National Library

Bibllothéque nationale
of Canada

> du Canada

L ~
Canadian Theses Serv'lce

Ottawa, Canada ’ <

K1A ON4 -
‘\‘.
& ‘ l )
' CANADIAN THESES

NOTICE

The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent upon the
quality of the original thesis submitted for microfilming. Every
effort has been made to ensure the highest quality of reproduc- ’
tion possible.

If pages are missing, contact the university which granted the
degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially i the original
pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or if the univer- .
sity sent us’an inferior photocopy.

.Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles, published .

tests, etc.) are nof filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part ef this film is govefned by the
Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, ¢c. C-30

P

~

o .
—

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVE®

NL-33%(r 08/08)

Services des thdses canadiennes

" THESES CANADIENNES -

: AVIS
La qualité de cette miétoﬁche d&)end. grandement de la qualité

de la thése sgumise au microfiimage. Nous avons tout fait pour\ .
_assurer une Qualité supérieure de reproduction

»

’ t
”“r' S'il manque des pages, veulillez communiquer avec Yuniver-

! sité qui a conféré le grade

! 1a qualité d'irﬁpressioﬁ’ de certaines pages peut laisser &
désirer, surtout si le$ pages originales ont élé daclylographiées
a I'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'université nous a fait parvenir’
une photocopie de qualité inférieure

-

Les documents qui font déja I'objet d'un droit.d'auteur (articles
de revue, examens publiés, elc ) ne sont pas microfiimés.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ‘ce microfilm est soummise
4 la Lol canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC 1970, c. C-30.

[

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE -QUE
NOUS L'AVONS RECUE

<

Canadi



" -
? T~
-
\
.
» .
»
e \ !
.
~.
. N
-
»
¢
o N
A .
»
’
_"'
. - ~
~
i
.
.
- - )
\
~
~
’
f
> ~
L}
i
U
.- ®
-
3
~.
~ - »
- < -
- P
\ .
<
~
~
»
)
R

. ‘ :

.'\" 2 . L .
Family/kffect Related to

Children's Social Deviancg and lepetence
. * )\
S ) AN
AN Jocelyne Beaudet
. v , 3
N:"::; )
. A Thesis
’ h * in . R

psychology™ ' ,

-

Presented m Partial Fulfillment of the Requuements
for the Degree of Master of.Arts

at Concbrdia University “ s

; Montréal, Québec, Canada : ,

R .
\

'] .
* » . N N
+  September 1986 \
- . U hy ,
- - : ~a
1 - . t - *
© Jocelyne Beaudet, 1986 : -
.
- ' . oo o f o, n
~ .' \
\\ % ’
. [
N ¢\ . . I
- - 4 '
: “
) b L4 ¢ ' .
Iy d Ve T e oy
. . CF o
LI » i ) _“:) _.\.“
s K
. N




-

Y

27

~

Permisgion has been granted
to the National - Library of
Canadia to microfilm this
thesis and to lend or sell
copies of the film.

7

*

The aathor (copyright owner)

"has reserved other

publication rights, and
neither the thesis rdor
extensive extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced without his/her
written permission.

’ ISBN

.

£

-~

L'autorisation a éteé accordée?
A la Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada de microfilmer
cette thése et de préter ou
de vendre des exemplaires du
“film. . o '

\ e
L'auteur (titulaire du droit
d'auteur) se réserve les
autres droits de publicatiodn;
ni la thése ki de  longs
extraits de celle-ci ne
doivent &tre imprimés ou,
autrement reproduits sans:son
autorisation écrite.

r~ y .

» -

6-315-35575-1



ABSTRACT .

-
I’

. Family Affect Related to .

Children's ‘Social Deviance and Competence

Jocelyqe Beaudet -

. : . v
The relationship between parental attitudeés, barental adjustment, '
t' .

child social deviance and competence was assessed. The subjects were 405

l

French speaking youngsters and their pafents. The children were assigned
to one of' four groups on the basis of their score on a French -
translation of the Pupil Evaluation Inventory; The four éroubs were:
aggressive, Q;Si; wifhdrawn,‘2;56; aggressive-w~ithdrawn, n=57; and
nondeviant control, n=24l. Parental attitudes were measured with the

: ¢
Posiq?yg ap@ Negative Expressed Emotion indices. As preqictéd bothx
maternal negative attitude and paterna} positive attitude were found to
be‘significantly associated with the Zhild's behavioral chdracteristics.
The %eer identified aggressive-withdrawn children, were postulated to be

at greater risk for schizophrenia than other children) were more often

criticized by their mother. Moreover, as expected, parental.attitudes

'were significantly related to the paréhts' own’maladjustment. Childreh

of highly critical mothers were also found to be less socially .
competent. These findings unde%linéd the value of independent:ratings oé
child behavior from various soufces. The potential usefulness and
sensitivity‘é? the Expre;sed ?motion Indices in assessing a ron-clinical
child population were also demonstrated. Clinical implications were

discussed.

R
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. ;:  E;ax_r\ily Affect Related to
Children's Social Deviance and Competence
3
During’ the past several deeaQes many investigé’cors have recoghised~,
the family's potential role in the development angd course .of
schizophzenia. Faxpily‘stddies have explored the idea that defirlable
" features in the ti:enseetions of families ’of‘; séﬁieophrenics are crucial
to understanding the develo\pnent and maintenance Of schizophrenia.
'Se'Ver.‘al tﬁeoretical ané -resea;ch perspectives within psychology,
soc1ology, and psychlatry have’ mfluenced researchers in this field.

