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Abstract 

Although theories of cognitive consistency have received much empirical 

attention, little research has investigated the impacts of inconsistencies on people’s 

relational and personal well-being. Drawing on balance theory (Heider, 1958), the present 

investigation examined the relations of imbalance (i.e., the extent of attitudinal 

discrepancy with close others) and imbalance reduction strategies to well-being and the 

moderating influence of self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974). It was hypothesized that 

discrepancy with close others regarding important attitudes (e.g., core values) would have 

negative effects on relational and personal well-being and that self-monitoring would 

moderate these relations. Participants completed the Self-Monitoring Scale, assessments 

of attitudes from the standpoint of self and close others (e.g., friends, romantic partner), 

and measures of relational (e.g., closeness, communication quality) and personal well-

being (e.g., life satisfaction, anxiety). Across multiple studies, discrepancy with close 

others regarding the favorability of core values was consistently related to less relational 

and personal well being. This pattern was particularly true of romantic relationships and 

friendships and was moderated by self-monitoring. For low self-monitors, greater value 

discrepancy with friends and romantic partners predicted less relational and personal 

well-being, and the relation of discrepancy to personal well-being was partially mediated 

by relational well-being. For high self-monitors, greater value discrepancy with romantic 

partners predicted less relational well-being, but did not predict personal well-being. 

Additionally, the use of direct discussion as a means to address imbalance was related to 

better relationship functioning and greater well-being, whereas avoidance was related to 
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negative outcomes. Results suggest that balance processes are important for close 

relationships and psychological well-being. Furthermore, individual differences in self-

monitoring meaningfully moderate these processes.     
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Chapter I: Introduction 

Although theories of cognitive consistency such as balance theory (Heider, 1958) 

and cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957) have received much empirical attention 

(especially in the 1950s and 1960s) and have been incorporated into the fabric of social 

psychological theory (e.g., Greenwald, Banaji, Rudman, Farnham, Nosek, & Mellott, 

2002), little research has investigated the impacts of inconsistencies (i.e., dissonance, 

imbalance, incongruity) in people’s daily lives and social worlds (for an exception see 

Davis & Rusbult, 2001). Instead, much research has been devoted to examining people’s 

responses to hypothetical scenarios of p-o-x triads (p is a focal person, o is another 

person, and x is an attitudinal object) in the case of balance theory and to experiments 

showing the counter-intuitive effects of forced compliance and incentives (i.e., a small 

incentive can increase liking more than a large incentive) and alternative accounts of 

these findings (e.g., Bem, 1972; Tideschi, Schlenker, & Bonoma, 1971) in the case of 

dissonance theory. In light of the lack of applications of consistency theories to the 

processes and outcomes in people’s social worlds and daily lives, the purpose of the 

present research is to (a) capture the extent of attitudinal imbalance in people’s close 

relationships, (b) relate imbalance to markers of relational and personal well-being, and 

(c) examine how individual differences in self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974) relate to 

balance processes.   

Theories of Cognitive Consistency 

At their most basic level, theories of cognitive consistency (e.g., cognitive 

dissonance, Festinger, 1957; balance theory, Heider, 1958) propose that cognitions about 
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the world, oneself, one’s actions, and other people tend to exist in a consistent or 

harmonious state. When inconsistencies arise, whether they involve one’s beliefs and 

actions or one’s beliefs and the beliefs of an important other, they produce an 

uncomfortable psychological state of tension, which leads to changing one’s cognitions, 

behaviors, or the cognitions of others to reduce this tension. Generally, this tension is 

reduced in the easiest way possible. For example, if someone tells another person that an 

extremely boring task is quite enjoyable and worthwhile after minimal inducement (i.e., 

paid $1), one can reduce the tension by seeing oneself as a liar or can come to see the task 

as actually being enjoyable (Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959). In this case, the easiest way to 

reduce the dissonance is to change one’s view of the boring task.   

Heider (1946, 1958) formulates consistency in an interpersonal manner. In his 

theorizing, he postulates that we seek balance in our interpersonal relationships. 

Specifically, he suggests that we want to agree with people we like (or people with whom 

we have a unit relationship such as a co-worker, family member, or social group member) 

and disagree with people we dislike. He uses two types of connections or relations 

between people and between people and objects: sentiment relations and unit relations. 

Sentiment relations refer to favorable or unfavorable evaluations (liking/disliking) 

between people or people and objects. Unit relations refer to other types of connections 

between people and between people and objects, such as ownership in the case of objects, 

and group or family membership in the case of other people. The most germane and often 

studied aspect of balance theory considers sentiment triads that consist of two people (p 

and o) and an attitude object (x). These triads are considered balanced if the 
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multiplicative sign of the three sentiments is positive and unbalanced if the sign is 

negative. More colloquially, disagreement with liked others is unpleasant (i.e., 

unbalanced) and agreement with liked others is pleasant (i.e., balanced). Conversely, 

agreement with disliked others is considered unbalanced and disagreement is considered 

balanced. For example, if p does not like o (a negative sentiment), and p is in favor of 

gun control (a positive sentiment), and o is against gun control (a negative sentiment), 

then the situation is in a state of balance. Conversely, if p likes o (a positive sentiment), 

and p is in favor of gun control (a positive sentiment), and o is against gun control (a 

negative sentiment), then the situation is in a state of imbalance. To resolve the 

unbalanced p-o-x gun control situation, one has a number of options. First, one could 

change one’s position on gun control to match the liked other’s anti-gun control position. 

Alternatively, one could persuade the liked other to adopt a pro-gun control position. In 

each case, the situation would be harmonious or balanced and there should be no tension. 

One could also change one’s feelings towards the other person. If p comes to dislike o or 

ceases have a relationship with o, then the situation could be considered balanced (or 

perhaps vacuously balanced in the case of no relationship, Cartwright & Harary, 1956). 

However, this may not be an option when it comes to a close family member, a spouse, or 

friend. Another possibility is to partition one’s evaluation or relationship with the other 

person (e.g., I like this person as a tennis partner, but I dislike their politics; politics are 

irrelevant to the relationship). By partitioning one’s relationships, one can reduce the 

tension that arises from imbalance. However, this technique may work to reduce tension, 

but may lead to avoiding contact with the person or avoiding meaningful interactions 
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related to areas of contention. Additionally, tension may arise when areas of contention 

become salient. 

  In testing the tenets of balance theory, the main research paradigm has been to 

expose participants to balanced and unbalanced p-o-x triads and to elicit ratings of 

pleasantness, consistency, and/or expectedness, or judgments of how triads might change 

over time (e.g., Aderman, 1969; Insko, Songer, & McGarvey, 1974; Jordan, 1953; 

Rodrigues, 1965; for a review see Zajonc, 1968). Although research has supported the 

idea that balance is preferred over imbalance, other effects have emerged that have been 

labeled agreement and attraction effects (Zajonc, 1968). An attraction effect occurs when 

triads with a positive p-o relation are rated more positively than triads with a negative p-o 

relation, even though they are both balanced. An agreement effect occurs when triads 

where p and o hold the same view of x (either positive or negative) are rated more 

positively than triads with opposing views of x. In reviewing the balance theory literature, 

Zajonc (1968) concluded that agreements effects were largest, followed by balance, and 

then attraction. Some research has interpreted agreement and attraction effects as 

consistent with balance theory and as resulting from participants’ assumptions regarding 

future contact between p and o, future discussion of x, and the psychological reasons 

behind p and o’s attitudes toward each other and the given issue x (Aderman, 1969; Insko 

& Adelwole, 1979; Inkso et al., 1974; Tashakkori & Insko, 1979). Taking another view, 

Cacioppo & Petty (1981) demonstrated that the relative strength of attraction, agreement, 

and balance effects depends on one’s ability and motivation to process the social 

situations represented by p-o-x triads. Specifically, they found that when participants did 
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not have time to think about the social situations and when participants were not 

motivated to think about the situations (i.e., the issue x was not personally important), the 

strength of the balance effect (taking into account all three signed relations between p-o-

x) was attenuated, but the agreement effect was less affected and the attraction effect was 

not affected. Consistent with this analysis, Rodrigues (1965) found that people reported 

more tension for unbalanced triads when the issues were personally important than when 

the issues were unimportant. Extrapolating to the present research, the effects of 

imbalance should be particularly evident when attitudes or issues are important. 

Newcomb’s (1968) reformulation of balance theory can also be interpreted as consistent 

with Cacioppo and Petty (1981) and provides insight into when tension will arise from 

imbalance in one’s social world. From Newcomb’s perspective, the initial p-o link is 

critical to further processing of the p-x and o-x links. If one has a negative opinion of o, 

then one may have little interest in knowing or caring about o’s views on x; one may not 

have the motivation to fully process the situation in terms of balance. Regardless of one’s 

interpretation of attraction, agreement, and balance effects, there is reason to believe that 

disagreement about important issues with important others will cause tension in one’s 

life. 

 In keeping with the tenets of balance theory, Newcomb (1953a) proposed that 

movement towards symmetry in attitudes between people is a persistent force in that it 

validates one’s own positions and makes for harmonious and fluid interactions with 

others that hold similar attitudes and values. To put it another way, we are pressed to 

similarity in attitudes with important others because of informational influence (wanting 
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to hold correct attitudes) and normative influence (wanting to be liked by important 

others). In support of these ideas, Newcomb (1953b) found that attitudes rated as most 

important by participants were also attitudes that were rated as most important for 

attractive, important others such as friends or others with similar political views. This 

suggests that there will be a tendency to perceive consensus with important others on key 

attitudes and values. To the extent that one does not perceive consensus, one should 

experience psychological tension.   

 Extending research on attitudinal consensus with important others, Davis & 

Rusbult (2001) examined the resolution of attitudinal imbalances with romantic partners 

in a process termed attitude alignment (see also Orina, Wood, and Simpson, 2002). Based 

on balance theory, they hypothesized that imbalance between partners on attitudinal 

issues would be unpleasant and would lead partners to realign their attitudes to be more 

consistent with one another and thereby reduce the tension evoked by the imbalance. 

Drawing on Newcomb (1959), they also hypothesized that the tension evoked by 

imbalance would be greater when partners were closer and the issue was central to one or 

both of the partner’s self-concepts. Although imbalance can be dealt with in a number of 

ways (e.g., decreased liking for or disengagement from one’s partner, or avoiding 

contentious issues), Davis and Rusbult examined the extent to which romantic partners 

changed discrepant attitudes to be in alignment with one another as a means to reduce 

imbalance. In a series of experiments, romantic partners independently provided 

evaluations of a number of attitudinal issues and indicated the centrality of each issue to 

self (i.e., importance of the issue to personal identity). Partners were then brought 
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together to discuss “randomly selected” issues, which were issues of disagreement, 

selected for varying combinations of centrality to each partner. After discussing the 

issues, partners completed an attitude questionnaire. Consistent with balance theory and 

Newcomb’s ideas, partners engaged in more attitude alignment when issues were central, 

rather than peripheral, to one’s partner, especially when issues were peripheral to self.  

When an issue was central to one partner and not the other, the imbalance was easily 

resolved by one partner (to whom the issue was peripheral) moving in the direction of the 

other partner. When issues were central to each partner, attitude alignment was less likely 

to occur than when issues were central to one’s partner and peripheral to oneself.  

Additionally, these effects were found only in dating couples, not strangers, and were 

somewhat more pronounced for closer couples. These findings suggest that disagreement 

in regard to important issues with important others will be especially likely to produce 

tension and a desire to reduce this tension.     

 Although the vast majority of dissonance theory and research has focused on the 

resolution of dissonance (i.e., an unpleasant state of psychological arousal) resulting from 

intrapersonal inconsistencies between people’s attitudes and their actions, Festinger 

(1957) believed social groups were both a major source of dissonance and dissonance 

reduction. In fact, many of his ideas for dissonance theory were based on investigations 

of cults and the dissonance that results when prophecies, such as predicting the end of the 

world, fail (Festinger, Riecken, & Schachter, 1956). If one’s attitudes come under attack, 

an easy way to reduce dissonance is to find others who agree with the attitudes that one 

wishes to maintain. However, other people can communicate beliefs and attitudes that are 
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inconsistent with one’s own, thereby contributing to dissonance. Disagreements with 

important individuals and groups (Festinger mainly discussed groups), will produce 

cognitive dissonance. Factors that will affect the magnitude of the dissonance resulting 

from disagreements include the number of people that agree or disagree with one’s belief 

(the less agreeing and more disagreeing, the more dissonance), and important to the 

present proposal, the importance or relevance of the belief to those involved (the more 

important, the more dissonance) and the attractiveness of the disagreeing person or group 

(the more attractive, the more dissonance).   

In sum, the key components of cognitive consistency theories are that (1) there 

will be an inherent movement towards consistency (balance, consonance) if inconsistency 

(imbalance, dissonance) exists, and that (2) there will be tension if change does not occur 

in an inconsistent situation. This tension is what the present proposal seeks to capture in 

measuring the imbalance in people’s important relationships. Next, the possible effects of 

imbalance on health and well-being are discussed in the context of the broad literature on 

social relationships and health.   

Social Support and Health 

There is an extensive literature on the health benefits of human relationships (for 

reviews see Cohen, 2004; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Uchino, Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-Glaser, 

1996). For example, Cohen, Doyle, Skoner, Rabin, and Gwaltney (1997) found that 

people with many types of relationships were less likely than people with fewer types of 

relationships to get sick when exposed to common cold viruses, even when initial 

antibody information was taken into account. Social relationships can provide a buffer 
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from stress (Cohen & Willis, 1985), and are essential for psychological well-being 

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995).   

Uchino, Uno, and, Holt-Lunstad (1999) define social support as actual or 

perceived helpful behaviors from others. This support can be informational (e.g., good 

advice), emotional (e.g., help to feel better about oneself or one’s circumstances), 

tangible/instrumental (e.g., direct aid such as money), or some form of belonging (e.g., 

hanging out). Cohen, Gottlieb, and Underwood (2000) make a similar distinction between 

types of social support. On the one hand, social support can be thought of as the 

providing or exchanging of resources—informational, emotional, and instrumental—in 

response to times of stress or illness (e.g., a loved one can provide reassurance that a loss 

of job will be okay, or can provide financial assistance or information about possible 

jobs). This support can refer to actual resources provided or one’s perceptions of the 

availability of resources.   

On the other hand, social support can be thought of as participation in various 

social relationships or groups (also called social networks or social integration), which 

are beneficial in ways that do not explicitly involve the giving or exchange of resources. 

This participation can be both behavioral (e.g., engaging in social activities) and 

cognitive (e.g., identity cultivation, sense of belonging; Brissette, Cohen, & Seeman, 

2000). This type of support can have beneficial effects by fostering self-worth, positive 

affect, a strong identity, and adherence to (positive) social norms. Attitudinal balance 

with close others could lead to health benefits through these mechanisms. If a person has 

balance with close others regarding important issues, then she or he can feel good about 
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her or his relationships and views of the world and should experience greater positive 

affect. Illustrating the importance of social relationships, greater social integration 

(diversity and size of networks) has been linked to less mortality (Berkman & Syme, 

1979), heart attacks (Kaplan, Salonen, Cohen, Brand, Syme, & Puska, 1988) and 

susceptibility to the common cold (Cohen et al., 1997), and greater psychological well-

being (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Health risks associated with low social integration are 

comparable to risks associated with smoking, obesity, and hypertension, even when 

controlling for these risk factors (House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988).     

 An important examination of the social support literature by Cohen and Wills 

(1985) specifically investigated the buffering hypothesis, which posits that social support 

may have beneficial effects on health by buffering the effects of stress on an individual 

by (1) preventing initial perceptions of an event as threatening and (2) intervening after 

an event has been perceived as stressful to facilitate reappraisal and adaptive coping. 

They also investigated a model that posits that social support has a direct effect on 

healthy functioning in the absence of stress. They concluded that both models were 

correct, but involve different processes. Support for the buffering hypothesis was found 

when social support was measured by the perceived availability of support functions (do 

one’s relationships provide certain resources). On the other hand, evidence for a main or 

direct effects model was found when multiple-item structural support measures were 

used; a large and diverse social network is beneficial even when one is not faced with 

stressful events. 



11 
 

 How does social support work?  Uchino et al. (1999) proposed a model in which 

support influences health outcomes through different pathways (see also Cohen, 2004). 

For example, support may decrease perception of how stressful an event is for an 

individual (i.e., the buffering hypothesis), which in turn may influence psychological 

processes such as mood, feelings of control, and self-esteem. These psychological 

processes are thought to influence cardiovascular, endocrine, and immune systems. 

Social relationships may also directly influence psychological states in the absence of 

stressful events (e.g., being with close others may increase one’s mood, or make one feel 

more secure). Uchino et al. also suggested that social support may influence health 

behaviors in a number of ways. For instance, higher levels of stress have been linked to 

poor health decisions (Kiecolt-Glaser & Glaser, 1995). If social support lessens stress, 

then health decisions might be improved as a result. Social support also communicates 

that one is a loved and valued person, which may increase self-care.   

 Uchino, Cacioppo, and Kiecolt (1996) examined the links between social support 

and physiological processes and concluded that high social support was linked to better 

cardiovascular and immune functioning. In terms of cardiovascular functioning, most of 

the studies reviewed focused on blood pressure and found that high social support was 

associated with lower blood pressure. Also, an experiment that compared the 

physiological reactivity of participants in a debate task with and without a supportive 

person present found that the presence of the supportive person (i.e., a person that agreed 

with the participant) led to lower blood pressure and heart rate (Gerin, Pieper, Levy, & 

Pickering, 1992). Important to the present proposal, having the support of an agreeing 
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person led to a more positive reaction to a stressful situation. The presence of 

attitudinally similar, close others in one’s daily life could be important for the regulation 

of stressful situations; conversely, the presence of attitudinal dissimilar, close others 

could be stress inducing when one is in situations that question or challenge one’s 

attitudes and values. 

Examining immune functioning, Uchino et al. (1996) found that people with high 

levels of social support had stronger killer cells (i.e., cells that fight viruses and tumor 

cells). A study of cynomolgus monkeys found that the negative effects of stressful 

environments (i.e., unstable social environments) on cellular immune functioning were 

attenuated for highly affiliative monkeys; that is, they showed less of a declined in T-

cells in response to stress than less affiliative monkeys (Cohen, Kaplan, Cunnick, 

Manuck, & Rabin, 1992). Similarly, there is evidence that greater social support is linked 

to lower levels of catecholamines and cortisol, which influence immune functioning 

(Seeman, Berkman, Blazer, & Rowe, 1994). Looking at social relationships from another 

perspective, Cacioppo et al. (2002) have argued that social isolation or loneliness can 

have negative impacts on health by causing psychological stress and negative affect 

which in turn lead to worsened immune, cardiovascular, and neuroendocrine functioning. 

Although the evidence for social support having positive effects on health and well-being 

appears clear, Uchino et al. (1999) admit that the exact processes by which this occurs 

remain unclear. Additionally, the most optimal type(s) of relationships remain to be 

uncovered and the effects of specific relationship qualities such as satisfaction, 

communication style, attachment styles remain largely uninvestigated.   
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 Although most research has focused on the presence or absence of social support 

and social integration, some research has examined the specific qualities and patterns of 

relationships that affect health and well-being. As discussed by Cohen (2004), negative 

interactions with others can adversely affect health by becoming a source of stress, which 

can cause negative behaviors and physiological processes that can contribute to poor 

health and well-being. For example, enduring conflicts with family and friends can 

contribute to developing a cold after exposure to viruses (Cohen, Frank, Doyle, Skoner, 

Rabin, & Gwaltney, 1998). In a review of the marriage and health literature, Kiecolt-

Glaser and Newton (2001) concluded that poor marital functioning (e.g., low marital 

satisfaction, inequality in decision-making, high conflict and criticism, negative 

communication patterns in laboratory interactions) is associated with negative health 

outcomes through direct effects on physiological functioning (e.g., cardiovascular, 

immune, and endocrine systems) and indirect effects through increased depression and 

poor health behaviors. An examination of martial and work satisfaction with well-being 

found that women with low marital satisfaction were especially likely to have low life 

satisfaction and high psychological symptomatology (e.g., depression and anger/hostility; 

Hirsch & Rapkin, 1986). Clearly, the quality of one’s interpersonal relationships can 

substantially affect one’s psychological and physical well-being. As such, attitudinal 

imbalance with close others could be a source of psychological stress that could 

negatively affect well-being; when imbalance is present, interpersonal conflicts can arise 

(arguments over disagreements) and one may doubt one’s relationships and world views, 

eliciting psychological tension and stress. Additionally, imbalance could have additional 



14 
 

effects by decreasing perceptions of social support from important others and by 

decreasing social integration both behaviorally (avoid certain people) and cognitively 

(feel less connected to people or groups).   

Having discussed the nature of balance processes and possible mechanisms by 

which (im)balance could affect health and well-being, the role of self-monitoring will be 

discussed as it pertains to the development of (im)balance, the consequences of 

(im)balance, and methods of coping with imbalance. As a personality disposition with 

demonstrated links to both interpersonal orientations and attitudinal consistency, self-

monitoring should influence balance processes. 

Self-monitoring and Balance 

The construct of self-monitoring describes the extent to which individuals control 

and regulate expressions of self in social situations (Snyder, 1974; Snyder, 1987). High 

self-monitors have been found to be particularly aware of and responsive to social cues. 

The images that high self monitors present are variable and usually tailored to the 

situations they are in. In contrast, low self-monitors value consistent behavior that reflects 

what they perceive as their true selves. Low self-monitors are typically less reactive to 

their social circumstances and possess a smaller repertoire of self-presentational skills. 

