬁs thooriiod, a
six—?&ctor solutﬁpn represented tho sc‘l9: in a (ﬁf
qomarkablo fashion, and the ¥actor strdctu;es woki.
almost 1d;nticnl across the two adﬁintstrations. An

i tem-by~i tem subscale analysis suggests that many of

; |
coe - i BESVCOPY AVAILABLE




The Factor Structure
N | o o
the sdbsé&lo tems should be roorganiz;d, as shown 16
$C ) Table 2. Balod on” the Image analysis of the six
| factors, the six FIRO-BC scales appoar to measure the \
follqwing cops&ructsa Inclusion (Factoc D, Exprossod-
B ' Affection and Expressed-Control’ (FictoF 1D, Nantod;
Control (Factor IID), "Unwanted® Affedtion (Factor 1V,
Nintodfﬁ4foction-and Wanted-Cgntrol (Factor V;?aigd
Exprossod~A£4¢ction)(Factor V). _gno constraint 1n 

. - ’
attempting to name these factors arises from the

1’ . present authors’, docﬁsion'to utilize the theoretical
framewprk'put f;rth in the test’s dcyriOpmont (Schutz,
1258). Férthor research may pﬂqvido aﬁ_nltornativo .
conceptualization of these results. :

-~

Based on the poér-nominatién datag it would
appe;r ;hat the Expressed-Control scal; might serve as )
a moderately good predictor of |eadership gohaviéb. l(
¥
s wout’ also appear that t?o Inclus:Pn scale sco ///\.
(lehod—lnclusion + Exprossod—lnclusion) might be a
moderatoly good p(odictor of popqlarity anq'frtpndship.
The latter findings are .in agreement with thofe of
Dobson and Gray £l976).' However, . the ?IRO—BC.Accountoh
S for only a small percent of variance amounQ the
N sociomotric_mnasuéos suggesting that ofhor variables .
éontributod f;r more to the group d)ffﬁrbﬁcos.in
popufarify, loadorship; and-fr;ondshipi than did ,the

FIRO-BC scale scores. Because the validity of peer-:

\

e | L .-.;w - BEST COPY AvaiLsiLe
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nominated data has boon pro&qously supported thess

{}ndings suggost‘that the FIRO-BC scale scores are

16f|uopced by factgrs oghib than Qh@t’}hoy;pnbbqrt to
: 2 : S ' -
measure. Thoso-f!ndings highlight the need to rqurt

the magnitudo of significant‘\rotationships 80 that
A ..é _

their practical 1mportanco can also be Qxaminod* ?-

1n addition, in drawinq conclulions “rom the data s

»

presented here, two cautions aro in order. Fjrst,.

T

sampling bias may bo prosont inAthat thp study r.licd

: o& volunteer participants. sec@hd, 39% of .the subjects ’

A

* were involved in both test administrations and, . - .
4 v R

therefore, the stability of the flctor-itéucturqslmay_.
\ be spuriously high. On ‘h‘o other hand, the factbr .
similarities reported here can not be gxplaindd merely

by corfylatod samples. e

rd

-

The fin&ings suggost'that the FIRO-BC does measure
six indopohdcnt'factor;; but leaves uﬁclonh which
L\f.rpor!onul bohaviors are being measured. Nhon using

this instrument to make clinical Judgqnonts which are
P

‘based on scale scores, therefore, it i ;ritically_

. important to~be aware that, the scales may only
partially G’flict the constructs that they proport to -
¢ measure. Additional research is noodod'to further

r

. 4 .
assess the validity of these scales. o

4
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Table-1 - cL
Factor loadings for the six FIRO-BC scales (N=282); fhe
"data from the second Admtnistratlon ar. in parenthésps
(N-226). . . ' SN
~— ‘. v ‘ > > ‘ . ) .
- ' . . i v e ' ., '
N . » A F3
_ L Factor ) S
3 - = . < ' ‘ -
: ’ | S 11 19 0 SR | v VI
‘ Exproisod - e S t
Inclusion ©.889 .029 .096 , .200 . 239 - .918
‘ (.219) (-.021) ¢.040) . l?é) (.181) (.299)
. - o ¢ ' 3
o | Control -.021 .985 087 -.136 -.029 .043 -
' AL : (-.41% (.97 C. 139)(-.183)(-.070) (.021)
. Affection - * 4 -.159 .35 ' .938  .222 .117
. B | | | - o , Lo,
. ' Wanted- . ’ ' . ' _
Inclusion - .314 . .063 .084  .127 .277 .893
» “ e (.35%) (.03 (5018)‘(.187) (.283) (.870)
Control . .873 © .86 .990°  .831 .033  .065.
™ (.033) <(.130) (.990) (.001) (.033) (.901%)
Affection - . 237 -.038 .e46. ﬂ - 239 . 893 . 279
! (193 (-.0868) ( 042) ( 276) (.900) (.240)
. .
. L .
Note: A varimax rotation was porformoq; the diagonals
. were unal tered.
- !
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