As eax:ly as 1927 Sulllvan suggested that disturbed family
relatlonshlps m1ght be linked to a su‘bsequent schizophrenic disorder.
"The etlology of schlzophrema is to be sough in events that 1nvelve
the individual. The s;grpﬁcant events seem to lie wholly within one
c:a"tegory, events relati:ng the indiviésal‘with other i/nd'ividuals more 01:
less highly significant to-him" (Sullivan, 1962, p.248). The inability

of gerfet1c researchers to explam the" occurrence of schlzophrema as

y ’ '

strictly a genetic outcome is also.often considered as further support

. -

for the view that envirgnmental factors such as family relationships
play an iffportant but as yet undetermined role in’ 2:he development of

schizophrenia (Liem, 1980) .

The major impetus(for family research in the area of schizophrenia
/

was the work of Theodore Lidz at Yale University, Gregor:y Bateson of the
Mental Research Inst;u:ute of Palo Alto, and Lyman Wyrme at the Natlonal
Institute of Mental Health beginning some 25 years ago. Lidz's work
stimulated. interest in two aspects of the relationship betyeen the

parents of the schizophrenic, the quality of their emotional ties and

¥ .
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their relative p-owee (Lidz, Oornelison,'Fleck, & Terry, 1957) . Bateson

. and W, on the other hand, stimulated interest: in the communication
between parents and child. Bateson noted profound logigal ’
inconsistencies in the communications of parents of schizophrenics and
proposed the double-bind hypotheeis (Bateeon, 3ackson , Haley, .&
ﬁeakland, 1956). In the theoty of the Wymnne grgup on the other hand,
spgcxal attention is given to the mpalrment of ego functlonmg and its
associated thought -disorders -in schizophrema. There is a general
guiding hypothems that the thought disorder in schizophrenia derives
from thendisorqered patterns of interaction in the family (Wynne,

¢

Ryckoff, Day‘,‘ & Hirsh, 1958). These three propositions by Lidz, Bateson E

.« and Wynne havé stimulated empirical studies of the link betweer -family

and schizophrenia for the 2 past 25 years and have stimﬁlated the

development of ipcreasmgly more sophlstlcated research methodoloqxes.
Studies before 1975 have been exten51vely reviewed by Jacob (1975)°

‘and also by Goldstein and Rodnick (1975). In both reviews the authors
were forced to‘ conclude that virtually no definitive statement could be
n'taée about the etiologic significance of- family;structure or family
processes §9r schizophrenia. 'I‘h.is conclusion was reached éespite the
fact that some aspects‘ofs famiiy intera;‘:ti’on,‘ in particular disordered
patterns of caununi,catfon, were’observed to be consisteptly and
eubstantially cqrrelated with the presence of schizophreni;\_ ip an
offspring. The design iimitations of most of these family studies,
speqifical'ly,’ the exclusive use of cross-sectional desic;:;ns examining

' family variables only after the occurrence of schizoph;:enia in an
offspring, made it impossible to establish the impact of family

variables before the onset of the disorder and ruled out potemtial




] oo
confoundmg by other vanables. -~

g *Since 1975, some two dozen empirical studies have focused on the \
contnbutlon of the family Eo the development of schizophrenia. Pecause
-9f the methodological difficulties associated with studies of

1’" 'ind\iViduals already diagnosed as schizophren‘ic '(,Schwartzman, Ledingham &
‘\;Siefbin, '1985) more and \more researchers concerned with familijal factors
have shifted their attention to .populations Qith a higher than normal

., risk o,f‘d‘e\{eldping schizophren‘ia, ‘as a means by which to examine family
variébl'es prior to the onset of the disorder. | 7

. The literature related to the.concept that disardéred family

' relat:ionsl'.xips may be significant factors in the dgvelopment and
"kinaintenan.ce of.’schizophreni'a‘u, must be ur;derstood in the context of a
"system" view of family relationships. The origins of the iystems theory.
can be traced baz';k to 19th century sociologists, psychologisis, and .
biologists. Hlstorlcally, the contept of systems grew out of the

- /dxstplme of b1ology and was adapted to the soc1al sciences by early y
" social theorists. Bateson and other theoretxmans in the family field
" have applied the basic principles to living syétems (Bateson, 1972,

1979; Hoffman, 1981;'Minuchin, 197:1; Watzlawi?k,’Jackson, & Beavin,
1967) . Modern day systems' 'théogy has changéc/i Mt from its ori;inal

form; however, the umque aspects of the theory remain the same and are

extremely useful for ‘understanding how the family functions as a 'system.

These basic aspects are: 1) it pléces Yreat impodrtance on interaction

and interdepeﬁdancé of the parts - a change in one part of the sys{:em

produces a change in another part; 2) the effects of the social

environment on system members is heavily emphasized; 3) ‘it redefines the

focus of pathology from the individual level to the system level



. e
(Minuchin, 1985). | ‘ .
' A way of understanding the intefacfions and relatioqsh}ps of f;m'\ily
members is to an‘alyse how they eommunicate wii:h each other. If it is ,

accepted that all ‘behaviors in an interactional situation have message

value, are communications, it follows that no matter how one may try,

o
+

one, @:7‘3 not communicate. Activity or inactivity, words or silence,
all have n‘fessage value: they influence others and these others, in turn,

’ < . R o
cannot not respond to these communications and are thus themselves

,comn;micatirq (Watzlawick, et al. 1967)."'A
in sociological writings about ‘c.vrmunicati n in families and small -
groups, is between emo’tiona‘l anrd inst';r‘mnen:al communication,, that is,
between communications focused on ipterpersonal feelirigs as compared ter
those directed to the solution of tasks or problems. Both éimensions of
comnunicat—ion’ ‘have been the focus of attention in discussions of family
relationshig; and schizophrenia. Interest in emotional expression in
schiszhreni? is ;:‘vident in some of the earliest attempts to define and
formu‘late the properties of gchiz;sphrenia as a clinical entity. Special |
significance, for example, may be attached to the bluntness or
¥2-

flattening of affect-characteristic of certain types of schizophrenia.