The self-monitoring construct has been found to be related to a diverse set of behavioral 

domains such as attitude-behavior consistency, responsiveness to different types of 

persuasion and advertising, consumer behavior, and interpersonal relationships (for 

reviews see Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009; Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder, 1987). In 
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considering the influence of self-monitoring in balance processes, the role of self-

monitoring in interpersonal relationships and attitudinal consistency will be discussed. 

High and low self-monitors have very different conceptions of friendship as 

illustrated in a study by Snyder and Smith (1984) in which participants wrote essays 

about their friendships (as cited in Snyder, 1987). High self-monitors conceptualized 

friendship in terms of activities done with friends and gave little emphasis to general 

compatibility and nurturance. In contrast, low self-monitors conceptualized friendship in 

terms of affect and emphasized general compatibility and nurturance. Furthermore, low 

self-monitors are more attracted to potential same-sex friends that have similar attitudes 

as compared to similar activity preferences, whereas high self-monitors are more 

attracted to potential same-sex friends that have similar activity preferences as compared 

to similar attitudes (Jamieson, Lydon, & Zanna, 1987). In examining the overall nature of 

the social worlds of high and low self-monitors, Snyder, Gangestad, and Simpson (1983) 

found that high self-monitors have highly segmented worlds where they engage in 

specific activities with specific people. When given the choice of doing an activity with a 

friend who is good at the activity or a more liked friend who is bad at the activity, high 

self-monitors chose the friend who is better at the activity. In contrast, low self-monitors 

have relatively homogenous social worlds, choosing to engage in multiple activities with 

a few people. When given the choice of doing an activity with a friend who is good at the 

activity or a more liked friend who is bad at the activity, low self-monitors chose the 

friend who is more liked. These findings suggest that high self-monitors and low self-

monitors have very different conceptions of their friendships and social worlds. High 



16 
 

self-monitors want partners that will allow them to project images that are consistent with 

given roles and allow them to best express desired aspects of self. On the other hand, low 

self-monitors are not concerned with the abilities or role congruence of potential partners, 

but rather with attitude similarity and global affect and liking.  

Not surprisingly, self-monitoring is also related to romantic relationships. In a 

study by Snyder, Berscheid, and Glick (1985), men examined the profiles of potential 

dating partners, which consisted of personal information (personality, attitudes) and 

photos. The amount of time that men spent looking at the pieces of information in the 

profiles was recorded. High self-monitors, relative to low self-monitors, spent a greater 

portion of time examining the photos, whereas low self-monitors, relative to high self-

monitors, spent a greater portion of time examining the personal information. Also, when 

forced to choose between a possible date with a good personality and an unattractive 

appearance and a date with a bad personality and an attractive appearance, high self-

monitors chose the attractive date, whereas low self-monitors chose the date with the 

good personality. Additionally, Omoto, Debono, and Snyder (1985) found that high self-

monitors, when writing personal ads, emphasized physical appearance, whereas low self-

monitors emphasized personality (as cited in Snyder, 1987). In an examination of dating 

motivations, low self-monitors were more likely to report a greater desire for similar 

values (also honesty, loyalty, and kindness) in a potential dating partner than high self-

monitors, whereas high self-monitors expressed a greater desire for attractiveness, sex 

appeal, and social status (Jones, 1993). Together, these findings show a distinct pattern: 

high self-monitors, in the service of self-presentation and successful role enactment, are 
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quite attuned to the appearances of friends and romantic partners, whereas low self-

monitors, in the service of cultivating a social world that will allow and encourage 

authenticity, are quite attuned to the inner attributes of potential partners.   

Do the ways that high and low self-monitors choose partners apply only to their 

own relationships, or do they extend to relationships in general? A study by Glick, 

DeMorest, and Hotze (1988) suggests that self-monitoring relates to conceptions of 

relationships in general. In this study they asked men and women to match targets (5 men 

and 5 women) in terms of compatibility. The profiles of targets varied in terms of 

attractiveness and personality and interests. High self-monitors matched couples on 

attractiveness, whereas low self-monitors matched on the basis of personality and 

interests. These results suggest that high self-monitors and low self-monitors have 

different conceptions about the structure of romantic relationships and the compatibility 

of potential partners. Taken as a whole, research on the social worlds of high and low 

self-monitors suggests that congruence of internal attributes (e.g., values, attitudes, 

beliefs, personality) is a more important basis of relationships for low self-monitors than 

for high self-monitors. In regard to voluntary relationships (e.g., friendships, romantic 

partners), low self-monitors should exhibit greater attitudinal agreement than high self-

monitors, at least in terms of important attitudes and values that are the basis of attraction 

for low self-monitors.    

Issues of attitude-behavior consistency and the willingness and ability to express 

different opinions and self-presentations are central to self-monitoring theory and 

research (Snyder, 1974, 1987). For example, a typical high self-monitor would endorse 
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the following Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) items: “In different situations and 

with different people, I often act like very different persons,” and “I am not always the 

person I appear to be.” Conversely, a typical low self-monitor would endorse the 

following items: “I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to 

please someone else of win their favor,” and “My behavior is usually an expression of my 

true inner feelings, attitudes, and beliefs.” In support of self-monitoring theory, low self-

monitors have been found to be more aware of and sensitive to internal states and display 

more attitude-behavior consistency (Snyder & Cantor, 1980; Snyder & Kendzierski, 

1982; Snyder & Swann, 1976; Snyder & Tanke, 1976; Zanna, Olson, & Fazio, 1980).  

Conversely, high self monitors do not necessarily display consistency between attitudes 

and behaviors and are more comfortable with discrepancies between what they do and 

what they believe (Snyder, 1974; Snyder & Monson, 1975). 

In a related line of research, DeMarree, Wheeler, and Petty (2005) examined the 

moderating role of self-monitoring in the effects of primes on self-judgments and 

behavior. Consistent with an active-self account of the effects of priming (i.e., an 

activated social construct prime such as elderly becomes linked to or part of a person’s 

self-concept, and/or the prime activates prime-consistent self content), low self-monitors 

displayed more prime consistent self-judgments (i.e., self-change in feelings of 

aggression and luck) and behaviors (processing persuasive messages in line with 

stereotype primes) presumably because low self-monitors are more likely to modify their 

self-concepts in response to self-relevant information (more aware of and responsive to 

internal states) and use dispositions and internal states to guide behavior.   



19 
 

Because low self-monitors tend to act on their true attitudes and beliefs and are 

more sensitive to their own internal states, one might expect them to be more affected by 

performing counter-attitudinal behavior. Indeed, Snyder & Tanke (1976) found that low 

self-monitors displayed attitudes that were more in line with views expressed in a 

counter-attitudinal essay than did high self-monitors; inconsistencies between internal 

attitudes and freely chosen behaviors resulted in more attitude change (and presumably 

dissonance) for low self-monitors, but not high self-monitors. Additionally, the relation 

of counter-attitudinal behavior to post-behavior attitude was highly correlated for low 

self-monitors, but not for high self-monitors. Consistent with these findings, Paulhus 

(1982) found that low self-monitors engaged in more dissonance reduction (increased 

their liking for a boring task) after engaging in a counter-attitudinal behavior (lying to 

another subject in a forced-compliance procedure). It appears that low self-monitors are 

more affected by inconsistencies. However, it should be noted that these inconsistencies 

were intrapersonal (i.e., between one’s own actions and attitudes) and not interpersonal 

(i.e., between one’s attitudes and the attitudes of another).   

In examining the contextual nature of dissonance, Debono & Edmonds (1989) had 

high and low self-monitors write freely chosen, counter-attitudinal essays in a peer-

relevant context (i.e., the essay was at odds with the majority of their peers). In contrast 

to prior results on dissonance and self-monitoring, it was high self-monitors that showed 

more dissonance reduction by expressing post-essay attitudes in line with their essays 

(and against the majority of their peers). Although interpreted in terms of dissonance, this 

result is consistent with previous self-monitoring and attitude research showing that high 
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self-monitors will display more independence in their expression of attitudes in public 

conditions where norms favor autonomy rather than conformity (Snyder & Monson, 

1975). This suggests a more self-presentation account of the attitudes expressed by high 

self-monitors; in both studies, high self-monitors could be described as engaging in 

purposeful image cultivation in line with situation norms. In a second study, Debono & 

Edmonds (1989) contrasted a peer-relevant context with a personal-values context. When 

personal values were made salient, writing counter-attitudinal essays led low self-

monitors to greater expression of essay consistent attitudes than high self-monitors; in the 

peer context, high self-monitors again tended to express greater essay consistent attitudes 

than low self-monitors. These results were interpreted in terms of dissonance in that 

attitude change follows from behaviors that violate self-concepts—values in the case of 

low self-monitors, peer opinion in the case of high self-monitors. This interpretation 

seems correct in the case of low self-monitors, but a self-presentational account seems 

more likely in the case of high self-monitors. 

Extending research on self-monitoring and cognitive consistency, Spangenberg & 

Sprott (2006) examined the self-prophecy effect in terms of self-monitoring. When 

people make predictions about whether or not they will perform a normative behavior 

(e.g., recycle, vote), it increases the likelihood that they will perform the normative 

behavior- recycle, refrain from cheating, etc. This effect is thought to be driven by 

dissonance that results when discrepancies between values and actions are made salient 

(i.e., thinking of examples when one did not live up to normative standards). Therefore, 

low self-monitors should be more susceptible to self-prophecy effects because their 
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attitudes and values are closely linked to their behavior. Indeed, low self-monitors, as 

compared to high self-monitors, were more likely to commit to normative behaviors (e.g., 

a health and fitness assessment, donating time to the American Cancer Society) following 

self-prediction of these behaviors; high and low self-monitors did not differ under control 

conditions.     

As discussed above, low self-monitors are more attuned to and affected by 

internal states and dispositions, whereas high self-monitors are more attuned to and 

affected by the social environment. Drawing on these ideas, Gonnerman, Parker, Lavine, 

& Huff (2000) predicted that self-discrepancies based on personal beliefs about the self 

(i.e., the discrepancy between one’s actual self-views and views of what one ought to be 

or would ideally be like) would have an impact on the emotional distress of low self-

monitors, but not on the emotional distress of high self-monitors. Conversely, self-

discrepancies based on perceptions of significant others’ beliefs about the oneself (i.e., 

perceptions of what another person believes one ought to or would ideally be like) should 

impact the emotional distress of high self-monitors, but not low self-monitors. Their 

results confirmed these predictions. For low self-monitors, greater self-discrepancies 

from one’s own standpoint (i.e., one’s actual self in relation to one’s ought and ideal self-

ratings) predicted greater depression and anxiety, but discrepancies from the standpoint 

of others (i.e., one’s actual self-views in relation to perceptions of how other’s believe 

one ought to or ideally should be) did not predict. The opposite pattern was found for 

high self-monitors; greater self-discrepancies from the standpoint of significant others 

(parents, romantic partners) predicted greater depression and anxiety, but discrepancies 
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from one’s own standpoint were not related to anxiety and were weakly related to 

depression. These results suggest that internal self-relevant information is more strongly 

related to the well-being of low self-monitors than to the well being of high self-

monitors, and that external self-relevant information is more strongly related to the well-

being of high self-monitors than to the well-being of low self-monitors. Extrapolating 

from these findings, one could argue that balance should be more related to the well-

being of high self-monitors than to the well-being of low self-monitors. Because high 

self-monitors are more attuned to their social environment and are more influenced by 

external self relevant information (e.g., peer opinions, self views of parents and romantic 

partners), imbalance with important others should adversely affect well-being. However, 

it should be noted that the discrepancies in this study did not involve personal attitudes 

and the attitudes of others, but personal attributes (e.g., personality characteristics, 

abilities) and personal and other proscriptions about said attributes (i.e., how one ought to 

be). 

Taken as a whole, the literature on self-monitoring and consistency suggests that 

for low self-monitors, inconsistencies among actions, self-views, attitudes, and values are 

upsetting and lead to inconsistency reduction, but inconsistencies between self and others 

may not be upsetting, especially in terms of general others (e.g., the student body at 

large). However, because low self-monitors engage in many activities with the same 

people (Snyder et al., 1983), base their close relationships on attitude and value similarity 

(Jamieson et al., 1987; Jones, 1993), and desire to engage in self-verification (Gangestad 

& Snyder, 2000; Ickes, Holloway, Stinson, & Hoodenpyle, 2006), having relationships 
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based on similar attitudes and values should be essential to their well-being. 

Inconsistencies with close others will not be conducive to acting on one’s dispositions. 

Also, to the extent that imbalances involve close relationships (i.e., a high degree of 

inclusion of other in self, Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992), they can be viewed as 

inconsistencies within the self and should therefore elicit a high degree psychological 

tension for low self-monitors. Because high self-monitors engage in different activities 

with different people (Snyder et al., 1983), base their relationships on appearances and 

activity interests (Jamieson et al., 1987; Snyder et al., 1985), have a flexible and 

pragmatic sense of self (Snyder, 1987), and work to create desired self-presentations 

(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Ickes et al., 2006), imbalance should have less of an impact 

on their well-being, especially if imbalances are not relevant or salient to a given 

relationship or situation. Privately knowing about inconsistencies should be less of a 

problem for high self-monitors than for low self-monitors.   

Attitudes serve a social-adjustive function for high self-monitors and a value-

expressive function for low self-monitors (Debono, 1987; Snyder & Debono, 1989). 

Therefore, when imbalance is present in the relationships of high self-monitors, they 

should be more likely to engage in imbalance reduction techniques such as using self-

presentation to minimize attitude discrepancies, avoiding discrepant attitudes, and 

compartmentalizing the relevance of the inconsistency for a given relationship. 

Conversely, low self-monitors should be more likely to engage in direct discussion of 

inconsistent attitudes and values with close others. Also, because high self-monitors are 

more likely to change their public expression of attitudes to be consistent with others 
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(e.g., McCann & Hancock, 1983; Klein, Snyder, & Livingston, 2004), inconsistencies 

may not become salient because highs are willing to avoid certain issues and to alter 

public expression of those issues, thereby reducing the potential for inconsistencies to 

lead to tension. 

Consistent with the above analysis of imbalance reduction methods, Gaines, 

Work, Johnson, Youn, and Lai (2000) examined the strategies that low and high self-

monitors use to address problems with friends; high self-monitors tended to use passive 

strategies (waiting out the crisis, avoiding the friend), whereas low self-monitors tended 

to use more active strategies (discussing the issue, seeking compromises). This provides 

support for the idea that high self-monitors will use avoidance as a means to address 

imbalance, whereas low self-monitors will use discussion as a means to address 

imbalance. However, it should be noted that Gaines et al. used only other-directedness 

items from the Self-monitoring Scale (factor analysis of the Self-monitoring Scale 

suggests three related domains, Gangestad & Snyder, 1985). Other research by Miller, 

Omens, and Delvadia (1991) suggests that high self-monitors, relative to low self-

monitors, are more likely to use active coping and planning and less likely to use 

behavioral and mental disengagement to cope with stress. These conflicting findings do 

not allow for clear predictions regarding the use of strategies to address imbalance. At 

any rate, issues of balance should be more important for low self-monitors, and when 

imbalance exits, avoidance or conformity to the others’ viewpoints should be less likely 

because of the principled nature of low self-monitors. For high self-monitors, especially 
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if networks are compartmentalized, avoiding contentious issues or using self-presentation 

to minimize discrepancy may be useful strategies to avoid tension.   

Overview of Studies 

 Study 1 examined the relation of attitudinal balance to relationship quality, social 

support, and well-being. The balance measures captured attitudinal discrepancies with 

reference to one’s entire social network, including family, friends, and romantic partners. 

The specific issues examined were core values and political and religious views—

domains that are likely to be important to self and others. In addition, the moderating role 

of self-monitoring was examined in balance processes.      

 Drawing on balance, dissonance, social support, and self-monitoring literatures, 

the following hypotheses were posited: 

1. Attitudinal imbalance in interpersonal relationships will be negatively related to 

markers of relationship quality, social support, and well-being. The negative relations of 

imbalance to well-being will be mediated by relationship quality and social support. 

2. The effects of imbalance should be greater to the extent that disagreements pertain to 

issues that are important to self. 

3. The negative relation of imbalance with well-being will be greater for low self-

monitors than for high self-monitors. Furthermore, for low self-monitors, the negative 

relation of imbalance to well-being should be mediated by relationship quality and social 

support. Relationship quality and social support should independently predict well-being 

for high self-monitors. 
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4. The more voluntary relationships (i.e., friendships, romantic partners) of low self-

monitors should be more balanced than the voluntary relationships of high self-monitors. 

5. High self-monitors, relative to low self-monitors, will be more likely to endorse 

avoidance as a strategy to address imbalance and less likely to endorse direct discussion 

of imbalance.  

 Study 2 experimentally examined the effects of balance and imbalance on well-

being.  Participants wrote essays describing their experiences of value agreement and 

disagreement with romantic partners. After completing the essay, participants completed 

state measures of well-being. Additionally, participants completed measures of 

relationship quality and global well-being. The moderating role of self-monitoring was 

again examined. It was hypothesized that balance and imbalance would have greater 

effects on the well being of low self-monitors as compared to high self-monitors.  

 Study 3 examined imbalance that is resolved by directly discussing or avoiding 

areas of disagreement. In this study, participants wrote essays describing value 

disagreements with romantic partners and the use of discussion or avoidance to address 

the disagreements. Participants completed measures of state well-being after completing 

the essays. Additionally, participants completed measures of relationship quality and 

global well-being. The moderating role of self-monitoring was again examined. It was 

expected that high self-monitors would prefer avoidance methods to address imbalance 

and that low self-monitors would prefer directly discussing imbalance. 

 Finally, data from Studies 2 and 3 were combined to provide an in-depth analysis 

of the balance processes described in participants’ essays and to again examine the role of 
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value discrepancy in people’s romantic relationships. In addition to considering the 

moderating role of self-monitoring, relationship length was also examined as a moderator 

of the relations of value discrepancy to relationship quality and well-being.   

Chapter II: Study 1 

Participants and Procedures 

 One hundred ninety-four participants (140 women, 50 men, 4 unspecified; 135 

European American, 33 Asian/Pacific Islander, 10 African American, 2 Hispanic, 11 

other, 3 unspecified; Age M = 19.65) completed measures of attitudes and values (from 

the standpoint of self and close others), self-monitoring, relationship quality, social 

support, and well-being. Participants were run in small groups with each participant 

completing measures online at a partitioned cubicle. The order of the measures was 

counterbalanced such that well-being measures either came before or after assessing the 

attitudes and values of close others. Participants received course credit for their 

participation. 

Measures 

Self-monitoring.  

Self-monitoring was measured using the 18-item Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 

1987). Participants indicated whether each item was descriptive of them (true) or not 

descriptive of them (false). The responses were summed to obtain a scale score, α = .71, 

M = 10.11, SD = 3.48. Based on recommendations by Gangestad and Snyder (1985), 

participants scoring 10 or lower were classified as low self-monitors; those scoring 11 or 

higher were classified as high self-monitors. 
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Attitudes and values.   

Self ratings. Participants completed attitude and value assessments for themselves 

and for close others (see Appendix A). Political attitudes were assessed using 3 items 

taken from the National Election Survey. Using 7-point scales, participants rated their 

political party identification (strong democrat to strong republican) and their political 

views regarding economic and social issues (very liberal to very conservative). These 

items were averaged together to form an index of political attitude, α= .87, M = 3.48, SD 

= 1.52. Religious attitudes were assessed using eight items adapted from Scott (1965) and 

one item created for this study (rating the favorability of one’s views toward religion). 

Using a 7-point Likert scale, participants indicated their agreement with items such as “I 

have faith in a Supreme Being greater than man” and “It is important to be devout in 

one’s religious faith." After reverse scoring certain items so that higher scores indicated 

attitudes more favorable to religion, the items were averaged together to form an index of 

religious attitude, α= .87, M = 4.61, SD = 1.27. Core values were assessed using items 

adapted from Schwartz (1992). Using a 7-point scale (very unfavorable to very 

favorable), participants rated the favorability of each of the following values as life-

guiding principles: power, M = 4.66, SD = 1.42, achievement, M = 5.93, SD = .93, 

hedonism, M = 6.05, SD = 1.03, stimulation, M = 5.57, SD = 1.07, self-direction, M = 

6.12, SD = .89, universalism, M = 5.73, SD = 1.12, benevolence, M = 6.41, SD = .73, 

tradition, M = 5.04, SD = 1.46, conformity, M = 4.78, SD = 1.54, and security, M = 5.58, 

SD = 1.11.   
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Other ratings. Participants indicated who was a part of her or his social network 

by nominating up to twelve close others, M = 8.24, SD = 3.0. For each person nominated, 

participants indicated the person’s sex and the type of relationship (romantic partner, 

mother, father, sibling, other close relative, friend, or other). From the standpoint of each 

person nominated, participants then completed the political, α= .94, M = 3.74, SD = 1.61, 

religious, α= .89, M = 4.66, SD = 1.25, and value measures: power, M = 5.02, SD = 1.46, 

achievement, M = 5.85, SD = 1.13, hedonism, M = 6.02, SD = 1.11, stimulation, M = 

5.61, SD = 1.34, self-direction, M = 5.92, SD = 1.11, universalism, M = 5.48, SD = 1.3, 

benevolence, M = 6.0, SD = 1.13, tradition, M = 5.26, SD = 1.42, conformity, M = 5.09, 

SD = 1.52, and security, M = 5.43, SD = 1.28. For each domain (e.g., politics, values) and 

relationship type (e.g., romantic partner, friends), discrepancies were computed by taking 

the absolute value of the difference between the participant’s scores and each nominated 

person’s scores. Overall discrepancies for each domain were computed by taking the 

average of the absolute value differences between the participant and her or his network 

members (see Table 1). In this way, higher values indicated greater discrepancy between 

self and others (i.e., more imbalance). Overall value discrepancy was somewhat related to 

religious discrepancy, r = .24, p < .01, and political discrepancy, r = .15, p < .05; 

religious and political discrepancy were moderately related, r = .36, p < .01.  