N

There seems to be an implicit model in which nonexpressiveness is viewed

it

as a n;echanisn of defense, aude'fense against real-but-denied. feelings
towards family members.

If one wants to measure feelings and attitudes the problem is to
get the informant to e‘afpress his attitudes and feelings in a Qay that

does not distort his inner feelings and then.to get investigators to
’ \

agree on their ratings. Moreover, ambiguity.and ambivalence often make
1

it diffioult to assess feelings; someone may feel both warmth
/ S v - ‘
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-

* resentment about another person. A further important distinct’ion should

be made between observed emotions, self-reported emotions amd an

i'nformant‘s\ report of someone else's emotions. Becker (1960) 'showe(d that

“there was often serious disagreement between a mother's evaluation of

the emotions of the father, and ratings based on interviews with the
father, or the father's self-ratings. Moreover, the correlations between
interview methods ang self-rating methods were usually only fair, that y

1

is from .41 to .51 and were sometimes awkward. Interview measures of

_attitudes and emotions have also often had only a'moderate level of

- reliability. For example; Peterson, Becker, Shoema)ier, Luria, -and

o

Hellmér (1961) on measures of parental warmth, ‘strictness etc.. obtaxned

o2
«

correlanoqs of .45 to -8l. _ L : L °

In the mid 60's, Brown and Rutter (1966) developed the Camberwell

¥

Family Interview Schedule -fr;fn which- two measures were derived. One is

the objective measure of family activitif; the other is the Expressed

Bmotion Index (EE). A, pr1nc1pa1 aim ofthe Expressed Emotion index has

’

~teports abouﬁ feelings and to

been to méve away from rel‘lanc:e on
record'i‘nk\tead positive and ;negative
itself. Brown and Rutter's approach to the measurement of feelings has

been daminated by one obse'rvaEic;n. In the c-:ourse\of ,an interview, o
respondents quite commonly ;spmtanééusly express negative feelings which
fhey have denied i~n response to a direct It;;uestion, or they fail to >
express positive feelings which one wc‘>u1d hav;e expecztedv frbm their

answers to<direct quest:\ons. Whatever(\the reasons for ..he phenomenon -
these authors decided that the main source of data of the Expressed
_Emotion 1ndex should be ..he spontaneous expressxon ofemo/nonsbwhne .

factual mformatmn is bemg sough‘..
o - win Ve
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Expressed emotion refers to emotional aspects. of speech or

emotional messages for which ratings have been derived (Kuipers, 1979) . '
- \

Pmotional messages consist of behaviors which Serve as cues for

[

inferring sqngthing about the person's emotional state. The ratings are
based on several factors. The content 'of what is said is taken into
account;, but more emphgsis is laid on the way things are said.
Intekviewefs are ‘expectedﬁ to recog)n-ze enotions by observing differences
in the speed, pitch and ihfensity of speech (Rutter & Brown, 1966).
Reviews of the literature on implicit a'ffe.ctive communication indicate
that raters can make reliable judgments of feelings or attitudes on the ™
basis -of vocal' arid monverbal stimuli (Davitz, 1964; .Marsden, 1965;
}Starkwéat‘:her,, 1964). Paralénguage has emerged as an 'increasingly useful
behaviordl measure in studying the individual's expression of affect -ahd
attitudes. Because of the 16\4 speaker awareness of Er'alimuistic,
. : :
components of communication, this channel is of particuiar importance in
pnde;'standing unintended camﬁnication of attitudes; that is, measures
of paralanguage are relatively nonreactive (Bugental, Henker, & W.hz-:\len,
1”976). Thus, vocal intonatién or 'parala‘nguage is of particular interest
because it combines low awareness for the speaker w'ith high.salience for
the listener (Bugental, 1974; Mehrabian & Wiener, ~1967). T
In 1972, Brown, Birley, and Wing described and’definéd the affect S
ratings of the EE index. Both neggtive and positive 'r:anarks were
counted, and overall ratings of m;filit‘y, warmth,” emotional
overinvolvement, and dissatisfaction were made. Of these, negative’
remarks and warmth were the ones most dependen'-c on vocal or
pafalinguistic cues, As a way of dea'ling with contradictions and

ambiguities in the individual's expression of feelings, the\ratings for

j .

N




. The U.C.L.A.. Fa:mly Pro;ec.. fuzther demonstz:a;.éd that a negative

. : ! -

positive and negative affect are now rated separately. All ‘scales run
. : ‘ .\

from the absence 6f a single trait to its presence in marked form.

Work carried out over the last decade has provided good evidence
that the concept of Expressed Emotion is both valid and reliable. A * -
ropﬁst association 'has now been demonstrated between the level of

negative Expressed Bmotion by a key relative toward a schizophrenic:

Pty

patient at the time of admissioq or ddring thes patient's stay in

\ - '
hospital and psychiaér‘ic morbidity in thé 9-month’ period subsequent ®o
L4 « . ,

discharge (Brown, at 4l. 1972; Vaughn & Leff, 1976a; Vaughn .et al.

o ) - "
1984). The negative Expressed Emotion relapse association has also been
, ) ‘ ;

fourd to persist'c\)'ef‘a two-year follow-up pex:iod (Leff & Vauqhn 1981).

-

4
ang

cntlcal attltude m parents of nonpsychonc disturbed adolescents

- ‘predicted the onset of sch1zophrema_-spectrun dzsorders in'a five and

15-year follow fup of this sample (Goldstein, 1985). Thus, it appears

that the Expressed Bnotlon index measures attitudes mvolved in both the :

e

onset and course of schlzophrenla and related disorders. : \/
Although 'showh to be a reliable and valid instrument, in its .

a.‘ N &
or}ginal form the interview sometimes took as long as four or five hours

",

to administer. An analysis of 15 tape-recorded interviews fram the Brown o

s

et al. (1'972)~ studies 'showed that tiﬁe majority of critical comments were

produced within the first hour and there was virtually no relationship . -

between total number of critical comments and length of interview

. (r=0, 08) (Vaughn, & Leff, 1976b) . Continuing in that direction, Wynne

and Gift (1978) at'Roc‘nester University compared the ratings obtained

fram the Camberwell Family Interview Schedule and the ratings obtained
. l/ ’ -
from five-minute speech samples. The results .were impressive; they
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obtamed 75 percent correspondance with two different raters and 89

percent correspondance when ratings Were made by the game person.
Therefore it was cpncluded that evaluations of expressed anotmn based

on five-minute speech samples were sensitive enough to discriminate high

B

‘from low negative EE families. One critical- comment defined the high

: x:elati\fe and the index case which result in a noxious affective )

-

negative EE families and the absence of critical comment characterized

the low negative EE families.: In.all previous studies of expressed \

Al

emotion the most significant._cutoff points between hicjh and low negative

expressed emotion were five or six ¢ritical compents in interviews-of

-

‘more than one hour. At either of those cutoff -points results

i

consistently reached significance in predicting relapse. Con'sequently,
it is reasonable to expect that a cutoff point of “one critical comment
\ L B

~

. in a fi\;‘e-minute speech sample will allow us to discriminate between

groups meamngfully.
It is assumed that negatwe att1tudes toward an. offsp*mg are

tx:anslated into highly emotional face-to-face encounters between that

environment in the home. ’i‘arrier, Vaughn, Lader, and Leff (1979)
demonstrated thatin the absence of high and low negatwe EE relatlves,

scmzophremc patlents showed highly aroused physmloglcal response

patterns. Subsequent to the Low negatwe EE relatives entering the roclnf»,/

the response of patients habituated". However, in the presence of the
H,igh negative EE relatives, the patients sho@:ed no habituation. 'I'nese
intriguing results were later par't'ially replicated by Sturéeon, Kuipers, 1
Berkowitz, Turpin, and Leff.(1981):

A recent study by Valone, Goldstein, and Norton (1984), has

examined the psychophysiological reactivity.of both parents and their
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disturbed adolescent offspring during direct family confrontations. The
results provide evidence that direct encounters between high nécfative EE °
individuals and their offspring are more emotionally arousing than the

v »
face-to-face interactions which take place within low negative EE

\ fam1l1es. Generally, the ‘results descrlbed by, V)l/ne Pet al. €1984)

1

A

P

‘previous'ly noted . feults. Low negative EE relatives were

7 High negative EE families cope least well with crises

. worried and upset.-In contrast, low negative EE famili

support fmdmgs from earlier studies and are of value in tha‘- thky
extend t:hose fmdmgs to a. nonschlzophremc plSpulatlon. It has also hva-enb
shown (Valone, Norton, Goldstem, & Doane, 1983) that high negatwe EE
parents of dlsturbecji put nonpsychot;c adolescents:mamfested
sig"nificantly ﬁ'\ore\mild and harsh criticisms in direct interactions with
their offspring than did- low ‘negati_ve EE parents. All these‘repoxﬁs
strongly support the hypothési‘s that face-to-face encounters \between (
high negative EE relatives and the’mdex case are in fact more emotlonal

than comparable dn:ect 1nteract10ns between low negative EE family

members.

'

High and- low negative EE families can be discriminated in terms of
what they say and how they seem to cope with ‘'similar situations., High

negative EE families tended to blame the person, and not tp see the

changes in behavior as d/ue to anything but an intensification of
B - ,Q:, o

attributing behavior as due to some cause other than the person's fault.

are most

are more

tolerant and cope with incidents calmly. Thus, ratings of EE appear to

be a way of assessmg dxfferent attltudes and coping responses m
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In the U.C.L./A. prQ'ject two measurés. of affective attitude were

" used, a measure of, Expressed Eznotion (EE) and a measure of Afféctive ‘

Sxt:yle (AS) (Goldstein, 1985). Parents were ca?egorlzed as mgn or low
negative EE, based on the cr1t1c1sr37 cr1ter10r{ and then. formed into -
parental groups as follows: Dual High negatlve EE,  where both parents
are high; Mixed rxeéati’ve EE, where one parent. is high and the other l‘oyg‘;'

and~l_)ua1’ Low negative EE, where both parents .ai% low EE. The Affective

' Style measure is derived from directly observed interactions dyring

.8

which family members discussed conflictual problems. It is' constructed
as d transactional ‘analogue of-the EE index.