Centrality to self of attitudes and values. The centrality to self (importance) of 

each set of beliefs—political, religious, and values (the most favorably rated value or 

values)—were assessed using a single item asking participants to “Indicate the degree to 

which ____________ is central to who you are and how you think about yourself,” using 
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a 1 (not important), to 7 (supremely important) scale (adapted from Davis & Rusbult, 

2001). Participants most favorably rated value(s) were most central to self, M = 5.72, SD 

= 1.05, followed by religious attitudes, M = 4.19, SD = 1.90, and then by political 

attitudes, M = 3.32, SD = 1.64, F(2, 378) = 142.52, p < .01. From the standpoint of 

others, the most favorably rated value(s) were most central to self, M = 5.16, SD = 1.30, 

followed by religious attitudes, M = 3.94, SD = 1.83, and then by political attitudes, M = 

3.80, SD = 1.68, F(2, 3072) = 465.82, p < .01.  

Strategies used to address imbalance. 

A measure was developed to identify the specific strategies (i.e., avoidance vs. 

discussion) that people use in dealing with imbalance with close others. Using a 4-point 

Likert scale, participants rated their agreement with items such as “It is best to avoid 

discussing views on religion and politics with close others who do not agree” and “The 

best way to deal with differences of opinion with friends or family is to engage in open 

discussions.” An initial reliability analysis yielded an alpha of .78 (one item was removed 

due to low item-total correlation: -.03). A series of factor analyses using principle axis 

factoring and promax rotation were performed to determine the latent factor structure 

underlying the observed inter-item correlations (i.e., to see if the measure was capturing 

different methods of dealing with discrepancy). Based on a scree plot and pattern of 

salients (i.e., the pattern of item loadings with 2, 3, 4, and 5 factors specified), a 3-factor 

solution seemed to best account for the observed correlations. The three factors can be 

described as (1) direct discussion/comfort holding discrepant attitudes, (2) 

avoidance/agree to disagree, and (3) modification/expressing attitudes in line with close 
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others. Table 2 shows the factor loadings for each item. The items that loaded on each 

factor (with appropriate reverse coding) were averaged together to form indices for 

discussion, α = .66, M = 3.01, SD = .48, avoidance, α = .72, M = 2.27, SD = .43, and 

modification, α = .71, M = 2.16, SD = .56. Discussion was negatively related to 

avoidance, r = -.47, p <.01, and modification, r = -.39, p <.01; avoidance and 

modification were positively related, r = .35, p <.01.    

Relationship variables. 

Subjective closeness. For each nominated relationship, subjective closeness was 

assessed with the following two items used by Berscheid, Snyder, and Omoto (1989): 

“Relative to all your other relationships (both same and opposite sex), how would you 

characterize your relationship with this person?” and “Relative to what you know about 

other people’s close relationships, how would you characterize your relationship with this 

person?” Responses were made on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (much less close) to 7 

(much more close). The two items were highly correlated, r = .87, p < .01, and averaged 

together to form an index of closeness for each relationship, M = 5.19, SD = 1.31.   

Communication quality. Participants rated the quality of communication for each 

relationship using 7-point scales anchored with the following adjectives: relaxed—

strained, impersonal—personal, formal—informal, in-depth—superficial, laden with 

communication breakdowns—free communication breakdowns, open—guarded, free 

from conflict—laden with conflict, great deal of misunderstanding—great deal of 

understanding (adapted from the Iowa Communication Record; Duck, Rutt, Hurst, & 

Strejc, 1991). Items were recorded such that higher numbers indicated greater 
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communication quality. The items were average together to form an index of 

communication quality for each relationship, α= .86, M = 5.73, SD = 1.01. 

Social support. 

Social networks. The Social Network Index (SNI; Cohen et al., 1997) was used to 

assess the diversity of social roles (e.g., student, child, close friend, close relative) 

engaged in regularly (at least once every two weeks) and the number of people contacted 

regularly within those roles in a 2-week period. Social network diversity (ND) was 

computed by summing the number of high-contact roles (of a possible 12) that 

participants engaged in regularly, M = 6.29, SD = 1.49. Network size (NS) was computed 

by summing total number of people with whom participants had regular contact (i.e., at 

least once every 2 weeks) across the 12 roles, M = 23.86, SD = 9.74. Network diversity 

and size were highly correlated, r = .65, p <.01. 

Perceived social support. The Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL; 

Cohen et al., 1983) was used to assess perceptions of tangible support (e.g., material aid), 

appraisal support (e.g., having someone to talk to), and belonging support (e.g., having 

someone to do things with). Participants indicated the extent to which 12 statements were 

true of them using a scale ranging from 1 (definitely false) to 4 (definitely true). After 

reverse scoring certain items, the responses were averaged together to form a scale score 

for perceived social support, α = .87, M = 3.40, SD = .49.     

Well-being.  

Life satisfaction. The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, 

Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) was used to assess participants’ global satisfaction with the 
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overall conditions of their lives. Participants rated the extent to which they agreed with 

five items using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree).  The items were averaged together to form a scale score, α = .91, M = 5.09, SD = 

1.27. 

Positive and negative affect. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

(PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegan, 1988) was used to assess general experiences of 

negative (NA) and positive affect (PA). Participants rated the extent, in general, to which 

they experience 10 positive and 10 negative emotions using a 5-point scale ranging from 

1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely). The positive and negative emotion ratings 

were each averaged together to form scale scores for PA, α = .87, M = 3.67, SD = .67, 

and NA, α = .86, M = 1.99, SD = .66. 

Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured using the Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem 

Scale (RSES). Participants indicated their agreement with 10 items assessing global 

feelings of self-worth using a 7-point Likert scale. After reverse scoring certain items, the 

items were average together to create a scale score, α = .91, M = 5.54, SD = 1.03.  

Depression. The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Short Depression Scale (CES-

D 10; Radloff, 1977) was used to assess depressive symptoms. Participants indicated the 

extent to which they felt or behaved a certain way (e.g., I felt lonely) during the past week 

using a 4-point scale ranging from 0 (rarely, less than one day) to 3 (all of the time, 5-7 

days). The responses were summed to obtain a scale score, α = .71, M = 9.47, SD = 4.6. 

Anxiety. The Beck Anxiety Inventory (Beck, Epstein, Brown, & Steer, 1988) 

was used to assess symptoms of anxiety. Participants indicated the extent to which they 
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were bothered by 21 common symptoms of anxiety over the past week on a 4-point scale 

ranging from 0 (not at all) to 3 (severely- it bothered me a lot). The responses were 

summed to obtain a scale score, α = .89, M = 30.35, SD = 7.89. 

Perceived stress. The Perceived Stress Scale (SS; Cohen & Williamson, 1988) 

was used to assess perceptions of global stress. Participants indicated the extent to which 

they experienced each of 10 thoughts and feelings over the past month using a scale 

ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). The responses were summed to obtain a scale 

score, α = .87, M = 16.42, SD = 6.54. 

Physical symptoms. The Cohen-Hoberman Inventory of Physical Symptoms 

(CHIPS; Cohen & Hoberman, 1983) was used to assess physical health. Participants 

indicated the extent to which each of 33 common physical symptoms (e.g., colds, 

muscles cramps) bothered them during the past two weeks using a 5-point scale ranging 

from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). The responses were summed to obtain a scale score, α 

= .94, M = 22.12, SD = 18.63. 

Well-being factors. In order to simplify the analysis and presentation of well-

being results, two variables were created to index positive and negative aspects of well-

being. A series of factor analyses using principle axis factoring and promax rotation were 

performed to determine the latent structure underlying the observed correlations of 

SWLS, PA, NA, RSES, CES-D, BAI, SS, and CHIPS. Based on a scree plot and pattern 

of salients (i.e., the pattern of loadings with 1, 2, and 3 factors specified), a 2-factor 

solution seemed to best account for the observed correlations (see Table 3 for factor 

loadings). The two factors can be described as (1) positive aspects of well-being (a 



35 
 

happiness and satisfaction/absence of depression and stress factor) and (2) negative 

aspects of well-being (an anxiety/negative symptom factor). The measures that loaded 

most highly on each factor were combined (i.e., converted to z-scores, appropriately 

reverse coded, averaged together) to form indices for positive well-being, α = .86, M = 0, 

SD = .80, and negative well-being, α = .78, M = 0, SD = .84. Positive and negative well-

being were negatively correlated, r = -.61, p <.01. 

Data Analysis and Results 

The hypotheses outlined above were (largely) investigated using multiple 

regression. Attitude and value discrepancies were expected to be negatively related to 

markers of psychological and physical well-being. These effects were expected to be 

greater for low self-monitors than for high self-monitors; that is, an interaction of self-

monitoring with discrepancy should predict well-being. It was also expected that 

discrepancy would be negatively related to measures of relationship quality and social 

support. When controlling for relationship quality and social support, the relation of 

discrepancy to well-being should be attenuated, suggesting that the effects of discrepancy 

were mediated by relationship quality and social support. High self-monitors, as 

compared to low self-monitors, were expected to report less active discussion of 

imbalance and more avoidance of imbalance. For friendships and romantic relationships, 

high self-monitors, as compared to low self-monitors, were expected to have higher 

levels of discrepancy.  

Relation of discrepancies to social support, relationship quality, and well-

being. 
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 Political, religious, and value discrepancies (for both overall networks and 

specific relationships) were correlated with markers of social support, relationship 

quality, and well-being (see Table 4). In general, value discrepancies were associated 

with less subjective closeness, communication quality, perceived social support, and 

positive well-being. This was particularly true for value discrepancies with romantic 

partners and friends. Conversely, overall political and religious discrepancies were 

associated with greater communication quality, greater positive well-being, and less 

negative well-being. Specifically, this was true for political and religious discrepancies 

with friends and political discrepancies with one’s father.  

Relation of attitude variability to social support, relationship quality, and 

well-being. 

 In addition to discrepancies between self and close others, another feature of 

one’s social network is the extent to which network members vary in their attitudes and 

values. To examine this feature of social networks, the standard deviations of political, M 

= 1.23, SD = .66, religious, M = .97, SD = .51, and value beliefs, M = .83, SD = .40, 

within participants’ nominated networks were computed. These indices of network 

variability were unrelated to the number of close others nominated (all r’s < .15). 

Unsurprisingly, political variability was correlated with overall political discrepancy, r = 

.84, p < .01, religious variability was correlated with overall religious discrepancy. r = 

.67, p < .01, and value variability was correlated with overall value discrepancy, r = .63, 

p < .01.  



37 
 

To examine the effects of network variability, two set of analyses were run 

predicting network closeness, network communication, perceived social support, network 

diversity, network size, positive well-being, and negative well being (see Table 5). In the 

first set of analyses, each index of variability was correlated with relationship quality, 

social support, and well-being variables. In the second set of analyses, regressions were 

run using each index of variability and its corresponding index of discrepancy as 

simultaneous predictors. In this way, the independent effects of variability and 

discrepancy could be examined. The overall pattern of the variability indices to markers 

of relationship quality, social support, and well-being were quite similar to those found 

for discrepancy. However, with political and religious discrepancy and variability in the 

models, the generally positive associations of political and religious discrepancy with 

relationship quality, social support, and well-being were attenuated. Conversely, the 

positive associations of variability with relationship quality, social support, and well-

being remained positive, suggesting that diversity of the network, and not discrepancy, 

was driving the observed associations of discrepancy with markers of well-being. When 

controlling for value variability, the associations of value discrepancy with relationship 

quality, perceived support, and positive well-being remained negative, suggesting that 

network value variability was not driving the observed associations of value discrepancy 

with markers of well-being. 

Moderating influence of centrality to self/importance. 

Although the attitudes and values assessed in the current study were designed to 

be one’s that most people would view as being important and central to their sense of 
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self, core values, M = 5.72, were more important to participants than political, M = 3.32, 

or religious attitudes, M = 4.19, F(2, 378) = 142.52, p < .01. As such, the negative effects 

of discrepancy should be most apparent for value discrepancy. The overall pattern of 

results conformed to these importance ratings. As discussed above, value discrepancy 

was negatively related to relationship quality, perceived social support, and positive well-

being. On the other hand, political and religious discrepancies were slightly positively 

related to communication quality and positive well-being, and negatively related to 

negative well-being. 

 To investigate the implications of importance ratings more fully, political, 

religious, and value discrepancies (both overall networks and specific relationships) for 

highly important attitudes and values (importance ratings greater than 4) were correlated 

with markers of relationship quality, well-being, and social support (see Table 6). For 

highly important political and religious attitudes, the previously positive associations of 

discrepancies with relationship quality, well-being, and social support were either 

attenuated of reversed. For highly important values, greater value discrepancy was 

consistently related to less closeness and communication, less positive well-being, and 

less perceived social support. This pattern was particularly true for overall networks, 

romantic partners, and friendship networks.   

 Mediation analysis. 

 To investigate the proposed mediation of the effects of discrepancy on well-being 

by relationship quality and perceived support, a series of regression models were run (see 

Table 7; Baron & Kenny, 1986; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). These models examined only 



39 
 

value discrepancy as it was the marker of discrepancy that was consistently related to 

outcome measures. For overall networks, romantic partners, and friendship networks, 

initial analyses regressed markers of relationship quality, social support, and well-being 

on value discrepancy. In the second models, relationship quality, social support, and well-

being measures were regressed on value discrepancy and relationship quality variables 

(e.g., closeness was regressed on communication quality and value discrepancy; 

perceived social support was regressed on closeness, communication, and value 

discrepancy). In the third models, social support and well-being measures were regressed 

on relationship quality, social support, and value discrepancy (e.g., positive well-being 

was regressed on communication quality, closeness, perceived social support, network 

size and diversity, and value discrepancy). As shown in Table 7, in initial models, overall 

value discrepancy was negatively related to overall closeness, β = -.26, p < .01, overall 

communication, β = -.29, p < .01, network size, β = -.16, p < .05, perceived social 

support, β = -.18, p < .05, and positive aspects of well-being, β = -.22, p < .01. In the 

second models, controlling for closeness and communication quality, value discrepancy 

no longer predicted network size, perceived social support, or positive well-being. In 

these second models, closeness predicted perceived social support, β = .19, p < .05, and 

positive well-being, β = .18, p < .01; communication quality predicted social support, β = 

.22, p < .01, positive well-being, β = .31, p < .01, and negative well-being, β = -.32, p < 

.01. In the third models, controlling for closeness, communication, and social support 

measures, value discrepancy did not predict network diversity, perceived social support, 

positive well-being, or negative well-being; it did predict network size, β = -.12, p < .05. 
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In these third models, greater closeness predicted greater network diversity, β = .12, p < 

.10, smaller network size, β = -.12, p < .10, greater perceived social support, β = .18, p < 

.05, and greater positive well-being, β = .14, p < .10. Greater communication quality 

predicted greater perceived social support, β = .19, p < .05, greater positive well-being, β 

= .20, p < .01, and less negative well-being, β = -.24, p < .01. Network diversity was 

highly related to network size, β = .64, p < .01, but did not predict any other variables. 

Network size predicted greater positive well-being, β = .32, p < .01. Perceived support 

was unrelated to network size or diversity, but did predict positive, β = .36, p < .01, and 

negative well-being, β = -.33, p < .01. Using procedures developed by Preacher and 

Hayes (2008) to examine the indirect effects of an independent variable on a dependent 

variables through multiple mediators, overall closeness and communication quality 

mediated the negative relation of value discrepancy to perceived social support (z = -2.01, 

p < .05; z = -2.52, p < .05) and positive well-being (z = -2.11, p < .05; z = -2.65, p < .01). 

Furthermore, the relations of closeness and communication to positive well-being were 

partially mediated by perceived social support (z = 3.59, p < .01; z = 4.30, p < .01).       

 Figures 1 – 3 depict path models for the relations of value discrepancy to positive 

and negative well-being as mediated by closeness, communication, and perceived social 

support for overall networks, romantic partners, and friendship networks. These models 

do not depict perceived social support as a mediator of closeness and communication 

because closeness and communication quality have independent associations with well-

being and do not always relate to perceived social support (e.g., closeness and 

communication quality with romantic partner). Additionally, network size and network 
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diversity are not included in the models for ease of presentation and because value 

discrepancy does not always relate to network diversity or size. Figure 1 depicts the 

results for overall network value discrepancy. As discussed above, greater overall value 

discrepancy predicted less subjective closeness, communication quality, perceived social 

support, and positive well-being. In turn, perceived support and communication quality 

each predicted less negative well-being and greater positive well-being. Subjective 

closeness did not predict well-being. Controlling for mediators, the previously negative 

relation of value discrepancy to positive well-being became non-significant, suggesting 

that the relation was mediated by closeness, communication, and perceived support. Tests 

of indirect effects suggest that social support, z = -2.12, p < .05, and communication 

quality, z = -2.41, p < .05, mediated the relation of value discrepancy to positive well-

being. Although the initial relation of value discrepancy to negative well-being was not 

significant, an analysis of the indirect effects suggests that social support, z = 2.02, p < 

.05, and communication quality, z = 2.45, p < .05, did account for indirect effects of 

discrepancy to negative well-being. 

 A very similar pattern emerged for romantic relationships (see Figure 2). Greater 

value discrepancy with one’s romantic partner predicted less subjective closeness, 

communication quality, perceived social support, and positive well-being. In turn, greater 

perceived support predicted less negative well-being and greater positive well-being. 

Greater subjective closeness and communication quality with one’s partner also predicted 

greater positive well-being. Controlling for mediators, the previously negative relation of 

value discrepancy to positive well-being became non-significant, suggesting that the 
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relation was mediated by closeness, communication, and perceived support. Analysis of 

the indirect effects suggests that social support, z = -1.87, p = .06, and communication 

quality, z = -1.98, p < .05, mediated the relation of value discrepancy to positive well-

being. For negative well-being, only social support appeared to be a mediator, z = 1.85, p 

< .06. 

A similar pattern also emerged for friendship networks (see Figure 3). Greater 

value discrepancy with friends predicted less subjective closeness, communication 

quality, perceived social support, and positive well-being, and greater negative well-

being. In turn, greater perceived support and communication quality each predicted less 

negative well-being and greater positive well-being. Controlling for mediators, the 

relations of value discrepancy to positive and negative well-being were attenuated, 

suggesting that these relations were mediated by communication and perceived support. 

Analysis of the indirect effects suggests that social support, z = -1.97, p < .05, mediated 

the relation of value discrepancy to positive well-being. For negative well-being, social 

support, z = 1.88, p = .06, and communication quality, z = 1.77, p = .08, acted as 

mediators. 

Moderating influence of self-monitoring. 

 High and low self-monitors did not differ in overall or relationship specific 

political, religious or value discrepancy (except value discrepancy with mother), 

avoidance of disagreement, discussion of disagreement, modification of attitudes, 

network value variability, overall or relationship specific closeness or communication 

quality (except sibling closeness), importance of political or value beliefs, number of 
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people rated, social network diversity, or positive or negative aspects of well-being. High 

self-monitors, relative to low self-monitors, had greater network political variability, M = 

1.37 versus M = 1.12, t(190) = -2.69, p < .01, and religious variability, M = 1.05 versus M 

= .92, t(190) = -1.75, p = .08, were more value discrepant with their mothers, M = 1.12 

versus M = .90, t(119) = -2.01, p < .05, were less close to siblings, M = 4.92 versus M = 

5.46, t(144) = -2.69, p < .01, rated the importance of religion lower, M = 3.78 versus M = 

4.52, t(190) = 2.73, p < .01, perceived greater social support, M = 3.50 versus M = 3.32, 

t(192) = -2.49, p < .05, and had more people in their social networks, M = 25.40 versus M 

= 22.63, t(192) = -1.98, p < .05. 

An initial examination of the moderating effects of self-monitoring was conducted 

by correlating political, religious, and value discrepancies (for both overall networks and 

specific relationships) with markers of social support, relationship quality, and well-being 

for low and high self-monitors (see Table 8). In general, for low self-monitors, value 

discrepancies were associated with less subjective closeness, communication quality, 

perceived social support, and positive well-being. This was particularly true for value 

discrepancies with romantic partners and friends. Conversely, overall political and 

religious discrepancies were associated with greater communication quality, greater 

positive well-being, and less negative well-being. Specifically, this was true for political 

and religious discrepancies with friends and political discrepancies with one’s father.  

A very different pattern emerged for high self-monitors. For them, value 

discrepancies were not related to well-being or social support. Value discrepancies were 

negatively related to communication quality with romantic partners and parents and to 
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subjective closeness with romantic partners. Overall political and religious discrepancies 

were associated with less negative well-being. Specifically, this was true for 

discrepancies with friends.  

To investigate the moderating influence of self-monitoring more formally, a series 

of regression analyses were performed. Specifically, interactions of romantic partner and 

friend value discrepancy (generally, people’s most important belief domain and closest 

relationships) with self-monitoring were examined. Following procedures outlined by 

Aiken and West (1991), models were tested using value discrepancy (centered), self-

monitoring (split into low and high self-monitors), and the interaction of value 

discrepancy with self-monitoring to predict subjective closeness, communication quality, 

perceived social support, positive well-being, and negative well-being. Any significant 

interactions between self-monitoring and value discrepancy were followed up by 

computing simple slopes for low and high self-monitors. Simple slope analyses depict the 

relation between predictor (e.g., partner value discrepancy) and criterion (e.g., positive 

well-being) at specific levels of the moderator (self-monitoring). As recommended by 

Aiken and West (1991), the unstandardized coefficients were used to interpret significant 

interactions. 

 In predicting positive well-being, the interaction of self-monitoring with partner 

value discrepancy did not reach significance, b = .55, t(96) = 1.53, p = .13. However, the 

interaction was in the predicted direction and controlling for subjective closeness and 

communication quality with romantic partner, the interaction of self-monitoring with 

value discrepancy reached significance, b = .88, t(94) = 2.48, p < .05. Simple slope 
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analyses revealed that value discrepancy predicted less positive well-being for low self-

monitors, b = -.56, p < .01; value discrepancy did not predict positive well-being for high 

self-monitors, b = -.01, ns. In predicting negative well-being, the interaction of self-

monitoring with value discrepancy was significant, b = -.85, t(96) = -2.15, p < .05.  

Simple slope analyses revealed that greater value discrepancy predicted greater negative 

well-being for low self-monitors, b = .40, p = .05. Although value discrepancy did not 

predict negative well-being for high self-monitors, the trend was such that greater 

discrepancy predicted less negative well-being, b = -.45, p = .19. Figure 4 depicts the 

relation of romantic partner value discrepancy to well-being for low and high self-

monitors. In predicting perceived social support, the interaction of self-monitoring with 

value discrepancy was not significant, b = .18, t(96) = .88, ns. In predicting subjective 

closeness with romantic partner, the interaction of self-monitoring with value discrepancy 

was significant, b = -1.51, t(96) = -3.01, p < .01. Value discrepancy did not predict 

closeness for low self-monitors, b = -.20, ns. In contrast, for high self-monitors, value 

discrepancy predicted less closeness, b = -1.71, p < .01. Although self-monitoring did not 

significantly interact with value discrepancy to predict communication quality, the 

pattern was similar to subjective closeness, b = -.51, t(96) = -1.42, p = .16.  

The interaction of self-monitoring with friend value discrepancy did not predict 

positive well-being, but did predict negative well-being, b = -.60, t(175) = -1.93, p = .05. 

Simple slope analyses revealed that greater value discrepancy predicted greater negative 

well-being for low self-monitors, b = .35, p < .05. Although value discrepancy did not 

predict negative well-being for high self-monitors, the trend was such that greater 
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discrepancy predicted less negative well-being, b = -.25, p = .35. The interaction of self-

monitoring with value discrepancy did not predict subjective closeness or communication 

quality with friends, but did predict perceived social support, b = -.37, t(175) = -2.10, p < 

.05. For low self-monitors, greater value discrepancy with friends predicted less 

perceived social support, b = -.24, p = .01; value discrepancy did not predict social 

support for high self-monitors, b = .13, ns.  

Moderated mediation. The preceding analyses demonstrated that value 

discrepancies with one’s romantic partner and friends were negatively related to markers 

of well-being for low self-monitors, but that for high self-monitors this relation was 

attenuated. Extending these findings, models were tested in which the relation of value 

discrepancy with well-being was mediated by subjective closeness, communication 

quality, and perceived social support. It was expected that these models would be 

moderated by self-monitoring. For low self-monitors, it was expected that less value 

discrepancy would predict greater relationship quality and support, which would in turn 

predict greater positive well-being and less negative well-being. In contrast, for high self-

monitors it was expected that relationship quality and support would not act as mediators 

for the relation between value discrepancy and well-being, but that relationship quality 

and support would independently predict well-being. The moderated mediation analytic 

technique described by Muller, Judd, and Yzerbyt (2005) was used to examine whether 

self-monitoring moderated the extent to which relationship quality and social support 

mediated the relation of value discrepancy with romantic partners and friends to well-

being.   
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Moderated mediation path models were tested using a series of regressions: (1) 

the relation of value discrepancy to positive and negative well-being, (2) the relation of 

value discrepancy to mediating variables (i.e., subjective closeness, communication 

quality, perceived social support), and (3) the concurrent relations of value discrepancy 

and mediating variables with well-being. To test whether self-monitoring moderated the 

associations in each model, the following variables were included: centered main effects 

relevant to each regression, the interaction of self-monitoring with value discrepancy in 

regressions 1, 2, and 3, and the interactions of self-monitoring with mediating variables in 

regression 3. Finally, simple slope analyses for high and low self-monitors were 

conducted to interpret the moderating effects of self-monitoring on paths linking value 

discrepancy, mediator variables, and outcome variables. The moderator analyses reported 

above are identical to the models tested in regressions 1 and 2 of the moderated 

mediation analytical technique. Figures 5—8 illustrate the simple slope analyses of the 

moderated mediation models for low and high self-monitors. 

As established in the previous moderation analyses, self-monitoring moderated 

the relation of partner value discrepancy to positive (if controlling for relationship 

quality) and negative well-being. Greater discrepancy predicted less positive well-being, 

b = -.56, p < .01, and greater negative well-being, b = .40, p < .05, for low self-monitors; 

value discrepancy did not predict well-being for high self-monitors. Self-monitoring also 

moderated the relation of partner value discrepancy to subjective closeness. Greater 

discrepancy predicted less subjective closeness for high self-monitors, b = -1.71, p < .01, 

but did not predict subjective closeness for low self-monitors. Self-monitoring did not 
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interact with partner value discrepancy to predict communication quality or perceived 

social support. Ignoring interactions with self-monitoring, greater discrepancy predicted 

lower communication quality, b = -.49, p < .01, and less perceived social support, b = -

.18, p < .05.  

Regressions 1 and 2 established that the criteria for mediation of the partner value 

discrepancy—well-being association by relationship quality and social support were met 

and that self-monitoring moderated the relation of partner value discrepancy to subjective 

closeness and well-being. Regressions 3 yielded the relations of partner value 

discrepancy to positive and negative well-being controlling for relationship quality and 

social support, and tested interactions of self-monitoring with mediators to predict well-

being. In predicting both positive and negative well-being, self-monitoring did not 

interact with any of the mediators. As shown in Figures 5 and 6, the estimated path 

coefficients from the mediators to positive and negative well-being were similar for both 

low and high self-monitors. For both low and high self-monitors, greater perceived social 

support predicted less negative well-being and greater positive well-being. As expected, 

controlling for the mediators (and interaction of the mediators with self-monitoring), the 

interactions of self-monitoring and value discrepancy in predicting positive and negative 

well-being became non-significant, b = .60, p = .11, and b = -.73, p = .10, suggesting that 

relationship quality and support partially mediated the interaction effects. As depicted in 

Figure 5, for low self-monitors, the unstandardized estimate between value discrepancy 

and negative well-being dropped from .40, p < .05, to .15, ns, and the unstandardized 

estimate between value discrepancy and positive well-being dropped from -.56, p <.01, to 
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-.30, p = .08. For high self-monitors, the discrepancy—well-being paths were not 

significant regardless of the presence or absence of the mediators. Although not 

significant, these paths were in the opposite direction as those for low self-monitors.  

Additionally, procedures developed by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007) were 

used to examine the indirect effects of partner value discrepancy on outcome variables 

through specific mediators at different levels of self-monitoring. For low self-monitors, 

the effect of discrepancy on positive well-being was mediated by social support, z = -

1.80, p = .07; for high self-monitors, communication was a mediator, z = -1.68, p = .09. 

For low self-monitors, the effect of discrepancy on negative well-being was mediated by 

social support, z = 1.76, p = .08; for high self-monitors, no indirect effects approached 

significance.   

As a whole, these results are consistent with a moderated mediation model of the 

relative contributions of partner value discrepancy, relationship quality, and perceived 

support in predicting well-being for low and high self-monitors. For low self-monitors, 

greater value discrepancy with romantic partner predicted lower communication quality 

and less perceived social support, which in turn predicted less positive well-being and 

greater negative well-being. For high self-monitors, greater value discrepancy with 

romantic partner predicted less subjective closeness and lower communication quality, 

but did not predict either positive or negative well-being. Independent of value 

discrepancy, for high self-monitors, greater perceived social support and communication 

quality predicted less negative well-being and greater positive well-being. 
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Moderated mediation techniques were also used to examine the effects of value 

discrepancies with friends. The prior moderator analyses established the relations of 

friend value discrepancy (and the interaction with self-monitoring) to (1) well-being 

outcomes and (2) relationship mediators. Self-monitoring moderated the relation of friend 

value discrepancy to negative well-being and perceived social support. For low-self-

monitors, greater discrepancy predicted less perceived support, b = -.24, p = .01, and 

greater negative well-being, b = .35, p < .05; discrepancy did not predict negative well-

being or perceived support for high self-monitors. Self-monitoring did not interact with 

friend value discrepancy to predict positive well-being, closeness with friends, or 

communication quality with friends. Ignoring interactions with self-monitoring, greater 

discrepancy predicted less positive well-being, b = -.38, p < .05, closeness, b = -.56, p < 

.01, and communication quality, b = -.43, p < .01.  

Regressions 1 and 2 established that the criteria for mediation of the friend value 

discrepancy—well-being association by relationship quality and social support were met 

and that self-monitoring moderated the relation of friend value discrepancy to perceived 

social support and negative well-being. Regressions 3 yielded the relations of friend 

value discrepancy to positive and negative well-being controlling for relationship quality 

and social support, and tested interactions of self-monitoring with mediators to predict 

well-being. In predicting both positive and negative well-being, self-monitoring did not 

interact with any of the mediators, although the interaction of self-monitoring with 

communication quality to predict negative well-being approached significance, b = .27, p 

= .11. As shown in Figures 7 and 8, the estimated path coefficients from the mediators to 
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positive and negative well-being were similar for both low and high self-monitors. For 

both low and high self-monitors, greater perceived social support predicted less negative 

well-being and greater positive well-being, and greater communication quality predicted 

less negative well-being. Controlling for the mediators (and interaction of the mediators 

with self-monitoring), the interaction of self-monitoring and value discrepancy in 

predicting negative well-being became non-significant, b = -.28, p = .34, suggesting that 

relationship quality and support partially mediated the interaction effect. As depicted in 

Figure 7, for low self-monitors, the unstandardized estimate between value discrepancy 

and negative well-being dropped from .35, p < .05, to .08, ns, and the unstandardized 

estimate between value discrepancy and positive well-being dropped from -.38, p <.05, to 

-.13, ns. For high self-monitors, the discrepancy—well-being paths were not significant 

regardless of the presence or absence of the mediators, although the path from 

discrepancy to positive well-being approached significance controlling for mediators, b = 

-.39, p = .07.  

Additionally, procedures developed by Preacher et al. (2007) were used to 

examine the indirect effects of friend value discrepancy with outcome variables through 

specific mediators at different levels of self-monitoring. For low self-monitors, the 

relation of discrepancy to positive well-being was mediated by perceived social support, z 

= -2.35, p < .05, and the relation of discrepancy to negative well-being was mediated by 

perceived social support, z = 2.26, p < .05, and communication quality, z = 2.16, p < .05; 

for high self-monitors, no indirect effects approached significance.   
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As a whole, these results are consistent with a moderated mediation model of the 

relative contributions of friend value discrepancies, relationship quality, and perceived 

support in predicting well-being for low and high self-monitors. For low self-monitors, 

greater value discrepancy with friends predicted less closeness, communication quality, 

perceived social support. In turn, less perceived social support, and to a lesser extent, 

lower communication quality, predicted less positive well-being and greater negative 

well-being. For high self-monitors, greater value discrepancy with friends predicted less 

subjective closeness, but did not predict perceived social support, communication quality, 

or negative well-being. There was, however, a trend for greater discrepancy to predict 

less positive well-being. Independent of value discrepancy, for high self-monitors, greater 

perceived social support predicted less negative well-being and greater positive well-

being. 

Association of strategies used to address imbalance with relationship quality, 

social support, and well-being. 

 Strategies used to address imbalance—discussion, avoidance, and modification—

were correlated with markers of social support, relationship quality, and well-being (see 

Table 9). None of the strategies were related to closeness, network size, or network 

diversity. However, discussion was positively related to network communication quality, 

perceived social support, and positive well-being, and negatively related to negative well-

being. In contrast, greater avoidance and modification were related to lower 

communication quality, perceived social support, and positive well-being, and greater 

negative well-being.  
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Self-monitoring was also examined as a moderator of these associations. 

Specifically, models were tested using discussion, avoidance, and modification (all 

centered), self-monitoring (split into low and high self-monitors), and the interaction of 

these strategies with self-monitoring to predict relationship quality, social support, and 

well-being. In analyses predicting social support and well-being, overall network 

closeness and communication quality were used as covariates. Any significant 

interactions between self-monitoring and strategies were followed up by computing 

simple slopes for low and high self-monitors. Self-monitoring did not interact with 

discussion or modification. However, self-monitoring interacted with avoidance to 

predict communication, b = -.47, t(189) = -1.96, p = .05, perceived social support, b = 

.25, t(187) = 1.65, p = .10, positive well-being, b = .51, t(187) = 2.09, p < .05, and 

negative well-being, b = -.47, t(187) = -1.77, p = .08. For low self-monitors, greater 

avoidance of disagreements predicted less perceived support, b = -.24, p < .05, less 

positive well-being, b = -.41, p = .01, and greater negative well-being, b = .43, p < .05; 

avoidance did not predict communication quality, b = -.02, ns. For high self-monitors, 

greater avoidance predicted less communication quality, b = -.49, p < .01, but did not 

predict perceived support or well-being (p’s > .60).  

Sex differences. 

 Men and women did not differ in overall or specific political, religious or value 

discrepancies, overall or specific subjective closeness or communication quality (except 

closeness with father), avoidance of disagreement, discussion of disagreement, 

modification of attitudes, network political, religious or value variability, importance of 
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political or value beliefs, number of people rated, network diversity or size, or perceived 

social support. Women, as compared to men, were less close to their fathers, M = 4.85 

versus M = 5.51, t(143) = -2.44, p < .05, rated their religious beliefs as more central to 

self, M = 4.46 versus M = 3.46, t(186) = 3.25, p < .01, were lower in self-monitoring, M = 

9.72 versus M = 10.92, t(188) = -2.09, p < .05, were lower in positive well-being, M = -

.06 versus M = .18, t(99.93) = -1.99, p = .05, (equal variances not assumed), and were 

higher in negative well-being, M = .12 versus M = -.34, t(117.88) = 4.01, p < .01 (equal 

variances not assumed).  

 Two- and three-way interactions of sex with value discrepancy (both overall and 

partner specific) and self-monitoring did not predict positive or negative well-being, 

closeness or communication quality (overall or partner specific except as noted below), 

or perceived social support. An interaction of sex with partner value discrepancy 

predicted partner closeness, b = -1.11, t(96) = -2.12, p < .05.  For women, value 

discrepancy did not predict closeness, b = -.31, ns, but for men, greater value discrepancy 

predicted less closeness, b = -1.45, p < .01. Similarly, an interaction of sex with partner 

value discrepancy predicted communication quality with one’s romantic partner, b = -.68, 

t(96) = -1.88, p = .06. For women, greater value discrepancy marginally predicted lower 

communication quality, b = -.32, p = .07; for men, greater value discrepancy predicted 

lower communication quality, b = -1.00, p < .01. 

Two- and three-way interactions of sex with strategy to address imbalance 

(discussion, avoidance, and modification) and self-monitoring were also examined. No 

three-way interactions were significant. The interactions of sex with discussion, b = .43, 
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t(187) = 1.75, p = .08, avoidance, b = -.72, t(187) = -2.66, p < .01, and modification, b = -

.43, t(187) = -2.73, p < .05, all predicted negative well-being. The interaction of sex with 

modification also predicted network communication quality, b = .49, t(189) = 2.52, p < 

.05. For women, less discussion, b = -.42, p < .01, greater avoidance, b = .51, p < .01, and 

greater modification, b = .37, p < .01, all predicted greater negative well being; greater 

modification also predicted lower network communication quality, b = -.38, p < .01. For 

men, none of these associations were significant (p’s > .2).  

Survey order. 

 Survey order was unrelated to overall or relationship specific political, religious 

or value discrepancies (except partner political and value discrepancy), overall or 

relationship specific communication quality (except with romantic partner), relationship 

specific subjective closeness (except with romantic partner), avoidance of disagreement, 

discussion of disagreement, modification of attitudes, network political, religious or value 

variability, importance of political, religious or value beliefs, or number of people rated. 

When participants completed well-being measures before assessing the attitudes and 

values of close others (versus after assessing close others), they indicated less overall 

subjective closeness, M = 5.13 versus 5.36, t(191) = -2.15, p < .05, less partner closeness, 

M = 5.87 versus 6.54, t(63.07) = -2.79, p < .01 (equal variances not assumed), lower 

partner communication quality, M = 5.69 versus M = 6.16, t(98) = -3.0, p < .01, greater 

partner political attitude discrepancy, M = 1.32 versus M = .80, t(70.04) = 2.32, p < .05 

(equal variances not assumed), and greater partner value discrepancy, M = 1.00 versus M 

= .79, t (60.92) = 1.99, p = .05 (equal variances not assumed).  
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 Two- and three-way interactions of survey order with value discrepancy (both 

overall and partner) and self-monitoring did not predict positive or negative well being 

(except as noted below), closeness or communication quality (except as noted below), or 

perceived social support. Survey order interacted with partner value discrepancy to 

predict negative well-being, b = .90, t (96) = 2.32, p < .05. When assessments of close 

others (i.e., attitudes and values, closeness and communication quality) were completed 

after measures of well-being, greater value discrepancy with one’s partner marginally 

predicted greater negative well-being, b = .39, p = .06. However, when assessments of 

close others were completed before measures of well-being, there was a non-significant 

trend for greater value discrepancy with one’s partner to predict less negative well-being, 

b = -.51, p = .12. Finally, survey order interacted with overall value discrepancy to 

predict overall closeness, b = .50, t (189) = 2.10, p < .05. When assessments of close 

others were completed after measures of well-being, overall value discrepancy did not 

predict closeness, b = -.18, ns. However, when assessments of close others were 

completed before measures of well-being, greater overall value discrepancy predicted 

less closeness, b = -.69, p < .01.  

Discussion of Study 1 

 Overall, the results of Study 1 largely supported hypotheses. Value imbalance 

(i.e., discrepancy between self and other views regarding the favorability of core values), 

especially with romantic partners and friends, was generally related to negative 

functioning—less subjective closeness with close others, less communication quality with 

close others, less perceived social support, and decreased personal well-being. Put 
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another way, little discrepancy with close others regarding core values was associated 

with positive relational and personal well-being. Furthermore, mediation analyses 

suggested that the negative relation of value imbalance to well-being was mediated by 

relationship quality and social support. That is, greater value discrepancies with romantic 

partners and friends predicted less subjective closeness, lower communication quality, 

and less perceived social support, which in turn predicted less positive well-being (i.e., 

satisfaction with life, positive affect, self-esteem) and greater negative well-being (i.e., 

anxiety, common health symptoms, negative affect). Discrepancies with relatives were 

not associated with perceived support or well-being, but were related to lower 

communication quality. Perhaps the negative effects of imbalance are reserved for one’s 

more voluntary relationships and/or relationships that involve more consistent interaction. 

 Although value imbalance was associated with other variables in expected ways, 

political and religious imbalance were either not associated with relationship and well-

being variables, or were related in ways counter to expectation. For example, greater 

political and religious discrepancies were related to less negative well-being (i.e., less 

anxiety, negative affect, and health symptoms). However, analyses taking into account 

network variability (i.e., the extent to which people in one’s network vary), suggest that 

the positive associations of political and religious discrepancies with well-being were 

largely accounted for by network variability. That is, discrepancies with close others were 

not related to well-being, but variable networks in terms of political and religious views 

were associated with markers of positive functioning. Analysis of the importance of 

political, religious, and values beliefs also shed light on these findings. When only 
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participants who rated these attitudinal domains as being quite important (above the scale 

midpoint which was labeled important), the positive associations of political and 

religious discrepancy to relationship quality and well-being were attenuated or reversed. 

As a whole, these findings suggest that discrepancies with close others are problematic to 

the extent that the domain in question is important (e.g., core values). At least for college 

students, core values appear to be a domain that is quite important and the effects of 

imbalance are most apparent in that domain.    

 Contrary to predictions, self-monitoring was not related to the amount of 

discrepancy in relationships with romantic partners and friends. However, self-

monitoring was related to greater network political and religious variability. Consistent 

with Snyder et al. (1983), high self-monitors had more heterogeneous social networks as 

compared to low self-monitors. Importantly, and consistent with predictions, self-

monitoring moderated the relation of imbalance to relationship quality, social support, 

and well-being. For low self-monitors, value discrepancies with romantic partners and 

friends were related to less positive well-being and greater negative well-being. 

Furthermore, for them, the association of discrepancy to well-being was mediated by 

perceptions of communication and support; that is, value discrepancies predicted 

relationship quality and social support, which in turn predicted well-being. Controlling 

for mediators, the associations of discrepancy to well-being were attenuated. A very 

different pattern emerged for high self-monitors. For them, value discrepancies with 

romantic partners and friends did not predict positive or negative aspects of well-being or 

perceived social support. Value discrepancies with one’s romantic partner did predict 
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closeness and communication with one’s partner, but value discrepancies with friends did 

not predict closeness or communication with one’s friends. For high self-monitors, 

independent of value discrepancies, perceived support predicted positive and negative 

well-being. Consistent with the social support literature (e.g., Cohen, 2004), perceived 

social support is an important predictor of well-being.          

 The measure designed to assess strategies to address imbalance broke out into 

three correlated strategies—being comfortable and willing to engage in open discussion 

of disagreement (discussion factor), wanting to avoid discussion of disagreements 

(avoidance factor), and modifying one’s attitudes to be in line with close others 

(modification factor). These strategies to address imbalance had very different 

associations with relationship quality and well-being. Discussion was positively related to 

communication quality, perceptions of social support, and well-being. In contrast, 

avoidance and modification were negatively related to these aspects of relational and 

personal well-being. Thus, it appears that open discussion has positive relationship and 

well-being effects, whereas avoidance and modification have negative effects. 