At a 15 year follow up, almost all schizophrenic spectrim cases

occurred’ in families where either one or both parents expressed the high

negative EE attitude and the nedative AS behaviors.'Of the four cases of
Fehizophrenia in the sample all four came from homes in which both
lparents expressed high negative EE attiftudes towards the offspring and

the interactive behavior of the parents was rated as negative AS,

_However, if parents showed a negative affective style with a teenage

/

of fspring when discussing a personally relevmant family problem, but did
not manifest a high neéati"ve EE attitude in an interview outside of the

teenager's presence, the'predi'ction to outcome was not very good. Since

previous studies (Miklowitz, éoldst’ein} Fallown, & Doane, 1984;‘ Valone,
o S ’

et al. 1983) have revealed that high negative EE attitudes and rgegati've
affective style behavior Co-exist in a number of persons, it appears

€ - . . ,
that a negative transactional affective style may be more Situation

¢

. spec1f1c. Moreover, negative attitudes in an 1nterv1ew outside of the

teenager s presence may reflect an attltude wh1ch is chromcally present

‘ as a background factor in the cngomg transactmns of a fam11y. Within a

10
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more be?/{gn historical context, even a sharply critical interaction may - ‘

not ‘s,i’gniff( as malignant a quality of family life as would appear at
firgt glance. i ' , ‘ a
/ ) .
In fact the EE attitude has been suggested to be trait-like .
3

,/ (Hooley, 1985). High’ hegative EE relatives, may be individuals who’

attempt to cop/e by trying to exert control over what may ‘aétually be an

uncontrollable behavior in an offspring. The ;/iew of the high negative

EE relative as the controlling member of the relationship also fits .in

well wi‘th the general concept of EE. A relative is rated as being

critical because he or she makes it clear that there are aspects of the

offsprir:g's ;ersonality or behavior that he wduld like to be diffexent.

High negative EE relatives, as judged by both thelr reported behavmr

toward the patlent and their behavmr during 1nter-v1ew are also

considered to be less toler\int and accepting of the patient (Vaughn & L
ff,\ 1981)'. That they may actively work towards effectln:_; the‘sor’t of.

changes they desire is sometimes evidenced by the critical remarks they .

———
. N

make. o ‘ oo
Beeause negative EE has been-found to relate to onset as well as y .‘ |

course of sch120phren1a, it would ‘be useful to document its relat1onsh1p

to behavioral indices of risk. Both aggressmn and w1thdrawa1 have. been v

implicated as‘patterns that characterize the behavxor of ’ "

preschlzophremcs (Bower, SheIlhamner, & Daily, 1960; , Bowman,, 1934

Medmck & Schulsinger, 1970 Morns, SOroker, & Burruss, 1954; Robins,

1972; Watt, Stolorow, Lubensky,,& McClelland -1970;- . wltt:man, &

&

Stemberg, 1944). Aggresswe behaviér ' is defined btoadly to mclude -
nhy51ca1 aggresswn, dlsruptlveness and- attentmn-seeking, while ’
w1thdrawa1 refers to a pattern mvolvmg Wyness, oversens;tivity, and



" argued for thelr selectmn as the d1mens1ons of a broad-spectrum

social isol'atzon.

The consistent implication of both aggressxve and w1thdrawn

behavmral patterns in previous stuches of preschizophrenic adjustment

‘behavioral ‘index of schizophrenia proneness. Furthermore, factor

v

‘ analytic studles have repeatedly 1dent1f1ed aggressmn (also labelled

conduct problems, actmg out;, or externallzmg behavmr) ard w1thdrawa1

_ (also 1abe11ed personahty px:oblens, overcontrolled or .internalizing

. %
behavior) as the major’ components of soctal deviance in children

X

(Quay,1979). \ S

Aamong the first to.examine the effects ’of differ_ing parentlald
attitudes upon children with different types of maladjustment were
Hewitt and ..‘.Jenkins (1946) . Corresponding to‘ ree behavigral p‘a"ttems :
overinhibited, unsocialized aggr‘ession., a;nd sqéiaiized deli‘nq‘uency, they
defined three situatibnal patterns of family env‘ir'onment:""‘family
repression", l"pa-rental rejection" and "parental negligence". The authors

found that both a répressive family environment and physical disorders

. were likely to produce an overinhibited behavior in the child. A

youngster with a'backgroﬁnd of pérental rejection was apt to develop

unsocialized aggressive ways' of acting while parental neglect was
stror)g;xl as‘-slocilated with subse)quent socialized delinguent ibehavior on
the part of the child. ﬁorg‘is, Escoll, and Wexler (1956) found that .°
there was open rejection of the child on the part of one or both parents

for cgm.ldren diagnosed as showing what the authors labelled "aggressive
£ oa

behavior disorders". Parents were conmdergd as openly rejecting if they

met any one of five criteria, one of them being open and constant

A

expression of dislike for the child.
L . 2 R
‘ 12
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The iit‘é.rétufe on ch‘ild-rearihg antecedents of aggressiveness (e.g.
Becker, 1964) i)reser?ts\\trme\father of aqgresgive children as negatively
controllingﬁ(evaiuatively extréme, directing, and negative) and soc{ally ’
sindependent (low amount' of talking). The relationship between maternal
punitivenessl and child aggressiveness outside the home is also well
established‘ {e.g. Becker, 1964; Sears, Whitil:ag, Nowlis, & Sears, 1953)‘.
The mdther;' expresses her nggative evaluation in such 'a way as to
preclude or lihit an immediate negative respbnse.. This manner seems to -
effectively constrain the child from respo,nd.ing with anger toward his.or
hﬁer,mothér and instead express his or I?er aggression in the "safer)
school environment (Bugental, Love, Kaswan, & April, 1971).$-In general,
aggressive children ccme from homes in which parents are reje;::ting and
‘punitive (Bandura & Walters, 1959; McCord, McCord & Howard,” 1961; Sears
et al. 1953). Hostility and rejection are overfones w)(iéh.ente'r into the
general and more inclusive relationsbip which parents of conduct pr'oblem'
children have with their offspring (échulman, Shoemaker, & Moe}\is,

1 1962). Fathers of. socially withdrawn children, by contraét'q, , are\r/eported
by Bugental,‘Léve and Kaswan (1972), as- not«cohtrolli,rxé (ev:1uativel_‘y ¢ '

| neutral and nondfrec’:tive) and socially dependent (high amoun\E(\of .
talking) in a presumably anxiety-inducing situai:ipn.

The. recent emphasis on social-cognitive dimensions has directed
attentlon toward parental knowledge, expectations, arnd peroeptmns as
cruc1a1 influences on the developement of children's atypxcal social
behaviors. Studies by Lobitz and Johnson (1975) and Griest et al. (1980)
have indicated, for example, that parént perception measures are more

' discriminative of the child's clinic referral status than the child's

observed behavior. Ross (1974) has stressed the inpox:tance of the
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X .
parent's tolerance level in influencing the parent's perceptions of the

child and the need for clinic referral. Social isolation and marital
conflicts are two fac.tors whieh resg]f.t in lower tolerance by reducing
the chance of parents to receive-the support they need. Reduced
tolerance ' makes the parents: less likely to respond by helpful feedback
®to inapbropriate children behaviors. Maternal depression seems to be one
of t:he best predictors of maternal peroeption of children (Greist,
Welle, & f‘orehand, 1979). Furthermore, Chr'istensenv, phillips, Glasgow, &
Johnson = . (1983) found a significant rélationship between parental
perception of child behavior. problem§ andm garental\ negative behavior
toward the child,’ but no significant relationship betvéen r)arental

perception of child's problems and child's behavioﬁs. ‘Siblings of target

children in referred fam111es have also been 1dent1f1ed as havmg as

< v

high a rate of devxant behavior as the target but were spared the
neéative label. (Arnold, Levine, & Patterson, 1975). Thus, previous
research is pointing to the reduction of the inportanoe of the child's
behevior inbthe iabel%ing of deviance.

Reeentlv, Bugental and Shennum (198'4) "looked at the intervening
role of behef structures and knowledge, and prov1de strong supportwe
evidence for reciprocal adult-child effects as moderated by caregiver
attributions. k(;lults' attributions act in a sel‘f—fulf/illing ‘fashion, )
that is, the coamunication patterns that follow fram -caregiver beliefs -
act to elicit child behavior patterns that maintain those beliefs.. -

’ However, a sobering set or f:md;.ngs has been emerging from studies
of intrafamilial Eorreiations in éersonalit!y characteristics.

Biologically unrelated children growing wp in the same household are

shown to 'be quite dissimilar with respect to personality characteristics

t
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. )
. (Rowe & Plomin, 1981; Scarr, Webber, Weinberg, & Wittig, 1981). BEven for

biologically .felated' siblings, correlations are low. 'I‘hese findings
“ﬂ-’].mply that there is very httle unpact from the environment thaL parents

oy

prov1de for children»and very li‘tt;le impact fram parental
*charactenstlcs that must be a";eﬁtlally the same for all chlld\ren inga
fam11y, for example, education or the gquality of the relationship
between spouses. Ir;deed, the implications are either “that parental
behav.iors/have no effect or that the effective aspects. of parenting must
;/a;:y greai.*]iy from one child to another within the same family. We do not
éoubt that thiere is a great deal of variance within families in t':e
quality of the rel’a'tionships parents have with each individual child.
Some of the‘ variance is a.z:counted for by birth order (Lasko, 1954; |
Rothbart, 1971; Snow, Jacklin, & Maccoby, 1981) and by sex-of thg child
(iBlock, 1979: Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974); other factors such.as the '
. temperamental match between éarent anc child," no doubt enter-in as well.
There is also now“a litetaturé, which documents the impact of t'he_ ‘
child on parent behaviors. -These studies have demonstrated reliable
relatsionshiés between a variety of common ‘"difficult" child beha’vi;rs
and aault reactions. Child behavmts such as mattentmn and |
.'dlstractablllty (Chapman, 1979), uncontrollab111ty (Bugental, Caporeal,
& Shennum, 1980), defiance (Ps:\rl/ce & Sawin, 1977), nnpatlence (Matthews,
1977), low person orientation (Keller & Bell, 1979), unresponszveness
(Cantor & Gelfand, 1977), anger and negativity ('I‘eyber,‘Messe, &
~ ‘. Stollak, 1977), task £ailure (Mulhern & Passman, 1979), failure to
1m1tate (Bates, 1975), and nonverbal unresponsiveness (Bates, 1976) have
been shown to engender a variety of seemingly adverse ad(:lt reactions.
'rbese mclude the use of power-assertwe, negatwe, and c:ontrolling

oK
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disciplinary tactics; unassertive and weak cdmmunication styles;

- ridicule and interrogatxon;‘ and fréquent' use of punishment.