Contrary to predictions that low self-monitors would endorse more discussion and 

high self-monitors would endorse more avoidance and modification, high and low self-

monitors did not differ in the extent to which they endorsed each of these strategies. It 

should be noted, that for the most part, the measure appeared to tap avoidance and 

discussion more so than modification. Furthermore, the modification items seemed to tap 

a particular type of self-presentation, protective self-presentation (avoiding disapproval), 

which has been demonstrated to be unrelated to self-monitoring (Gangestad & Snyder, 
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2000). Although self-monitoring was not related to the extent one uses discussion or 

avoidance strategies to address imbalance, the relation of avoidance to relationship 

quality and personal well-being was moderated by self-monitoring. For low self-

monitors, greater use of avoidance was associated with less perceived support, less 

positive well-being, and greater negative well-being. For low self-monitors, avoiding 

areas of disagreement appears to take a toll in terms of well-being. For high self-

monitors, avoidance was not related to perceived support and well-being. However, for 

high self-monitors, but not for low self-monitors, greater avoidance was associated with 

lower communication quality. Perhaps when high self-monitors have poor 

communication with close others, they employ avoidance strategies as a way to address 

imbalance. Finally, sex and survey order did not interact with self-monitoring to 

moderate the balance processes described above.  

Chapter III: Study 2 

Study 2 was designed to build on Study 1 by experimentally examining the effects 

of balance and imbalance on well-being. Given that the strongest effects in Study 1 were 

found with value discrepancies with romantic partners, participants in Study 2 wrote 

essays describing their experiences of attitudinal imbalance or attitudinal balance with 

their romantic partners (or wrote no essay in the control condition). After writing essays, 

participants completed measures of state well-being, relationship quality, and personal 

well-being. Again, the moderating role of self-monitoring was examined. It was 

hypothesized that balance and imbalance would have a greater effect on the well being of 

low self-monitors as compared to high self-monitors.  
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Participants and Procedure 

One hundred fifty-six participants (125 women, 29 men, 2 unspecified; 112 

European American/White, 32 Asian/Pacific Islander, 5 African American/Black, 2 

Hispanic, 5 other; Age M = 20.5; partner sex: 36 women, 120 men; partner race/ethnicity: 

109 European American/White, 28 Asian/Pacific Islander, 5 African American/Black, 3 

Hispanic, 1 Native American, 8 other, 2 unspecified; partner age M = 21.4; relationship 

length Median = 12 months) completed measures of values (from the standpoint of self 

and romantic partner), self-monitoring, relationship quality, and well-being. Participants 

were run in small groups with each participant completing measures online at a 

partitioned cubicle. All participants first completed the Self-monitoring Scale and the 

value measure used in Study 1. Participants then completed the experimental task. In the 

imbalance and balance conditions, participants read the following prompts: 

Using the values you rated above, please think about instances where you and 
your romantic partner have (dis)agreed about the importance and favorability of 
those values. Please take a moment and write about how you and your romantic 
partner (do not) see eye to eye regarding these values. Please briefly explain how 
this (dis)agreement affects you and your relationship. 

 
In the control condition, participants did not write about agreement or disagreement. At 

this point, participants completed state measures of affect and self-esteem.  

 After the state measures, participants completed measures assessing their 

romantic relationship (e.g., closeness, satisfaction) and global self-esteem. Next, they 

completed the value measure from the standpoint of their romantic partner and completed 

a subjective measure of value agreement with their partner. Finally, participants 

completed relationship and personal demographics.  
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Measures 

Because the measures used in Studies 2 and 3 were identical, the measure 

statistics described below are based on participants from both studies.  

Values.    

Core values were again assessed using items adapted from Schwartz (1992). 

Using a 7-point scale (very unfavorable to very favorable), participants rated the 

favorability of each value from the standpoint of self and romantic partner. Discrepancies 

were computed by taking the absolute value of the difference between the participant’s 

self ratings and romantic partner ratings (higher scores indicate greater discrepancy). 

Overall value discrepancy was computed by taking the average of the absolute value 

differences between the participant and his/her romantic partner, M = 1.3, SD = .71. 

Additionally, using a 9-point scale (do not agree at all to completely agree), the 

following item was used to assess participants’ subjective perceptions of value 

disagreement: “Please indicate the extent to which your romantic partner’s ratings of 

these 10 values would agree or disagree with your ratings. That is, to what extent do you 

and your romantic partner agree about the favorability of these values?”, M = 6.6, SD = 

1.29. The computed discrepancy measure was moderately correlated with subjective 

perceptions of agreement, r = -.47, p < .01. 

Relationship variables. 

Subjective closeness. In addition to the two items from Berscheid et al. (1989) 

used in Study 1, the Inclusion of Other in Self Scale (I0S; Aron, Aron, & Smollan), a 

single item pictorial measure, was used to assess subjective closeness with one’s 
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romantic partner. Like the other two items, scores ranged from 1 to 7, with higher scores 

indicating greater closeness. The three items were averaged together to form an index of 

subjective closeness, α = .80, M = 5.38, SD = 1.21.   

Communication quality. Participants rated the quality of communication of their 

romantic relationships using the same items form Study 1. The items were average 

together to form an index of communication quality, α= .78, M = 5.35, SD = 1.09. 

 Relationship satisfaction. The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 

1988) was used to assess relationship satisfaction. Responses to the seven items (e.g., 

“How satisfied are you with your relationship?”) were made on a 5-point Likert scale, 

with higher scores indicating greater relationship satisfaction, α= .87, M = 4.18, SD = 

.76. 

Well-being.  

State affect. To assess emotional states, participants completed the PANAS 

(Watson et al., 1988) in reference to how they felt at the present moment. The positive 

and negative emotion ratings were each averaged together to form scale scores for PA, α 

= .89, M = 3.04, SD = .81, and NA, α = .89, M = 1.50, SD = .61. 

State self-esteem. Six items from the State Self-esteem Scale (SSES; Heatherton 

& Polivy, 1991) were used to assess state self-esteem. Participants rated the extent of 

their feelings of esteem at the present moment, using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not 

at all) to 5 (extremely). Example items include: “I feel good about myself” and “I feel 

confident about my abilities.” The items were averaged together to form a scale score, α 

= .83, M = 3.88, SD = .68.  
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Trait Self-esteem. The Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale was again used to 

assess participants’ global feelings of self-worth, α = .91, M = 5.59, SD = 1.02.  

Self-monitoring. 

 Self-monitoring was measured using the 18-item Self-Monitoring Scale, α = .70, 

M = 10.03, SD = 3.37. Based on recommendations by Gangestad and Snyder (1985), 

participants scoring 10 or lower were classified as low self-monitors; those scoring 11 or 

higher were classified as high self-monitors. 

Results 

 Manipulation check.  

As a manipulation check, two raters coded participants’ essays in terms of 

agreement and disagreement using scales ranging from 1 (no agreement, no 

disagreement) to 5 (complete agreement, complete disagreement). The raters were 

consistent in their coding of agreement, r = .73, p < .01, and disagreement, r = .81, p < 

.01. Additionally, ratings of agreement and disagreement were strongly, negatively 

correlated, r’s > -.78, p’s < .01. The ratings of the two coders were averaged together to 

create indices of essay agreement and disagreement. Participants whose essays were rated 

as 2 or less on the agreement index in the balance condition (n = 6) and 2 or less on the 

disagreement index in the imbalance condition (n = 7) were excluded from subsequent 

analyses. The level of agreement in the balance condition, M = 3.81, was significantly 

higher than the level of agreement in the imbalance condition, M = 1.36, t(88) = 19.96, p 

< .01. Conversely, the level of disagreement in the balance condition, M = 1.23, was 
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significantly lower than the level of disagreement in the imbalance condition, M = 3.61, 

t(88) = -21.27, p < .01.   

Experimental main effects. 

The effects of experimental condition were examined using ANOVA. Fisher’s 

LSD test was used if the overall ANOVA was significant. An ANOVA for state positive 

affect was significant, F(2,182) = 3.66, p < .05. Participants had greater positive affect in 

the balance condition, M = 3.31, than participants in the imbalance condition, M = 2.95, p 

< .05, and marginally greater positive affect than participants in the control condition, M 

= 3.02, p = .08. Participants in the control and imbalance conditions did not differ from 

one another. Experimental condition did not significantly affect state negative affect, 

state self-esteem, value discrepancy, subjective agreement, closeness, communication 

quality, relationship satisfaction, or global self-esteem.  

Moderating influence of self-monitoring. 

 Overall, self-monitoring was not related to state positive affect, state self-esteem, 

value discrepancy, subjective agreement, closeness, relationship satisfaction, or global 

self-esteem. High self-monitors, relative to low self-monitors, reported more state 

negative affect, M = 1.65 versus M = 1.42, t(154) = -2.21, p < .05, and lower 

communication quality, M = 5.21 versus M = 5.62, t(154) = 2.36, p < .05. Additionally, 

high and low self-monitors did not differ in the extent of agreement or disagreement in 

their essays.    

To examine the moderating influence of self-monitoring, two-way ANOVA’s 

were conducted using condition and self-monitoring (split into low and high self-



66 
 

monitors). Significant interactions were probed with simple effects. Self-monitoring 

interacted with condition to predict state positive affect, F(2,137) = 3.34, p < .05. Figure 

9 shows this interaction effect. Simple effects revealed that condition significantly 

affected state positive affect for high self-monitors, F(2,137) = 5.19, p < .01, but not for 

low self-monitors. High self-monitors had greater positive affect in the balance condition, 

M = 3.52, as compared to the imbalance condition, M = 2.74, p < .01. Although the 

control mean, 3.14, was between the balance and imbalance means, it was not 

significantly different from either mean. Self-monitoring also interacted with condition to 

predict state self-esteem, F(2,137) = 2.93, p = .06 (see Figure 9). Simple effects revealed 

that in the imbalance condition, high self-monitors had lower state self-esteem than low 

self-monitors, M = 3.58 versus M = 4.09, F(1,137) = 6.53, p < .05. High and low self-

monitors did not differ in the balance or control conditions. Self-monitoring did not 

interact with condition in predicting state negative affect, closeness, communication 

quality, relationship satisfaction, global self-esteem, subjective agreement, or value 

discrepancy. 

Sex differences. 

 Overall, women and men did not differ in self-monitoring, state positive or 

negative affect, communication quality, relationship satisfaction, global self-esteem, 

subjective agreement, or value discrepancy. Women, relative to men, were lower in state 

self-esteem, M = 3.79 versus M = 4.14, t(154) = -2.57, p = .01, and subjective closeness, 

M = 5.27 versus M = 5.77, t(154) = -1.97, p = .05. Additionally, women and men did not 

differ in the extent of agreement or disagreement in their essays.    
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To examine the moderating influence of sex, two- and three-way ANOVA’s were 

conducted with sex, condition, and self-monitoring (split into low and high self-

monitors). No three-way interactions of sex, self-monitoring, and condition were 

significant, and the only two-way interaction of sex and condition that was significant 

was the interaction to predict subjective agreement, F(2,131) = 3.33, p < .05. Simple 

effects revealed that condition significantly affected subjective agreement for men, 

F(2,131) = 3.02, p = .05, but not for women. Men had less subjective agreement in the 

imbalance condition, M = 6.00, as compared to the control condition, M = 7.43, p < .01. 

The balance mean, M = 7.00, was not significantly different from the other means. 

Looking at the interaction another way, in the control condition, men had greater 

subjective agreement than women, M = 7.43 versus M = 6.39, F(1,131) = 4.46, p < .05. 

Men and women did not differ in the balance and imbalance conditions.  

Discussion of Study 2 

 Experimental condition affected participants’ state well-being such that 

participants had higher positive affect in the balance condition as compared to the 

imbalance and control conditions. State self-esteem and negative affect did not vary by 

condition. Contrary to expectations, high self-monitors, and not low self-monitors, were 

affected by the experimental manipulations. High self-monitors, as compared to low self-

monitors, had greater positive affect in the balance condition and less positive affect and 

state self-esteem in the imbalance condition. Making disagreement and agreement salient 

affected the state well-being of high self-monitors, but not low self-monitors. Writing 

about agreement and disagreement did not affect the more stable, trait measures of 
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relationship quality, value discrepancy, and global self-esteem for either high or low self-

monitors. Finally, no interactions of sex with self-monitoring and condition were 

significant.    

Chapter IV: Study 3 

Study 3 examined imbalance that was resolved by directly discussing or avoiding 

areas of disagreement. Participants wrote essays describing value disagreements with 

romantic partners and the use of discussion or avoidance to address the disagreements. 

Like Study 2, participants completed measures of state well-being after completing the 

essays. Additionally, participants completed measures of relationship quality and global 

well-being. The moderating role of self-monitoring was again examined. It was expected 

that participants would have less state well-being in the avoidance condition as compared 

to the discussion condition. It was also expected that low self-monitors, compared to high 

self-monitors, would have higher state well-being in the direct discussion condition. In 

the avoidance condition, it was expected that high self-monitors, compared to low self-

monitors, would have higher state well-being. 

Participants and Procedures 

 Fifty-four participants (32 women, 21 men, 1 unspecified; 38 European 

American/White, 10 Asian/Pacific Islander, 2 African American/Black, 2 other, 1 

unspecified; Age M = 20; partner sex: 21 women, 32 men, 1 unspecified; partner 

race/ethnicity: 40 European American, 7 Asian/Pacific Islander, 3 African American, 1 

Hispanic, 2 other, 1 unspecified; partner age M = 20.6; relationship length Median = 12 
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months) completed measures of values (from the standpoint of self and romantic partner), 

self-monitoring, relationship quality, and well-being. 

Participants were run in small groups with each participant completing measures 

online at a partitioned cubicle. All participants first completed the Self-monitoring Scale 

and the value measure used in Study 1. Participants then completed the experimental 

task. In the imbalance avoidance and discussion conditions, participants read the 

following prompts: 

Using the values you rated above, please think about instances where you and 
your romantic partner have disagreed about the importance and favorability of 
those values. Specifically, think about how you have (directly discussed your 
value disagreements) avoided direct discussion of your value disagreements. 
Please take a moment and write about how you and your romantic partner do not 
see eye to eye regarding these values, but (engage in direct discussion of these 
disagreements) avoid direct discussion of these disagreements. Please briefly 
explain how (discussing these disagreements affects you and your relationship) 
avoiding these disagreements affects you and your relationship. 

 
At this point, participants completed state measures of affect and self-esteem. After 

completing these state measures, participants completed measures assessing their 

romantic relationship (e.g., closeness, satisfaction) and global self-esteem. Next, they 

completed the value measure from the standpoint of their romantic partner and completed 

a subjective measure of value agreement with their partner. Finally, participants 

completed relationship and personal demographics. 

Results 

 Manipulation check.  

As a manipulation check, two raters coded participants’ essays in terms of 

avoidance and discussion using scales ranging from 1 (no avoidance, no discussion) to 5 
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(complete avoidance, complete discussion). Similar to ratings for agreement and 

disagreement described above, the raters were consistent in their coding of avoidance, r = 

.73, p < .01, and discussion, r = .66, p < .01. The ratings of the two coders were averaged 

together to create indices of essay avoidance and discussion. Participants whose essays 

were rated as less than 2 on the avoidance index in the avoidance condition (n = 8) or less 

than 2 on the discussion index in the discussion condition (n = 7) were excluded from 

subsequent analyses. Avoidance was significantly lower in the discussion condition than 

in the avoidance condition, M = 1.5 versus M = 3.0, t(46) = -5.12, p < .01, and discussion 

was significantly greater in the discussion condition than in the avoidance condition, M = 

2.72 versus M = 1.56, t(47) = 4.68, p < .01. Additionally, the levels of agreement and 

disagreement in the avoidance and discussion conditions did not differ from the general 

imbalance condition in Study 2. 

Experimental main effects. 

The effects of experimental condition (avoidance vs. discussion) were examined 

using t-tests. Condition did not significantly affect state positive or negative affect, state 

self-esteem, value discrepancy, subjective agreement, communication quality, closeness, 

relationship satisfaction, or global self-esteem.  

Moderating influence of self-monitoring.  

Overall, self-monitoring was not related to state positive or negative affect, state 

self-esteem, value discrepancy, subjective agreement, communication quality, closeness, 

relationship satisfaction, or global self-esteem. High self-monitors, relative to low self-

monitors, had higher value discrepancy, M = 1.65 versus M = 1.30, t(52) = -1.89, p = .06. 
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Additionally, high and low self-monitors did not differ in the extent of agreement, 

disagreement, avoidance, or discussion in their essays.    

To examine the moderating influence of self-monitoring, two-way ANOVA’s 

were conducted using condition and self-monitoring (split into low and high self-

monitors). Significant interactions were examined using simple effects. Self-monitoring 

interacted with condition to predict state positive affect, F(1,35) = 3.89, p = .06. High 

self-monitors had greater positive affect in the discussion condition than in the avoidance 

condition, M = 3.13 versus M = 2.43, F(1,35) = 4.13, p < .05. Low self-monitors did not 

vary by condition— discussion M = 2.80 and avoidance M = 3.00. Self-monitoring did 

not interact with condition in predicting state negative affect, state self-esteem, 

communication quality, closeness, relationship satisfaction, global self-esteem, subjective 

agreement, or value discrepancy. 

Moderating influence of sex. 

Overall, women and men did not differ in self-monitoring, state positive or 

negative affect, state self-esteem, communication quality, closeness, relationship 

satisfaction, global self-esteem, or subjective agreement. Women, relative to men, had 

lower value discrepancy, M = 1.28 versus M = 1.73, t(51) = -2.34, p < .05. Additionally, 

women and men did not differ in the extent of agreement, disagreement, discussion, or 

avoidance in their essays. To examine the moderating influence of sex, two-way and 

three-way ANOVA’s were conducted with sex, condition, and self-monitoring (split into 

low and high self-monitors). No three-way interactions of sex, self-monitoring, and 

condition were significant, and the only the only two-way interaction of sex and 
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condition that was significant was the interaction to predict subjective agreement, F(1,34) 

= 5.61, p < .05. Simple effects revealed that condition significantly affected subjective 

agreement for men, F(1,34) = 8.00, p < .05, but not for women. Men reported less 

subjective agreement in the avoidance condition, M = 5.44, as compared to the discussion 

condition, M = 7.14. 

Discussion of Study 3 

Overall, experimental condition did not affect state well-being, relationship 

variables, value discrepancy, subjective agreement, or global self-esteem. Contrary to 

expectations, high self-monitors, and not low self-monitors, were affected by the 

experimental manipulations. High self-monitors had less positive affect in the avoidance 

condition than in the discussion condition; for low self-monitors, writing about avoiding 

or discussing disagreement did not affect state positive affect. Writing about discussion 

or avoidance did not affect other state well-being measures or the more stable, trait 

measures of relationship quality, value discrepancy, and global self-esteem for either high 

or low self-monitors. Finally, no interactions of sex with self-monitoring and condition 

were significant.  

Chapter V: Combined Analysis of Studies 2 and 3 

 In the following analyses, the data from Studies 2 and 3 were combined to 

examine balance processes described in participants’ essays and to again examine the role 

of value discrepancy in people’s romantic relationships. In addition to considering the 

moderating role of self-monitoring, relationship length was also examined as a moderator 

of the relations of value discrepancy to relationship quality and well-being.  
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Analysis of Essays 

 Beyond functioning as a manipulation check, the essays in Studies 2 and 3 also 

provided a means of examining balance processes in terms of the effects of disagreement 

and agreement and the means of addressing disagreement (avoidance and discussion) on 

romantic relationships. In addition to describing agreements, disagreements, and methods 

of addressing disagreements, participants also described the impact of agreement, 

disagreement, avoidance, and discussion on their romantic relationships. Therefore, the 

essays were also coded in terms of positive and negative effects on the relationship. The 

coders were consistent in rating the positive, r = .70, p < .01, and negative effects, r = 

.67, p < .01, on the relationship. The ratings of the two coders were averaged together to 

form indices of positive and negative effects. In all essay analyses below, only 

participants who passed the manipulation check were included.  

The effects of agreement and disagreement. 

 The relations of disagreement and agreement to positive and negative 

relationship effects were examined using multiple regression. Ratings of positive and 

negative effects were regressed on ratings of agreement and disagreement. Results 

revealed that agreement was positively related to positive relationship effects, β = .62, 

t(129) = 7.42, p < .01, whereas disagreement was negatively related to positive 

relationship effects, β = -.30, t(129) = -3.56, p < .01. Agreement was unrelated to 

negative relationship effects, but disagreement was positively related to negative 

relationship effects, β = .54, t(129) = 4.07, p < .01. In general, agreement was most 

related to positive effects, whereas disagreement was most related to negative effects. 
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The effects of avoidance and discussion.  