1

In a thoroudh review of the pérént-—c‘hildl interaction, research from

1960 to. 1970, Walters and Stinnett;(197l) conf:luded tha~t“"t:he era of
viewing children as solely products of their parents’ influence is past,
for it is .recogr;ized that children themselves exert powerful influences

upon the parent-child relationship" (pp.100-101). In fact, in the course

of popular and sc1ent1fic explanatlon of the development of chlldren's

social behavior, there has been an mcxeas.mg movement toward the use of

parent-child interaction account fpf the child's deviant conduct (e.q.,
pPatterson, 1982). The '

interactive causal notions. - In thxs- orientation, dysfunctmns in the

main tenet of interactional models is that members
are mutually .interdependent -and influence one another 'in a reciprocal or

circular fashion. Intrafamilial reciptdcal “mflgenées have been defined
by Bell (1979) as “a moving bidirectional system in which the responses
of each participant serve not only as the stimuli for the other but also

change as a result of the-same stimulus exchanges, leadmg to the

‘possibility of altered response on the part of the other" (p.822).
¥

In the interactional context, a response is no longer szmply a
dependent variable, or simply an independent variable. Instead, a
response both sets the stage for a subsequen& response and alters the
nature of subsequent stimuli that in turn alter future responses.
Pa"tterson (1976) argued strongly that children and parents alike are

both victims and architects of their interactions with each other. A

Y
Ve

.
<

\
large body of emp1ncal lxéerature is consistent with ‘the interactional

"a

.

v1eupoint. Family observation studies have shown higher rates of

parental negative behavior, higher rates of parental commands, higher

16
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rates of cmld negatxve behavmrs, and lower rates of child compliance

in fan}illes w1th behavior problans versus matched families with "normal” .
children -.(Forehand, King, Peed,a& _}loder . 1975;: Griest, Fore‘wand Wells,
& McMahon, 1980; Lobitz & Johnson,°1975; Patterson, 1982 ).

Laboratoiy investigations also dgnonstrate the reciprocities that
frequently characterize social intex:;aiction in disturbed families. Tha*
is, negative responses lead to negative onés, and positive Tesponses to
positive ones. There is evidence to-suggest that some of the
interactional difficulties in disturbed families may reflect. a failure
to respord reciprocally to prosoc’ial behavior of other fami ly members
(Patterson, 1982; Raush 1965) . For example, mothers of hyperactwe
chlldx:en react less favorably, even when thelr child initiates
appropriate interaction (Cunningham & Barkley, 10979; Mash & Johnston,
1982). This may reflect tbé/fact that. positive bek}ayiors occurring in’
the context of a negatjve»relatjonship may not be perceived aé positive.

'I‘heﬂcont:ibution f parental characteristics to children's
personality develogtéi Jhowever, may best be understood in the contex t”
of an«interactive sys between parent and(, child, a system that isl~ ijr}"
scme’ reséects unigue to “each parent-child relationship, even within the
samé ;amily. In general when a child is percejved as atypical or
diffieult the amount of parenting-related stress increases dramatically
(Bell & Harper, 1977). when the child's problan is perceived as major or
per51stent the parental report of distress and negative affect has been
found to increase (Wemberg & Richardson, 1981). There is a need to
consider the relationship between a child's difficulty and family
dysfunct:ion. An observed association-between a ¢i;ild's problem and same
family characteristics may be viewed as: a’primary etiological factor

>
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underlyind the child's problem, a compensatory reaction to some innate

.child characteristic, a secondary reaction to the child's problem that

was produced by some earlier mode of family ﬁ'mcti'oning or a factor that
produces the disorder by interacting with .some innate characteristic and
continues to exacefbate\ the problem‘?mc‘e ‘it has deyeloped.

During each phase of the development, different problems become
foci for parental con_cer’n and subsequent reaf;t‘ign. The parents' behavior
is controllel in an important way by the .inevi:table products of the
éhilél's growth. When t-))ef'e;ﬁild's profile begins to deviate from the
parents’' ‘idea of what it s};ould be, parents typically call upon one or
more of four’ kinds of e:(planatic;n. Same parents believe that the child's
behavior resurlts frcm' ténperameﬁtal charq\ctex:istics inherent in the
child*s biology and is, therefore, beyoﬁd the controll of both the child

and the parent, although destined to vanish with time. Other mothers see

* the dominant mood of '{)J)eir children as a phase in the universal script

for development. A-smaller group of parents assume“complete
responsibility for their child's pro‘fil'e, Selievir;g that they have dohe
something to cause the problem behavior. If the child's behavior -does
not improve, their initial gquilt éag turn to anger. Other\ parents
attribute most of  the child's behavior to the power of environmental
forces over which they have little or no control, The smallest group of
pa.rents asctibe malevolent intentions to thé child, attributing motives
to the child that he 'or she is not yet capable of pdssessing. This
imputation is usua;ly accanpanie;] by ‘hostility toward the child.

) Tne choice of technique to keep the child on course as well as the
emotional reaction depend in ;?art on the parent's preferred explanation.

b

Furthermore, the intensity of the parental reaction is most probably

18
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related to the pet'ceived ‘digcrepancy- bet_weén the ideal each parent holds

for the stage the ch1ld is'in, the parents' often unarticulated ideal

for the future and chlld‘s performance. The par.ents socialization

B -

efforts may also be thought of in quite general terms: as aimed at-
fost}eﬂring gptimal functioning in children. The meani:~ of this global |
outcome varies with the child's age, sex, and cultural milieu. However,

&R

we may assume that any dc-funtlon includes the Chlld s bemg as
effective as possible in pzrsuing whatever goals are appropriate to the
’chilld's age and current situation, and growing up to be a well- )
functioning adult. Fam11y interaction is typically a complex mixture of

-

instrumental actzons onented toward some practical. goals, and

expresslve cbrtmumcatwn of affect (Parsons and Bales, 1955). The young

c,hlld s role consists largely of af fectwe relc_tlons w1*h the patents, .

and cqnpate(;ﬂ with other family roles, is less co ~erned with —
" instécrﬁen:al competefhce. As the child grows older, parental expcctat{ons

; are:orienﬁed more and more toward instrumental_competenoe including its:
soeial,.dimension_’ lE‘reeman, & Simmons, 1958). 5

; Kagan (1984_) st;esses that for most contemporary A{nerican mothers,
the@is}:ant ideal rests on five abstract qualities: autonomy,
l'.ntlellige;)ee, humaneness, soclability, anxd control of fear. The child
must leatn to operate mdependentiyc’sf the fam11y, to master school
tasks, to be kind to and liked by qther children, and to be unafra1d of
T -c;hallenge or attack. When the child's behavior violates any of these

| ideals, i:arents move into action.