Ratings of positive and negative effects were also regressed on ratings of 

avoidance and discussion. Results revealed that avoidance was negatively related to 

positive relationship effects, β = -.54, t(81) = -5.76, p < .01, and positively related to 

negative relationship effects, β = .58, t(81) = 6.27, p < .01. To the extent that participants 

described greater avoidance of disagreement, they also described greater negative and 

less positive effects on the relationship. Discussion was marginally related to positive 

relationship effects, β = -.17, t(81) = -1.76, p = .08, and unrelated to negative relationship 

effects. Although it appears that avoiding discussion of disagreements about important 

values with one’s romantic partner is associated with negative effects on one’s 

relationship, it could be that greater avoidance is associated with more disagreement in 

general and that disagreement is accounting for the relation of avoidance to relationship 

effects. To address this possibility, ratings of positive and negative relationship effects 

were each simultaneously regressed on ratings of agreement, disagreement, avoidance, 

and discussion. Results revealed that agreement, β = .52, t(79) = 4.47, p < .01, and 

disagreement, β = -.40, t(79) = -3.26, p < .01, continued to predict positive effects, but 

avoidance and discussion did not predict positive effects. Disagreement continued to 

predict negative effects, β = .62, t(79) = 3.92, p < .01, but agreement did not predict 

negative effects. There were small trends such that more discussion predicted less 

negative effects, β = -.13, t(79) = -1.68, p = .10, and more avoidance predicted greater 

negative effects, β = .16, t(79) = 1.79, p = .08. Additionally, greater avoidance predicted 

less agreement, β = -.59, t(81) = -6.51, p < .01, and more disagreement, β = .58, t(81) = 
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6.78, p < .01. Greater discussion also predicted less agreement, β = -.21, t(129) = -2.35, p 

< .05, and more disagreement, β = .36, t(81) = 4.14, p < .01. Thus, ratings of greater 

avoidance and discussion were associated with more disagreement and less agreement; 

greater disagreement was associated with more negative relationship effects, whereas 

greater agreement was associated with more positive relationship effects.   

Moderating influence of self-monitoring. 

 The moderating influence of self-monitoring was also examined. First, ratings of 

positive and negative relationship effects were regressed on self-monitoring, centered 

ratings of agreement and disagreement, and the interaction of self-monitoring with these 

ratings. Second, ratings of positive and negative relationship effects were regressed on 

self-monitoring, centered ratings of avoidance and discussion, the interaction of self-

monitoring with these ratings (controlling for agreement, disagreement, and interactions 

with self-monitoring).  

In predicting positive relationship effects, the interaction of self-monitoring with 

disagreement was marginal, b = -.32, t(126) = -1.81, p = .07; self-monitoring did not 

interact with agreement. For high self-monitors, greater disagreement predicted less 

positive relationship effects, b = -.50, p < .01. For low self-monitors, there was a trend for 

greater disagreement to predict less positive relationship effects, albeit to a lesser extent 

than for high self-monitors, b = -.18, p = .10. Although the interaction of self-monitoring 

and agreement was not significant, b = -.24, t(126) = -1.47, p = .15, the nature of the 

effect was such that agreement was more related to positive relationship effects for low 

self-monitors, b = .70, p < .01, than for high self-monitors, b = .45, p < .01. Thus, 
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disagreement appears to be more predictive for high self-monitors, whereas agreement 

may be more predictive for low self-monitors. Self-monitoring did not interact with 

agreement or disagreement to predict negative relationship effects. 

In predicting positive relationship effects, the interaction of self-monitoring with 

discussion was marginal, b = .29, t(74) = 1.86, p = .07; self-monitoring did not interact 

with avoidance. For high self-monitors, greater discussion predicted greater positive 

relationship effects, b = .28, t(74) = 2.41, p < .05. For low self-monitors, discussion did 

not predict positive relationship effects. In predicting negative relationship effects, the 

interaction of self-monitoring with avoidance was significant, b = .38, t(74) = 2.31, p < 

.05, and the interaction of self-monitoring with discussion was marginal, b = .28, t(74) = 

1.67, p = .10. For high self-monitors, greater avoidance predicted greater negative 

relationship effects, b = .35, p < .01; discussion did not predict negative relationship 

effects. Controlling for disagreement and agreement, to the extent that high self-monitors 

described engaging in more avoidance, they also described greater negative relationship 

effects. For low self-monitors, avoidance did not predict negative relationship effects, but 

greater discussion predicted less negative relationship effects, b = -27, p < .05. 

Controlling for disagreement and agreement, to the extent that low self-monitors 

described engaging in discussion, they also described fewer negative relationship effects. 

 Sex differences.  

Sex did not interact with essay agreement or disagreement in predicting positive 

or negative relationship effects. Predicting positive relationship effects, sex did not 

interact with avoidance, but did interact with discussion, b = .37, t(74) = 2.13, p < .05. 
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Predicting negative relationship effects, sex did not interact with discussion, but did 

interact with avoidance, b = .37, t(74) = 2.15, p < .05. Controlling for agreement and 

disagreement, for women, discussion did not predict positive relationship effects, b = -

.06, ns, and avoidance did not predict negative relationship effects, b = .02, ns; for men, 

greater discussion predicted greater positive effects, b = .31, p < .05, and greater 

avoidance predicted greater negative relationship effects, b = .39, p < .05. No three-way 

interactions of sex and self-monitoring with agreement, disagreement, discussion, or 

avoidance significantly predicted positive or negative effects. 

Discussion of the essay analysis. 

The essay data provided another look into balance processes in people’s lives. 

Raters coded the essays in terms of agreement, disagreement, discussion, avoidance, 

negative effects on the relationship, and positive effects on the relationship. Analysis of 

agreement and disagreement revealed that agreement was more related to positive 

relationship effects, whereas disagreement was more related to negative relationship 

effects. An examination of strategies used to address imbalance revealed that greater 

avoidance was strongly related to less positive and more negative relationship effects, 

whereas discussion was generally unrelated to relationship effects. Further analysis 

revealed that these relations were largely due to the association of avoidance and 

discussion with agreement and disagreement. Greater avoidance and, to a lesser extent, 

greater discussion were both associated with less agreement and more disagreement. 

Controlling for agreement and disagreement, the strong relations of avoidance to relation 

effects were attenuated. However, above and beyond agreement and disagreement, there 



78 
 

were small trends such that discussion predicted less negative effects, whereas avoidance 

predicted more negative effects. Similar to Study 1, discussion appears to be a healthier 

method than avoidance to address imbalance. Additionally, people may use avoidance 

strategies for more extreme imbalance and discussion strategies to lessen imbalance. 

 Self-monitoring moderated some of the balance associations in people’s essays. In 

predicting positive relationship effects, disagreement was more influential for high self-

monitors, whereas agreement was more influential for low self-monitors. For low and 

high self-monitors, disagreement appears to play a similar role in negative relationship 

effects. However, in terms of positive relationship effects, high self-monitors may be 

more influenced by the absence of disagreement, whereas low self-monitors may be more 

influenced by the presence of agreement. Controlling for agreement and disagreement, 

greater avoidance predicted more negative relationship effects for high self-monitors, but 

did not predict for low self-monitors. Controlling for agreement and disagreement, 

greater discussion predicted greater positive relationship effects for high self-monitors, 

but not for low self-monitors, whereas greater discussion predicted less negative 

relationship effects for low self-monitors, but not for high self-monitors. Discussion of 

imbalance may work to lessen the influence of disagreement on positive relationship 

effects for high self-monitors. For low self-monitors, discussion of imbalance may lessen 

the influence of disagreement on negative relationship effects.  

 Finally, sex did not interact with self-monitoring to moderate these associations. 

Independent of self-monitoring and controlling for agreement and disagreement, for men, 

greater discussion predicted greater positive relationship effects and greater avoidance 
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predicted greater negative relationship effects. For women, these associations were 

attenuated.       

Analysis of Romantic Relationships 

 Beyond using experimental designs, Studies 2 and 3 were also designed to look 

more closely into balance processes in romantic relationships. Extending Study 1, Studies 

2 and 3 measured more features of individual’s romantic relationships, focused 

exclusively on core values, and assessed individuals’ subjective perceptions of agreement 

with romantic partners. In the analysis of romantic relationships, the relations of value 

discrepancy and subjective agreement to relationship quality and global self-esteem were 

examined. The moderating effects of self-monitoring, relationship length, and sex were 

also examined.  

 Relation of value discrepancy and subjective agreement to relationship 

quality and well-being.  

Table 10 shows the correlations of computed value discrepancy (i.e., the overall 

value discrepancy between self ratings and perceptions of one’s romantic partner’s 

ratings) and subjective agreement (i.e., one’s subjective rating of overall agreement with 

respect to core values) with measures of relationship quality and well-being. Overall 

discrepancy and perceptions of agreement were moderately related, r = -.47, p < .01. 

Similar to Study 1, greater value discrepancy with one’s romantic partner was related to 

less relationship quality and well-being. Likewise, greater subjective agreement was 

related to greater relationship quality and well-being. Using both discrepancy and 

subjective agreement in regressions revealed that subjective agreement was related to 
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relationship quality (discrepancy become non-significant), but discrepancy was related to 

self-esteem (subjective agreement became non-significant).  

Moderating influence of self-monitoring.  

To investigate the moderating influence of self-monitoring, a series of regression 

analyses were performed. Ratings of subjective agreement, relationship quality, and self-

esteem were regressed on self-monitoring (using the split variable), centered discrepancy, 

and the interaction of self-monitoring with discrepancy. Self-monitoring did not interact 

with discrepancy in predicting subjective closeness, communication quality, or 

relationship satisfaction. However, self-monitoring did interact with discrepancy to 

predict subjective agreement, b = .52, t(206) = 2.36, p < .05, and self-esteem, b = .36, 

t(206) = 1.85, p = .07. Figure 10 depicts these interactions. Simple slope analyses 

revealed that value discrepancy was more related to subjective agreement for low self-

monitors, b = -1.08, p < .01, than for high self-monitors, b = -.55, p < .01. Just as in Study 

1, for low self-monitors, greater discrepancy predicted lower self-self-esteem, b = -.48, p 

< .01; discrepancy did not predict self-esteem for high self-monitors, b = -.12, ns. 

Interactions of self-monitoring with subjective agreement were also examined. 

Self-monitoring did not interact with subjective agreement in predicting subjective 

closeness, communication quality, or relationship satisfaction. However, self-monitoring 

did interact with subjective agreement to predict self-esteem, b = -.31, t(204) = -2.88, p < 

.01. For low self-monitors, greater subjective agreement predicted greater self-self-

esteem, b = .28, p < .01; subjective agreement did not predict self-esteem for high self-

monitors, b = -.03, ns. 
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Moderated mediation. The preceding moderator analyses demonstrated that value 

discrepancy with one’s romantic partner was negatively related to self-esteem for low 

self-monitors, but that for high self-monitors this relation was attenuated. Extending these 

findings, mediation models were tested in which the relation of value discrepancy with 

well-being was mediated by subjective perceptions of agreement and relationship quality 

(i.e., closeness, communication quality, and relationship satisfaction). It was expected 

that this mediation model would be moderated by self-monitoring. For low self-monitors, 

it was expected that less value discrepancy would predict greater subjective agreement 

and relationship quality, which would in turn predict self-esteem. In contrast, for high 

self-monitors it was expected that relationship quality would not act as a mediator for the 

relation between value discrepancy and self-esteem, but that relationship quality would 

independently predict self-esteem. The moderated mediation analytic technique described 

by Muller, Judd, and Yzerbyt (2005) was used to examine whether self-monitoring 

moderated the extent to which subjective agreement and relationship quality mediated the 

relation of value discrepancy with one’s romantic partner to self-esteem.   

Moderated mediator path models were tested using a series of regressions: (1) the 

relation of value discrepancy to self-esteem, (2) the relation of value discrepancy to 

mediating variables (i.e., subjective agreement, closeness, communication quality, and 

relationship satisfaction), and (3) the concurrent relations of value discrepancy and 

mediating variables with self-esteem. To test whether self-monitoring moderated the 

associations in each model, the following variables were included: centered main effects 

relevant to each regression, the interaction of self-monitoring with value discrepancy in 
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regressions 1, 2, and 3, and the interactions of self-monitoring with mediating variables in 

regression 3. Finally, simple slope analyses for high and low self-monitors were 

conducted to interpret the moderating effects of self-monitoring on paths linking value 

discrepancy, mediator variables, and self-esteem. The moderator analyses examining the 

relation of value discrepancy to subjective agreement, relationship quality, and self-

esteem reported above are identical to the models tested in regressions 1 and 2 of the 

moderated mediation analytical technique. Figures 11 and 12 illustrates the simple slope 

analyses of the moderated mediation models for low and high self-monitors. 

As established in the previous moderation analyses, self-monitoring moderated 

the relation of value discrepancy to subjective agreement and self-esteem. Self-

monitoring did not interact with value discrepancy to predict relationship quality. 

Ignoring interactions with self-monitoring, greater value discrepancy predicted less 

closeness, b = -.21, p = .07, communication quality, b = -.35, p < .01, and relationship 

satisfaction, b = -.30, p < .01. Regressions 1 and 2 established that the criteria for 

mediation of the value discrepancy—self-esteem association by subjective agreement and 

relationship quality were met, and that self-monitoring moderated the relation of value 

discrepancy to subjective agreement and self-esteem. Regression 3 yielded the relation of 

value discrepancy to self-esteem controlling for subjective agreement and relationship 

quality and tested interactions of self-monitoring with mediators to predict self-esteem.  

In predicting self-esteem, self-monitoring did not significantly interact with 

subjective agreement or relationship quality. Controlling for the mediators (and 

interaction of the mediators with self-monitoring), the interaction of self-monitoring and 
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value discrepancy in predicting self-esteem decreased from b = .36, p = .07, to b = .25, p 

= .31, suggesting that subjective agreement and relationship quality partially mediated the 

interaction effect. As depicted in Figure 11, for low self-monitors, the coefficient 

between value discrepancy and self-esteem dropped from b = -.48, p < .01, to b = -.34, p 

< .05. For high self-monitors (see Figure 12), the discrepancy to self-esteem path was not 

significant regardless of the presence or absence of mediators. Additionally, procedures 

developed by Preacher et al. (2007) were used to examine the indirect effects of value 

discrepancy on self-esteem through specific mediators at different levels of self-

monitoring. For low self-monitors, the relation of discrepancy to self-esteem was 

partially mediated by subjective agreement, z = -1.90, p = .06, and relationship 

satisfaction, z = -2.02, p < .05; for high self-monitors, no indirect effects approached 

significance. 

As a whole, these results are consistent with a moderated mediation model of the 

relative contributions of value discrepancy, subjective agreement, and relationship quality 

in predicting well-being for low and high self-monitors. For low self-monitors, greater 

value discrepancy with romantic partner predicted lower relationship quality and less 

subjective agreement, and relationship satisfaction in turn predicted lower self-esteem. 

For high self-monitors, greater value discrepancy with romantic partner predicted lower 

relationship quality and less subjective agreement, but did not predict self-esteem. In 

addition, for high self-monitors, none of the relationship variables significantly predicted 

self-esteem, and there was a small trend for more agreement to predict lower self-esteem 

(although this path was not significantly different from the path for low self-monitors).  
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Moderating influence of relationship length. 

 The data from Studies 2 and 3 also allow for the examination of relationship 

length (albeit cross-sectionally) in balance processes. Perhaps value discrepancy will be 

more influential in longer relationships, or maybe discrepancy will be more resolved in 

more established relationships, and therefore, less influential. Additionally, relationship 

length may interact with self-monitoring to influence balance processes. Other 

relationship processes, such as the growth of trust, intimacy, and commitment, have been 

shown to vary by self-monitoring (e.g., Leone & Hall, 2003; Norris & Zweigenhaft, 

1999; Snyder & Simpson, 1984). For ease of analysis and presentation, and to address 

extreme relationship length values, a median split was used to investigate the role of 

relationship length in balance processes. People in relationships for a year or less were 

classified as being in shorter relationships, and people in relationships for greater than a 

year were classified as being in longer relationships. People in longer relationships, 

compared to people in shorter relationships, were closer, M = 5.78 versus M = 5.00, 

t(206) = -4.90, p < .01, and more satisfied, M = 4.33 versus M = 4.05, t(206) = -2.64, p < 

.01. People in longer and shorter relationships did not differ in self-monitoring, subjective 

agreement, value discrepancy, communication quality, or self-esteem. Also, length did 

not interact with self-monitoring to predict subjective agreement, value discrepancy, 

communication quality, closeness, or self-esteem. 

To investigate the moderating influence of relationship length, a series of 

regression analyses were performed. Ratings of subjective agreement, relationship 

quality, and self-esteem were regressed on relationship length (using the split variable), 
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centered discrepancy, and the interaction of length with discrepancy. Length did not 

interact with discrepancy in predicting subjective closeness, communication quality, 

relationship satisfaction, or self-esteem. However, length did interact with discrepancy to 

predict subjective agreement, b = -.57, t(204) = -2.56, p = .01. Simple slope analyses 

revealed that value discrepancy was more related to subjective agreement for people in 

longer, b = -1.12, p < .01, versus shorter relationships, b = -.57, p < .01.  Interactions of 

length with subjective agreement were also examined. Length did not interact with 

subjective agreement in predicting subjective closeness, communication quality, or 

relationship satisfaction. However, in predicting self-esteem, the interaction was 

marginal, b = .21, t(204) = 1.92, p = .06. Simple slope analyses revealed that greater 

subjective agreement predicted greater self-esteem for people in longer relationships, b = 

.24, p < .01; subjective agreement did not predict self-esteem for people in shorter 

relationships, b = .03, ns.   

Interactions with self-monitoring. Three-way interactions of value discrepancy 

and subjective agreement with self-monitoring and relationship length were also 

examined. No three-way interactions involving value discrepancy were significant. 

Although subjective agreement, self-monitoring, and relationship length did not interact 

to predict communication quality or self-esteem, three-way interactions predicted 

relationship satisfaction, b = -.40, t(200) = -2.85, p < .01, and closeness, b = -.43, t(200) = 

-1.82, p = .07. Simple slope analyses revealed that in shorter relationships, the 

associations of subjective agreement with relationship satisfaction and closeness were 

greater for high self-monitors, satisfaction b = .41, p < .01, closeness b = .53, p < .01, 



86 
 

compared to low self-monitors, satisfaction b = .24, p < .01, closeness b = .21, p = .09. In 

longer relationships, the opposite pattern was found. For low self-monitors, subjective 

agreement was a stronger predictor of satisfaction, b = .37, p < .01, and closeness, b = 

.32, p < .01, compared to high self-monitors, satisfaction b = .15, p = .05, closeness b = 

.22, p = .09. Figure 13 depicts the three-way interaction to predict relationship 

satisfaction. 

Sex differences. 

Sex did not interact with value discrepancy or subjective agreement in predicting 

closeness, communication quality, relationship satisfaction, or self-esteem. Sex and 

discrepancy did not interact to predict subjective agreement. No three-way interactions of 

sex and self-monitoring with value discrepancy or subjective agreement were significant 

except for the interaction of sex, self-monitoring, and value discrepancy in predicting 

self-esteem, b = .96, t(201) = 2.09, p < .05. Although discrepancy predicted self-esteem 

for low self-monitoring women, b = -.33, p < .05, it was even more related to self-esteem 

for low self-monitoring men, b = -1.04, p < .01. Discrepancy did not predict self-esteem 

for high self-monitoring women, b = -22, ns, or men, b = .02, ns. Finally, no three-way 

interactions of sex and relationship length with value discrepancy or subjective 

agreement were significant.  

 Discussion of the romantic relationships analysis. 

 Consistent with the findings of Study 1, greater value discrepancy with one’s 

romantic partner predicted less subjective closeness, communication quality, relationship 

satisfaction, and self-esteem. In Studies 2 and 3, in addition to completing value ratings 
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for self and romantic partners, participants also provided subjective assessments of 

overall value agreement. Computed value discrepancy was related to subjective 

assessments of overall value agreement, but only moderately so, r = -.47. Subjective 

agreement predicted closeness, communication quality, and relationship satisfaction, but 

did not predict self-esteem. In regressions using both value discrepancy and subjective 

agreement, subjective agreement, but not discrepancy, predicted relationship variables, 

whereas discrepancy, but not subjective agreement, predicted self-esteem. 

 Similar to Study 1, self-monitoring moderated the relation of value discrepancy to 

well-being. For low self-monitors, greater value discrepancy predicted lower self-esteem; 

for high self-monitors, discrepancy was not related to self-esteem. Self-monitoring also 

moderated the relation of discrepancy to subjective agreement. Value discrepancy was 

more closely related to subjective agreement for low self-monitors as compared to high 

self-monitors. It may be that low self-monitors are more cognizant of discrepancies and 

therefore their assessments of discrepancy and agreement are more closely aligned. It 

may also be that low and high self-monitors have different standards for what is and is 

not considered discrepant. Perhaps for high self-monitors, discrepant attitudes need to be 

quite large to be considered disagreements. 

  For low self-monitors, the relation of value discrepancy to well-being was 

partially mediated by perceptions of agreement and relationship satisfaction. For them, 

greater discrepancy predicted less subjective agreement and relationship satisfaction, 

which in turn predicted less self-esteem. For high self-monitors, discrepancy did not 

predict self-esteem in the presence or absence of mediators. Although discrepancy 
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predicted less subjective agreement, communication quality, and relationship satisfaction, 

none of these mediators predicted self-esteem for high self-monitors. For high self-

monitors, relational and personal well-being were relatively distinct, whereas for low 

self-monitors, relational and personal well-being were more intimately related. 

 The moderating influence of relationship length was also examined in balance 

processes. For people in longer relationships, relative to people in shorter relationships, 

value discrepancy was more closely related to subjective agreement, suggesting that 

people may become more cognizant of discrepancies over time. Additionally, perceptions 

of agreement were more closely related to self-esteem for people in longer relationships 

as compared to people in shorter relationships. Relationship length also interacted with 

self-monitoring and subjective agreement to predict aspects of relationship quality. For 

low self-monitors, subjective agreement was more closely linked to closeness and 

relationship satisfaction in longer versus shorter relationships. Interestingly, for high self-

monitors the opposite pattern held. For them, subjective agreement was more closely 

linked to closeness and relationship satisfaction in shorter versus longer relationships. 

These findings suggest that balance processes may become more important for low self-

monitors, but less important for high self-monitors, over time. 

 Finally, an interaction of sex with self-monitoring and value discrepancy was 

significant in predicting self-esteem. Although value discrepancy predicted self-esteem 

for both low self-monitoring men and women, it was a stronger predictor for men. Value 

discrepancy did not predict self-esteem for either high self-monitoring men or women.        
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Chapter VI: General Discussion 

 Across multiple studies the basic premise that attitudinal balance would be related 

to relational and personal well-being was supported. Consistent with balance theory 

(Heider, 1958), value discrepancies (i.e., discrepancies with close others regarding the 

favorability of core values) predicted less relationship quality and lower personal well-

being. In Study 1, overall network value discrepancy and discrepancies with friends and 

romantic partners predicted less subjective closeness, (overall, with friends, with 

romantic partners), less communication quality (overall, with friends, with romantic 

partners), less perceived social support, and less positive well-being (e.g., satisfaction 

with life, self-esteem, positive affect). Furthermore, the effects of value discrepancy on 

personal well-being appear to be accounted for by relationship quality and social support; 

that is, discrepancy predicted relationship quality and social support, which in turn 

predicted well-being. In the combined analysis of Studies 2 and 3, value discrepancy with 

one’s romantic partner predicted closeness, communication quality, relationship 

satisfaction, self-esteem, and a more subjective, global assessment of overall value 

agreement. This global measure of subjective agreement also predicted closeness, 

communication quality, relationship satisfaction, and self-esteem. Finally, analysis of 

participants’ essays from Studies 2 and 3 strongly support the premise that disagreements 

(in this case, regarding the favorability of core values) with close others (in this case, 

romantic partners) have negative relationship effects, whereas agreements with close 

others have positive effects. 

Qualification of Balance Processes 
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 Clearly, not all kinds of imbalance function in the same way. As discussed above, 

value imbalance was associated with relationship functioning and personal well-being in 

expected ways. However, political and religious imbalances were either not associated 

with relationship and well-being variables, or were related in ways counter to 

expectation. For example, greater overall political and religious discrepancies were 

related to greater positive well-being and less negative well-being. However, analyses 

taking into account network variability and issue importance suggest alternative 

interpretations of these findings. When taking into account network variability (i.e., the 

extent to which people in one’s network vary), the associations of political and religious 

discrepancies with well-being were attenuated or reversed. Interestingly, variable 

networks in terms of political and religious views were associated with greater perceived 

social support and less negative well-being. Although the main focus of the present 

research is on the negative impacts of imbalance, these findings suggest that a diverse 

network in terms of attitudes may have positive relationship and well-being effects. 

Consistent with Newcomb (1959) and Rodrigues (1965), the importance of 

political, religious, and value beliefs also play a role in balance processes. If only 

participants who rated these attitudinal domains as being quite important were included in 

analyses, the positive associations of political and religious discrepancy to relationship 

quality and well-being were attenuated or reversed. As a whole, these findings suggest 

that discrepancies with close others are problematic to the extent that the domain in 

question is important. At least for college students, core values appear to be a domain that 

is quite important and the effects of imbalance are most apparent for that domain.    
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In general, discrepancies with parents and siblings were not related to perceptions 

of social support or well-being. One exception was that political discrepancy with one’s 

father was related to greater positive well-being and less negative well-being. Developing 

distinct political views (at least distinct from one’s father) may be an important part of 

identity development for young adults (Erikson, 1980). Although value discrepancies 

with relatives were not related to perceptions of support and well-being, consistent with 

romantic relationship and friendships, value discrepancies with one’s father, mother, and 

siblings were related to lower communication quality with parents and less closeness with 

siblings. Thus, imbalance with relatives, at least in terms of core values, does relate to 

poorer relationship functioning.      

Moderating Influence of Self-monitoring 

 As expected, self-monitoring was an important moderator of balance processes. 

For low self-monitors, value discrepancies with romantic partners, friends, and overall 

networks were consistently related to poorer relationship functioning, less perceived  

social support, and less well-being. Low self-monitors were closer, reported better 

communication quality, were more satisfied, perceived greater social support, and 

reported greater positive well-being and less negative well-being in relationships where 

they had little discrepancy regarding the favorability of core values. Conversely, those 

low self-monitors who reported higher levels of value discrepancy also reported poorer 

relationship functioning and personal well-being. As demonstrated in moderated 

mediation analyses, greater value discrepancies in low self-monitors’ relationships were 

related to less subjective closeness (with friends in Study 1, with romantic partners in  
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Studies 2 and 3), lower communication quality (with friends and romantic partners in 

Study 1), less perceived social support (with friends and romantic partners in Study 1), 

less relationship satisfaction (with romantic partners in Studies 2 and 3), and less 

subjective agreement (with romantic partners in Studies 2 and 3). In turn, lower 

communication quality (with friends in Study1), perceived social support (with friends 

and romantic partners Study 1), and relationship satisfaction (with romantic partners in 

Studies 2 and 3), predicted lower personal well-being. Controlling for mediators, the 

associations of value discrepancy to well-being were attenuated. Although these 

associations were attenuated, value discrepancy continued to predicted positive aspects of 

well-being (with romantic partners Study 1) and self-esteem (with romantic partners in 

Studies 2 and 3), suggesting that value discrepancies, at least with romantic partners, 

have some direct relation with personal well-being that is not mediated by relationship 

quality or social support. Consistent with tenets of consistency theories (e.g., Festinger, 

1957; Heider, 1958), inconsistencies may have direct negative psychological impact.  

A very different pattern emerged for high self-monitors. For them, value 

discrepancies with romantic partners and friends did not predict positive or negative 

aspects of well-being or perceived social support. Greater value discrepancies with one’s 

romantic partner did predict less closeness (Study 1), communication quality (Study 1 

and Studies 2 and 3), and relationship satisfaction (Studies 2 and 3), but value 

discrepancies with friends did not predict closeness or communication with one’s friends 

(Study 1). For high self-monitors, independent of value discrepancies, communication 

quality with one’s romantic partner and perceptions of social support predicted positive 
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and negative well-being (Study 1). Consistent with the social support literature (e.g., 

Cohen, 2004), perceived social support is an important predictor of well-being for both 

low and high self-monitors. In sum, for high self-monitors, value discrepancies with close 

others appear to have little impact on positive and negative well-being. 

The combined analysis of Studies 2 and 3 revealed that relationship length 

interacted with self-monitoring to moderate the relation of subjective agreement to 

relationship functioning. For low self-monitors, perception of overall value agreement 

was more related to closeness and relationship satisfaction in longer versus shorter 

relationships. Conversely, for high self-monitors, perception of agreement was more 

related to closeness and relationship satisfaction in shorter versus longer relationships. 

These findings suggest that balance processes may become more important for low self-

monitors and less important for high self-monitors over time. For low self-monitors, 

value discrepancies with romantic partners appear to become more important as intimacy 

and commitment grow. On the other hand, discrepancies may be something that high 

self-monitors work to address early on in relationships, but over time, those discrepancies 

become less important for relationship satisfaction. 

Contrary to expectations, high and low self-monitors did not consistently differ in 

the extent of discrepancy in relationships with romantic partners and friends (high self-

monitors reported more value discrepancy in Study 3). However, self-monitoring was 

related to greater network political and religious variability. Consistent with Snyder et al. 

(1983), high self-monitors had more heterogeneous social networks as compared to low 

self-monitors. Supplementary analysis of data from Studies 2 and 3 suggests that 
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relationship length may play a role in the amount of discrepancy in the romantic 

relationships of low and high self-monitors. Although the interaction of self-monitoring 

and length was not significant, F(1,204) = 1.98, p =.16, low self-monitors tended to 

report more subjective agreement in longer, M = 6.80, versus shorter relationships, M = 

6.51. For high self-monitors, perceptions of agreement tended to be lower in longer, M = 

6.41, versus shorter relationships, M = 6.62. Longitudinal or even cross-sectional studies 

examining the role of relationship length in friendships or longer term romantic 

relationships could illuminate the development of discrepancies for low and high self-

monitors. I suspect that low self-monitors work to address discrepancies and may end 

relationships that are too discrepant. Differences in discrepancies over time could help to 

explain the finding that low self-monitors are more satisfied in their marriages than high 

self-monitors (Leone & Hall, 2003). 

Using combined data from Studies 2 and 3, self-monitoring and relationship 

length also moderated that relation of computed value discrepancies (computed using 

value favorability ratings from the standpoint of self and one’s romantic partner) and 

subjective perceptions of overall value agreement. These two indices of balance were 

more closely linked for low self-monitors as compared to high self-monitors, and for 

people in longer versus shorter relationships. For low self-monitors in longer 

relationships, value discrepancy and subjective agreement were quite closely related, r = -

.74. On the other hand, for high self-monitors in shorter relationships, these two measures 

were only slightly related, r = -.24. Low self-monitors in shorter relationships, r = -.43, 

and high self-monitors in longer relationships, r = -.40, were in between these extremes. 
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These findings support that premise that low self-monitors are more aware of 

discrepancies. It may also be that low and high self-monitors have different standards for 

what is and is not considered discrepant. Perhaps for high self-monitors, attitude 

discrepancies may need to be quite large to be considered disagreements. However, high 

self-monitors in longer relationships, relative to shorter relationships, do have more 

closely linked measures of discrepancy and subjective agreement, suggesting that high 

self-monitors may become more cognizant of discrepancy over time. 

Strategies to Address Imbalance 

A measure was created to assess people’s preferred means to address imbalance 

with close others. Although the entire measure assessed a general tendency to either use 

discussion or avoidance to address imbalance, the measure broke out into three correlated 

strategies—being comfortable and willing to engage in open discussion of disagreement 

(discussion factor), wanting to avoid discussion of disagreements (avoidance factor), and 

modifying one’s attitudes to be in line with close others (modification factor). These 

strategies to address imbalance had very different associations with relational and 

personal well-being. Discussion was positively related to communication quality, 

perceptions of social support, and well-being. In contrast, avoidance and modification 

were negatively related to these aspects of relational and personal well-being. Thus, it 

appears that open discussion has positive relationship and well-being effects, whereas 

avoidance and modification have negative effects. 

Analysis of participant essays from Studies 2 and 3 also pertains to strategies to 

address imbalance. People who described greater avoidance of imbalance in their essays 
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also described less positive and more negative relationship effects. Discussion was 

generally unrelated to relationship effects. Further analysis revealed that greater 

avoidance and, to a lesser extent, greater discussion were both associated with less 

agreement and more disagreement. Controlling for agreement and disagreement, 

discussion predicted less negative effects, whereas avoidance predicted more negative 

effects. Consistent with Study 1, discussion appears to be a healthier way than avoidance 

to address imbalance. These results also suggest that people may use avoidance strategies 

for more extreme imbalance. It may also be that discussion works to lessen imbalances. 

Future longitudinal and dyadic interaction studies would be useful in further establishing 

the positive and negative effects of discussion and avoidance.    

 Role of self-monitoring in strategies to address imbalance.  

Contrary to predictions, high and low self-monitors did not differ in the extent to 

which they endorsed discussion, avoidance, or modification strategies to address 

imbalance. The measure was designed to apply generally to a range of attitudinal 

domains and a range of people’s close relationships. Further investigation might focus 

more specifically on certain relationships (e.g. romantic relationships) and certain 

domains (e.g., core values). Furthermore, the modification items seemed to tap a 

particular type of self-presentation, protective self-presentation (avoiding disapproval), 

which is unrelated to self-monitoring (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). Other self-

presentational styles such as assimilative (bringing others in line with one’s own agenda; 

Ickes, Reidhead, & Patterson, 1986) and acquisitive (winning approval; Wolfe, Lennox, 

& Cutler, 1986) impression management, which are related to self-monitoring 
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(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000), could be examined in the context of attitudinal 

disagreements.   

Although self-monitoring was not related to the measure of strategies to address 

imbalance, the relation of avoidance to relational and personal well-being was moderated 

by self-monitoring. For low self-monitors, greater use of avoidance was associated with 

less perceived support and well-being. For low self-monitors, avoiding areas of 

disagreement with close others appears to take a toll in terms of well-being. For high self-

monitors, avoidance was not related to perceived support and well-being, but was 

associated with lower communication quality. Perhaps when high self-monitors have 

poor communication with close others, they employ avoidance strategies as a way to 

address imbalance.  

In analyses of participant essays from Studies 2 and 3, self-monitoring moderated 

the association of strategies to address imbalance with positive and negative relationship 

effects. Controlling for agreement and disagreement, greater avoidance predicted more 

negative relationship effects for high self-monitors, but did not predict for low self-

monitors. Controlling for agreement and disagreement, greater discussion predicted 

greater positive relationship effects for high self-monitors, but not for low self-monitors. 

In contrast, greater discussion predicted less negative relationship effects for low self-

monitors, but not for high self-monitors. Discussion of imbalance may work to lessen the 

influence of disagreement on positive relationship effects for high self-monitors, but for 

low self-monitors, discussion of imbalance may lessen the influence of disagreement on 

negative relationship effects. As a whole, these findings suggest that the precise functions 
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of strategies to address imbalance might be quite complex and vary by self-monitoring, 

attitudinal domain, and relationship type.  

Experimental Manipulations and the Role of Self-monitoring 

The experimental manipulations used in Studies 2 and 3 provide some causal 

evidence that balance and imbalance can affect well-being. Specifically, state positive 

affect was highest in the balance condition and lowest in the imbalance condition. 

However, contrary to predictions, this pattern of results held only for high self-monitors. 

For them, writing about disagreements with romantic partners led to less positive affect 

and state self-esteem. Furthermore, high self-monitors had less positive affect in the 

avoidance condition than in the discussion condition; for low self-monitors, writing about 

avoiding or discussing disagreement did not affect state positive affect. In sum, the 

experimental manipulations affected high self-monitors more so than low self-monitors. 

These findings are at odds with the general pattern of results showing stronger relations 

of value discrepancy and subjective agreement with various aspects of well-being for low 

self-monitors relative to high self-monitors. As such, what may account for the 

conflicting experimental findings? One explanation concerns that nature of the 

manipulations. In essence, the experimental procedures were salience manipulations. 

These procedures made participants think about disagreements and agreements, strategies 

to address disagreement, and effects on their relationships, but did not affect perceptions 

of discrepancy or agreement for low or high self-monitors. Although experimental 

condition did not affect participants’ perceptions of value discrepancy and subjective 

agreement, supplementary analyses showed that discrepancy and subjective agreement 
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were related to the extent of disagreement and agreement in participants’ essays, r’s > 

.29. This suggests that the manipulations were constrained by the actual value 

discrepancy in participants’ relationships. Low self-monitors, relative to high self-

monitors, may just be more aware of discrepancies in their relationships and therefore, 

may be less affected by salience manipulations. Furthermore, high self-monitors are just 

more situational in general (Snyder, 1987; Snyder & Monson, 1975), and therefore, may 

be more affected by these manipulations.   

Future experimental studies may benefit by using experimental procedures similar 

to classic p-o-x triad studies. In this way, participants may be presented with different 

scenarios where relationships are in varied states of balance or imbalance with respect to 

important issues. Participants could then provide ratings of favorability, assessments of 

relational and personal well-being, and suggestions for how imbalances could be 

resolved. Furthermore, features such as the type of issue (e.g., trivial or central), type of 

relationship (e.g., friend or stranger), status considerations (e.g., equal or unequal), and 

strategies used to address imbalance (e.g., discussion or avoidance) could also be 

manipulated.   

Sex Differences 

 Somewhat surprisingly, very few sex differences emerged in the studies. In Study 

1, partner value discrepancy was more predictive of subjective closeness and 

communication quality for men compared to women. Interestingly, strategies to address 

imbalance were more related to well-being for women than men. For women, less 

discussion, more avoidance, and more modification of attitudes were all related to greater 
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negative well-being. In analyses of participant essays, for men, greater discussion was 

related to more positive relationship effects, whereas greater avoidance was related to 

more negative relationship effects. In women’s essays, controlling for overall agreement 

and disagreement, discussion and avoidance did not predict relationship effects. 

Important to considering the moderating role of self-monitoring in balance 

processes, sex interacted with self-monitoring in only one analysis. In the combined 

analysis of Studies 2 and 3, sex interacted with self-monitoring and value discrepancy to 

predict self-esteem. Consistent other results, value discrepancy did not predict self-

esteem for high self-monitoring men or women. Although discrepancy predicted self-

esteem for low self-monitoring women, it was even more related to self-esteem for low 

self-monitoring men.   

Limitations and Future Directions 

Beyond the somewhat limited experimental studies, the main findings of the 

present investigation are correlational. Although the results of the meditation and 

moderated meditation analyses are consistent across studies and with theoretical 

predictions, the independent variable was measured and not manipulated. As discussed 

by Baron and Kenny (1986) and Muller et al. (2005), evidence of mediation (i.e., indirect 

effects of a predictor on an outcome variable through mediators) is not sufficient to 

establish the causal relationships implied by the meditation model. Of course, in order to 

establish causation, the predictor variable, in this case attitudinal balance, should be 

experimentally manipulated to examine effects on both the mediators and outcome 

variables. To more fully establish a causal chain, one could also manipulate proposed 
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mediators to examine effects on outcome variables (Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005). 

Although some of the experimental procedures described in the previous section could be 

use to examine balance processes, direct experimental manipulations of balance are 

difficult in ongoing relationships due to ethical and practical concerns. In order to 

validate the mediation models proposed in the present investigations, longitudinal studies 

examining these processes over time will need to be conducted. In this way, one could 

establish the pattern of influence between balance, strategies to address imbalance, 

relationship quality, and well-being. Does balance predict later relationship quality, or 

does relationship quality predict balance, or both? Furthermore, following both partners 

in romantic relationships, or multiple friends, would also be essential in establishing the 

nature of balance effects. In this way one could examine the extent to which people agree 

in their perceptions of discrepancy. Furthermore, one could examine the extent to which 

the relations of discrepancy to relationship quality and well-being depend on each 

person’s perceptions of discrepancy and/or the consistency of those perceptions across 

relationship partners.    

Although self-monitoring plays a critical role in balance processes, examining 

other aspects of personality that influence relationship dynamics such as attachment 

styles or neuroticism may further illuminate the role of balance processes in relational 

and personal well-being. Perhaps people who are highly neurotic or have an insecure 

attachment style will be quite affected by imbalance and/or may not address imbalance in 

a positive manner.  
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Strategies used to address imbalance may have differential effects over time. In 

the context of trying to change one’s romantic partner, Overall, Fletcher, Simpson, and 

Sibley (2009) found that direct influence tactics (e.g., suggesting rational reasons for 

change) were less influential initially, but were more influential over time. Conversely, 

indirect tactics (e.g., using humor, minimizing the problem) were more influential 

initially, but less influential over time. This analysis suggests that directly discussing 

imbalance may lead to more changes over time, whereas avoidance may have more 

influence in the short term.  

 Finally, dyadic interaction studies similar to Davis and Rusbult (2001) could 

examine attitude alignment processes for important attitudes (e.g., core values) from a 

self-monitoring perspective. Recall that Davis and Rusbult observed that romantic 

partners engaged in more attitude alignment when issues were central, rather than 

peripheral, to one’s partner, especially when issues were peripheral to self. When issues 

were central to each partner, attitude alignment was less likely to occur. This suggests 

that attitude discrepancies are less likely to be resolved when the issues in question are 

important to both partners, and these discrepancies should therefore evoke tension and 

have negative relationship and well-being effects. It would be informative to see how low 

and high self-monitors address more peripheral and more central attitudinal 

discrepancies. The role of status may also play a role in these interactions. Davis and 

Rusbult found that attitudinal alignment did not occur in interactions between strangers. 

However, in the contexts of behavioral mimicry and compliance, high self-monitors, 

relative to low self-monitors, are more attuned to and influenced by status considerations 
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in interactions with strangers (e.g., Cheng & Chartrand, 2003; Key, Edlund, Sagarin, & 

Bizer, 2009). If high self-monitors interact with a high status other they may engage in 

attitude alignment even if the person is a stranger. On the other hand, low self-monitors 

should mainly be influenced by the whether or not the person is a well-liked, close other. 

Conclusion 

Balance processes have important implications for relationship functioning and 

personal well-being. Across multiple studies, discrepancy with romantic partners and 

friends regarding the favorability of core values was related to poorer relationship 

quality, less perceived social support, and lower personal well-being. Furthermore, the 

relation of value discrepancy to personal well-being was mediated, at least partially, by 

relationship quality and perceptions of support. Direct discussion, as opposed to 

avoidance, of attitudinal disagreements appeared to be a healthier method of addressing 

imbalance in close relationships. Self-monitoring meaningfully moderated the pattern of 

influence between discrepancy, relationship quality, and personal well-being. Although 

value discrepancy was related to relationship quality for both low and high self-monitors, 

discrepancy was only related to personal well-being for low self-monitors. To further 

establish the implied causal chain of influence in the present investigation, future 

research will need to examine these processes over time and from the perspective of 

multiple relationship partners. By considering not only the attitudinal balance within 

existing close relationships, but also how aspects of personality relate to balance 

processes, new insights may be gained in understanding the interpersonal and 

psychological costs and benefits of attitudinal balance and imbalance. 
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Table 1 
Mean Attitude and Value Discrepancies with Close Others  
                                                    
Relationship                         Politics             Religion           Values  
 
Overall           1.13 (.65)          1.02 (.55)          0.93 (.43)         
Romantic Partner                 1.02 (1.09)        1.11 (.91)          0.88 (.50) 
Friends           1.23 (.84)          1.07 (.68)          0.93 (.44) 
Father            1.29 (1.24)        0.90 (.80)          0.98 (.52) 
Mother                                 1.13 (1.15)        1.07 (.97)          0.98 (.58) 
Siblings                                0.88 (.87)          0.88 (.69)          0.92 (.50) 
 
NOTE: Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
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Table 2 
Factor Loadings for Strategies to Address Imbalance  

                                                    
Item                                                  Discussion          Avoidance           Modification 
 

I freely discuss differences of opinion with my significant other.       .65 
 

I freely discuss differences of opinion with my friends.        .65 
 

I am comfortable with holding attitudes that are at odds with people who are important to me.    .64   
 

It is distressing when a close other holds an attitude or belief that I do not agree with.                 -.49 
 

There is no point in trying to persuade close others in my life when I disagree with them about  
contentious issues.             .66 
 

If I disagree with someone, I generally just try to “agree to disagree.”        .58 
 

When I have a viewpoint (e.g., political view) that is different from the view of a close other  
(e.g., parent), I tend to avoid talking about the issue.          .46 
 

It is best to avoid discussing views on religion and politics with close others who do not agree.     .43 
 

The best way to deal with differences of opinion with friends or family is to engage in open discussions.    -.41 
 

I generally engage in discussion with close others when they do not share my views.     -.39 
 

I freely discuss differences of opinion with my family.        -.36 
 

When a close other holds an opinion that I do not share, I tend to express an opinion that is more inline  
with the other person’s viewpoint.                    .79  
 

Even when I do not agree with someone who is close to me, I prefer to express attitudes and beliefs that              
match, or least come closer to matching, the other person.                 .77  
 

When a close other expresses an attitude or belief that I do not agree with, I do not modify the 
expression of my attitude or belief.                   -.38  
 

NOTE: Only loadings above .3 are shown. 
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Table 3 
Factor Loadings for Well-being Measures  
                                                    
Measure                                 PWB                NWB  
 
SWLS    .81                     
RSES           .78 
PA                .70 
SS              -.66  
CESD                                     -.45    .37 
BAI                                                                 1.00 
CHIPS                                                               .63 
NA                                                                    .62 
 
NOTE: Only loadings above .3 are shown. PWB = Positive Aspects of Well-being; NWB 
= Negative Aspects of Well-being; SWLS = Satisfaction with Life Scale; RSES = 
Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale; PA = Positive Affect; SS = Perceived Stress Scale; CESD 
= Center for Epidemiologic Studies Short Depression Scale; BAI = Beck Anxiety 
Inventory; CHIPS = Cohen-Hoberman Inventory of Physical Symptoms; NA = Negative 
Affect. 
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Table 4 
Relation of Attitude and Value Discrepancies to Relationship Quality, Well-being, and Social Support 

                                     Relationship Quality                                     Well-being                                                                 Social Support  
Discrepancy Type          Close     Comm     PWB      NWB    SWLS     PA          NA      RSES    CESD      BAI         SS      CHIPS      ND         NS         PSS      
 

Overall Political    .04  .18*  .18*  -.28*  .11  .12 -.24*  .20* -.12 -.22* -.16* -.25*  .01  .01  .18* 
(n = 193) Religious -.06  .12+   .15*  -.23*  .11  .02 -.23*  .12  .13+  -.18* -.23* -.18* -.14+  -.07  .10 
 Values -.25* -.22* -.16* -.01 -.14+  -.19*   .02 -.13+   .09  -.01  .07 -.03 -.08 -.12+  -.13+  
                 

Partner Political -.07 -.02  .01 -.13  .06 -.05 -.13  .08 .09 -.07 -.05 -.14  .03  .04  .10 
(n = 100) Religious -.11  .02 -.01 -.11 -.02 -.02 -.07 -.02 .05 -.13 -.10 -.08 -.11 -.05 -.001 
 Values -.25* -.30* -.26*  .10 -.21* -.19+   .17+  -.21* .25* -.02  .17+   .11 -.07 -.19+  -.21* 
                 

Friends Political -.12  .13+   .14+  -.22*  .10  .02 -.16*  .19* -.08 -.22* -.16* -.20*  .07 -.01  .12 
(n = 179) Religious -.01  .15*  .15+  -.24*  .10  .003 -.23*  .12 -.16* -.23* -.22* -.15+  -.03 -.04  .14+  
 Values -.26* -.21* -.20*  .09 -.16* -.22*  .11 -.17*  .15+   .05  .07  .09 -.01 -.07 -.12+  
                 

Father Political -.03 -.05  .19* -.17*  .15+   .12 -.14+   .10 -.17* -.09 -.18* -.20* -.02 -.04  .14 
(n = 148) Religious -.16+  -.13 -.06  .03 -.07 -.04 -.05 -.10  .03  .10 -.02  .01 -.10 -.12 -.04 
 Values -.11 -.26* -.14  .004 -.11 -.20*  .03 -.13  .05 -.002  .04 -.01 -.01 -.15+  -.09 
                 

Mother Political  .004 -.14  .00  .03 -.08  .07  .04 -.01 -.02  .003 -.001  .03 -.04 -.10  .08 
(n = 121) Religious -.05 -.05  .05  .02  .05 -.03 -.02 -.04 -.06  .03 -.12  .04 -.27* -.19* -.05 
 Values -.03 -.29* -.02 -.05 -.15 -.01 -.01 -.004 -.06 -.09 -.03 -.03  .05  .001  .03 
                 

Siblings Political  .02  .002  .06 -.12 -.001  .08 -.07  .04 -.09 -.16+  -.03 -.06  .08  .01  .09 
(n = 147) Religious -.12  .04 -.002  .03  .08 -.01  .08 -.08 -.01  .01 -.02 -.01  .03 -.02 -.05 
 Values -.20* -.04 -.07 -.15+  .01 -.12 -.10 -.06  .05 -.08 .002 -.18* -.16+  -.13 -.12 
 

NOTE: Close = Closeness; Comm = Communication; PWB = Positive Well-being; NWB = Negative Well-being; SWL = Satisfaction with Life; PA = Positive 
Affect; NA = Negative Affect; RSES = Self-esteem; CESD = Depression; BAI = Anxiety; SS = Stress; CHIPS = Physical Symptoms; ND = Network Diversity; 

NS = Network Size; PSS = Perceived Support. Closeness and Communication are specific to relationship type. Coefficients are correlations.+  p < .10, * p < .05  
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Table 5 
The Relation of Network Attitude and Value Variability to Relationship Quality, Social 
Support, and Well-being  
                                                    
                                           Relationship                 Social Support                Well-being                           
                                              Quality                    
                                         Close      Comm       ND         NS          PSS       PWB       NWB  
Correlation         
Political Variability    .001    .20**   .02   .01   .26**   .21**  -.32** 
 
Regression         
Political Variability   -.12   .16   .02   .00   .35**   .19  -.29* 
Political 
Discrepancy                      

   .14   .04  -.01   .01  -.11   .02  -.04 

 
Correlations         
Religious 
Variability 

   .01   .26**   .01   .02   .19**   .18*  -.26** 

 
Regressions         
Religious Variability    .07   .31**   .17+    .13   .21*   .13  -.18+  
Religious 
Discrepancy                      

  -.09  -.07  -.24*  -.16  -.03   .07  -.12 

 
Correlations         
Value Variability   -.22**  -.08  -.18*  -.16*  -.04  -.11  -.06 
 
Regressions           
Value Variability   -.12   .08  -.22*  -.14   .07  -.02   -.09 
Value Discrepancy                        -.16+   -26**   .06  -.03  -.17+   -.14   .04 
 
NOTE: Close = Subjective Closeness; Comm = Communication Quality; ND = Network 
Diversity; NS = Network Size; PSS = Perceived Social Support; PWB = Positive Aspects 
of Well-being; NWB = Negative Aspects of Well-being. Coefficients are standardized.  
+  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 6 
Relation of Attitude and Value Discrepancies to Relationship Quality, Well-being, and 
Social Support for Highly Important Attitudes and Values 
 
                                                              Relationship            Well-being                  Social Support                           
Relationship and                                 Quality                    
Discrepancy Type                          Close      Comm     PWB      NWB       ND         NS       PSS 
 

Overall          

 Political (n = 47) -.27+    .02   .12 -.21 -.03   .003 -.02 

 Religious (n = 90)   .01   .13   .01 -.15 -.03 -.16   .09 

 Values (n = 163) -.26** -.29** -.22**   .10 -.05 -.16* -.18* 
Partner         

 Political (n = 26) -.21 -.20 -.15   .14 -.13 -.21 -.20 
 Religious (n = 49) -.17   .07 -.02   .02 -.06   .03   .10 
 Values (n = 89) -.29** -.31** -.29**   .17 -.06 -.19+  -.22* 
Friends         
 Political (n = 41) -.51**   .04   .002 -.15   .10 -.06 -.21 

 Religious (n = 83)   .18   .24*   .07 -.20+    .10 -.07   .21+  
 Values (n = 152) -.30** -.27** -.25**   .16+    .04 -.05 -.17*  
Father         
 Political (n = 34) -.02 -.01   .13 -.16 -.16 -.19   .12 

 Religious (n = 70) -.31** -.32** -.18   .21+  -.03 -.21+  -.09 

 Values (n = 125) -.12 -.28** -.17+   .05   .04 -.16+  -.06 
Mother         
 Political (n = 34) -.10 -.35* -.07  .03 -.36* -.21 -.07 
 Religious (n = 55) -.08 -.06   .10 -.14 -.34* -.27*   .05 
 Values (n = 102) -.002 -.27** -.05 -.04   .10   .05   .02 
Siblings         
 Political (n = 34) -.32+  -.27   .09 -.19   .004   .07   .17 

 Religious (n = 70) -.15   .02 -.11 -.03   .11 -.05 -.07 
 Values (n = 125) -.25** -.10 -.13 -.04 -.17+  -.19* -.19* 
    

NOTE: Close = Subjective Closeness; Comm = Communication Quality; PWB = Positive 
Aspects of Well-being; NWB = Negative Aspects of Well-being; ND = Network 
Diversity; NS = Network Size; PSS = Perceived Social Support. Closeness and 
Communication are specific to the relationship type specified.  Coefficients are 
correlations. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01   
 
 
 



110 
 

Table 7 
The Relation of Overall Value Discrepancy to Relationship Quality, Social Support, and 
Well-being for Highly Important Values  
                                                              
                                            Relationship                 Social Support               Well-being                           
                                               Quality                    
                                          Close      Comm       ND         NS         PSS        PWB      NWB  
Regressions 1         
Value Discrepancy   -.26**  -.29**  -.05  -.16*  -.18*  -.22**   .10 
 
Regressions 2          
Value Discrepancy   -.18*  -.21**  -.002  -.13  -.06  -.09   .001   
Closeness                                           .28**   .11  -.05   .19*   .18*  -.02  
Communication    .28**    .06   .13   .22**   .31**  -.32**  
 
Regressions 3        
Value Discrepancy     .09  -.12*  -.05  -.02  -.04 
Closeness                                          .12+   -.13+    .18*   .14+    .02 
Communication    -.04   .07   .19*   .20**  -.24**  
Network Diversity      .64**   .11  -.14    .13 
Network Size     .65**    .12   .32**  -.14 
Perceived Social 
Support 

    .08   .08    .36**  -.33** 

 
NOTE: Close = Subjective Closeness; Comm = Communication Quality; PWB = Positive 
Aspects of Well-being; NWB = Negative Aspects of Well-being; ND = Network 
Diversity; NS = Network Size; PSS = Perceived Social Support. Coefficients are 
standardized. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 8 
Relation of Attitude and Value Discrepancies to Relationship Quality, Well-being, and Social Support by Self-monitoring 

                                                     Low Self-monitors:                                                                                 High Self-monitors: 
 

                                                         Relationship           Well-being           Social Support                             Relationship          Well-being           Social Support                                             
Relationship and                                Quality      Quality 
Discrepancy Type                        Close    Comm      PWB     NWB     ND        NS       PSS                      Close    Comm     PWB     NWB       ND       NS      PSS  
                  

Overall Political (n=108) -.03   .15   .17+  -.20*   .01   .07  .18+  (n = 85)   .17   .22*   .19+  -.38*   .02 -.12   .15 
 Religious  -.05   .16+     .12 -.19* -.03 -.12   .06   -.06   .08   .17 -.27* -.30* -.05   .12 
 Values  -.33* -.25* -.19*  .03 -.12 -.15 -.20*  -.08 -.18 -.12 -.07   .00 -.07   .01 
                  

Partner Political (n=55)   .08   .02   .01 -.05   .15   .15   .11 (n = 45) -.24 -.04   .02 -.22 -.16 -.16   .05 
 Religious  -.01   .04  -.03 -.02 -.18 -.11 -.05  -.29+  -.01   .04 -.25+    .02   .08   .08 
 Values  -.10 -.28* -.42*  .28* -.05 -.21 -.28*  -.55* -.39* -.01 -.18 -.10 -.11 -.04 
                  

Friends Political (n=96) -.14   .19+    .11 -.14  .07   .02   .02 (n = 83) -.10   .08   .16 -.32*   .06 -.10   .25+   
 Religious    .01   .26*   .14 -.20+   .12 -.08   .15  -.06   .05   .15 -.26* -.23* -.03   .09 
  Values  -.31* -.31* -.25*  .21* -.03 -.13 -.24*  -.17 -.05 -.13 -.11   .05   .03   .11 
                  

Father Political (n=81) -.14 -.04   .22* -.19+  -.02   .01   .25* (n = 67)   .12 -.09   .15 -.18 -.02 -.08   .001 
 Religious  -.29* -.16 -.09  .09 -.004 -.09 -.18    .02 -.09 -.01 -.08 -.26* -.18   .18 
 Values  -.16 -.25* -.14  .07  .00 -.15 -.12  -.05 -.26* -.15 -.08 -.02 -.15 -.07 
                  

Mother Political (n=78) -.16 -.30* -.07  .12 -.11 -.11   .14 (n = 43)   .39*  .19   .12 -.13   .08 -.08 -.04 
 Religious  -.10 -.07 -.04  .08 -.37* -.31* -.04    .06 -.01   .19 -.09 -.05   .05 -.07 
 Values  -.04 -.26* -.03  .002  .02 -.004 -.02    .001 -.33* -.01 -.10   .05 -.06  .07 
                  

Siblings Political (n=85)   .03 -.04   .13 -.08  .07   .07   .21+  (n = 62) -.06   .07 -.06 -.22+    .08 -.09 -.13 
 Religious  -.16   .07   .07 -.01  .15 -.01 -.04  -.14 -.05 -.13   .10 -.29*   .02   .02 
 Values  -.28* -.08 -.12 -.19+  -.24* -.18 -.15  -.09   .03   .01 -.09 -.02 -.07 -.08 
    

NOTE: Close = Closeness; Comm = Communication; PWB = Positive Well-being; NWB = Negative Well-being; ND = Network Diversity; NS = Network Size; 

PSS = Perceived Social Support. Closeness and Communication are specific to relationship type. Coefficients are correlations.+  p < .10, * p < .05  
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Table 9 
The Relation of Strategies Used to Address Imbalance with Relationship Quality, Social 
Support, and Well-being 
                                                              
                                                Relationship              Social Support               Well-being                           
                                                   Quality                    
                                          Close      Comm      ND         NS         PSS        PWB        NWB  
         
Discussion    .03    .21**   .04   .04   .27**   .20**  -.23** 
Avoidance   -.03  -.14+   -.10  -.09  -.18*  -.16*   .17* 
Modification    .05  -.18*  -.09  -.12+   -.22**  -.25**   .24** 
 
NOTE: Close = Subjective Closeness; Comm = Communication Quality; ND = Network 
Diversity; NS = Network Size; PSS = Perceived Social Support; PWB = Positive Aspects 
of Well-being; NWB = Negative Aspects of Well-being. Coefficients are correlations.    
+  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 10 
The Relation of Value Discrepancy and Perceptions of Agreement to Relationship 
Quality and Self-esteem 
                                                                                                      
                                                   Closeness     Communication    Satisfaction    Self-esteem                    
Correlations       
Value Discrepancy  -.13+       -.23**         -.28**   -.22** 
Perceptions of Agreement                        .35**       .45**          .50**    .17* 
 
Regressions 

       

Value Discrepancy   .05      -.02         -.06   -.18* 
Perceptions of Agreement                        .37**       .43**          .47**    .09 
 

NOTE: Coefficients are standardized. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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 Figure 1. Relation of overall value discrepancy and well-being as mediated by overall network closeness, overall network 
communication quality, and perceived social support. Direct path weights of value discrepancy to well-being are in parentheses. 
Coefficients are standardized. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 2.  Relation of partner value discrepancy to well-being as mediated by partner closeness, partner communication quality, and 
perceived social support. Direct path weights of value discrepancy to well-being are in parentheses. Coefficients are standardized. +  p 
< .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 3.  Relation of friend value discrepancy to well-being as mediated by friend closeness, friend communication quality, and 
perceived social support. Direct path weights of value discrepancy to well-being are in parentheses. Coefficients are standardized. +  p 
< .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 

Perceived Social 
Support 

Negative Well-
being 

Friend Value 
Discrepancy  

Positive Well-
being 

Subjective 
Closeness 

Communication 
Quality 



 

117 
 

 

 
Figure 4. Predicted relation of partner value discrepancy to positive and negative aspects 
of well-being for low and high self-monitors. 
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Figure 5. Relation of partner value discrepancy to well-being as mediated by partner closeness, partner communication quality, and 
perceived social support for low self-monitors. Direct path weights of value discrepancy to well-being are in parentheses. Coefficients 
are unstandardized. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 6.  Relation of partner value discrepancy to well-being as mediated by partner closeness, partner communication quality, and 
perceived social support for high self-monitors. Direct path weights of value discrepancy to well-being are in parentheses. Coefficients 
are unstandardized. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 7.  Relation of friend value discrepancy to well-being as mediated by friend closeness, friend communication quality, and 
perceived social support for low self-monitors. Direct path weights of value discrepancy to well-being are in parentheses. Coefficients 
are unstandardized. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 8. Relation of friend value discrepancy to well-being as mediated by friend closeness, friend communication quality, and 
perceived social support for high self-monitors. Direct path weights of value discrepancy to well-being are in parentheses. Coefficients 
are unstandardized. +  p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 9. State positive affect and state self-esteem by condition and self-monitoring. 
 
 
 
 
 

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

imbalance control balance

St
at

e 
P

os
it

iv
e 

A
ff

ec
t

Condition

low self-monitors

high self-monitors

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

imbalance control balance

St
at

e 
Se

lf
-e

st
ee

m

Condition

low self-monitors

high self-monitors



 

123 
 

 
 

 

 
Figure 10. Predicted relation of partner value discrepancy to self-esteem and subjective 
perceptions of agreement for low and high self-monitors. 
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Figure 11.  Relation of value discrepancy to self-esteem as mediated by subjective agreement and relationship quality for low self-
monitors. Path weights for the direct effects of discrepancy to self-esteem are in parentheses. Coefficients are unstandardized. +  p < 
.10, * p < .05, ** p < .01        
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Figure 12.  Relation of value discrepancy to self-esteem as mediated by subjective agreement and relationship quality for high self-
monitors. Path weights for the direct effects of discrepancy to self-esteem are in parentheses. Coefficients are unstandardized. +  p < 
.10, * p < .05, ** p < .01    
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Figure 13. Predicted association between subjective agreement and relationship 
satisfaction for low and high self
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. Predicted association between subjective agreement and relationship 
satisfaction for low and high self-monitors in shorter and longer relationships.
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Appendix A 
 
1.  How would you describe your political party preference?  
          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strong 

Democrat 
Weak 

Democrat 
Independent/ 

Lean 
Democrat 

Independent Independent/ 
Lean 

Republican 

Weak 
Republican 

Strong 
Republican 

 
2.  How would you describe your political outlook with regard to economic issues?   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Liberal 
Liberal Slightly 

Liberal 
Moderate Slightly 

Conservative 
Conservative Very 

Conservative 
 
3.  How would you describe your political outlook with regard to social issues?   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Liberal 
Liberal Slightly 

Liberal 
Moderate Slightly 

Conservative 
Conservative Very 

Conservative 
 
 
Instructions: Please use the scale provided to describe how much you agree or disagree 
with each statement below.  There are no “right” or “wrong” responses, so please answer 
thoughtfully and candidly.   
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Definitely 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Unsure Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Definitely 
Agree 

 
_____ 1. I take a skeptical attitude toward religious teachings. 
 
_____ 2. It is important to be devout in one’s religious faith. 
 
_____ 3. It is important to attend religious services regularly and faithfully. 
 
_____ 4. I am an atheist. 
 
_____ 5. I have faith in a Supreme Being greater than man. 
 
_____ 6. I pay little attention to religious matters. 
 
_____ 7. One should always live one’s religion in daily life. 
 
_____ 8. There is only one true religion. 
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How would you describe your views toward religion? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

unfavorable 
Unfavorable Somewhat 

unfavorable 
Neither 

favorable 
nor 

unfavorable 

Somewhat 
favorable 

Favorable Very 
favorable 

 
Instructions: Please read over the following value descriptions. For each value, indicate 
the extent to which you believe it is favorable or unfavorable as a life-guiding principle. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unfavorable 
Unfavorable Somewhat 

Unfavorable 
Neither 

Favorable 
Nor 

Unfavorable 

Somewhat 
Favorable 

Favorable Very 
Favorable 

 
1.   ____Power: social power, authority, wealth, social recognition 
 
2.   ____Achievement: successful, capable, influential, ambitious 
 
3.   ____Hedonism: pleasure, enjoying life 
 
4.   ____Stimulation: a varied life, daring, exciting life 
 
5.   ____Self-Direction: independence, creativity, curious, freedom, choosing own goals 
 
6.   ____Universalism: equality, social justice, broad-minded, world at peace, harmony 
w/ nature 
 
7.   ____Benevolence: helpful, loyal, honest, responsible, true friendship, mature love 
 
8.   ____Tradition: respect for tradition, humble, devout, accepting my position in life 
 
9.   ____Conformity: self-restraint, polite, honoring parents, obedience 
 
10. ____Security: social order, national security, family security, sense of belonging 
 