Social competence has been evaluzted based on the amount and

quality of the child's participation in sports, hobbies, games,

" activities, organizations, jot(as, chores and friendships; how .sgeli‘ the
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child gets along with others and plays and works by h1mse1f/herself' and

school functiomng (Achenbach, & Edelbrock, 1981). An eicaminatmn of the
social coupetence Jiterature (0'Malley, 1977;" Sundbe:g, Smwden, &
Reyr;alds, 1973) indicates that much of the research haé focus,ed on the
nature of the individual's overt behaviors.' As O'Malley (1977) notes,
the nature and frequency of behavior patterns are often used {o define
social competence. In a series of stutlies_ of social cmpeténc;, Gottman
and his colleagues investigated 'the\peerintetactions.of children in
their ho:rm (Gottman & Patkhurét, 1977) and in school‘ (Gottman, 1977;
Gottman, Gox.'nso, & Rasmussen, 1975), focussing upon the frequeocy of

social contacts and the sequence of comnpriications within these

- interactions. Ratings of children's behavior were found to relate

positively to peer ratings of popolaritx .(one way of opera%ionalizing

social competence). Behavioral ratings were also significantly related

to sociometric ratings in other -studies (e.g. Hymel & Asher, 1977;

Singleton & Asher, ll97‘7)._

Clearly, involvement with peets reflects the c!';ild's onpacity to
create sustained ard mutually regulated relations with others, to
achieve effectwe emotional regulation, and to adapt to the envuonment

If a child does not relate to peers, a d1rect consequenoe will be a

L

lmuted oppox:tumty for involvement outsxde the fam11y. Moreover, peer 0

interaction appears central in childhood socializatmn, contnbutmg to

the acquxsitxon of social and communicative cazpetencxes in a manrfer

that is unlike the contributions made by interaction with adults (Roff,

Sells, & Golden, 1972). o G
Mearch cn the behavxoral concamta:;t of low peer status has "

‘focussed on two groups of childrerr ‘those wbo are aggresswe and |

. Y
‘. 4 M
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)
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disruptive, an@ tm%wfh'o' are socia'li’?(withdrawn or isolated.
Aggressive, aversiye} task ,iﬁappx:opriate and "negative" behaviors have
frequently been correlét;ed with social rejection (Dodge, Coié, & Brakke,
1982; Gottman, 1977 Hartup, Glaze. & Charlesworth, 1967 vosk, '
Foref(and, Parker, & Rickard, 1982). Dodge (1983) found second-grade boys -
. who wgre rejected in new groups of peers tol engage in more inappropriate '

behavmr and more phys1ca1 aggressmn than non-rejected boys. Similarly, '
— Coie and Kupersmdt (1983) fomd that fourth-grade boys who were

- rejected in their classroom settmg were extremely active and av jrswe .
_in a pew play’ group 51tuat10n, and were also xse)ected in that new group

|

,mthm three play sessions. ' R S .

In additien to aggressmn, soc1a1 1solat1on or withdrawal has been

t

- - studxed in relation to peer s(:atus. Gottman (1977) foumnd chlldren low on

.

peer acceptance to be hxgh on a set of shy, anxious and ,f:earful

behavmrs. Hymel and Rub1m (in press) . z:eported s1gn1f1cant correlations

) -

/

between social isolation and poor peer acceptance in children in grades

Loy

2 through 6, aﬁd moreover, that the relation between isolation and poor
peeracceptance increased with age. Ledingham (1§81) reported that
children who wé;e withdrawn (grade.4) or both aggressiife aml withdrawn

(grades 4 and 7) were rated as less likeable by their peets than’ th?ir

4
Y [

nondeviant classmates.

,
<

Adolescents "at risk" for schizophrenia are also more impulsive and

-

less popular than matched individuals whosare not at risk (Grubb. & Watt,
1979) . Poor peer relations are embedded in the life histories of

individuals whd are "at risk" for emotional and bzhavioral disturbance. .

""Not geti:ing aiong" with other children may simply reflect general
. . et ,; ) . .
difficulties in life -course development or again, may contribute its &wn
\ . ' SRl
//’ .«
- . ¥y
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tr3n81tory. Thus, social competence and soc1a1 dev1ance appear to be .

variance to the etielogy of psychopathology.- Sy

+

In humans and most -other mannais; parents are the first to

[
-

'regulate the intensity and extensity of behavior so that they pr others

-

can.enjdy as well as tolerate ‘and benegit fram the activity ©f the

y: ng.\it is noteworthy that one of ‘the few productive lines of research

the effects of pdrents on ch11dren has been Baumrind's (1973) -
Q‘;

demonstratlon of the 1mportance of parental guidance and control versus

permxss1veness 1n relation to\ehlld competence. In sunmary,_the research
literature suggests an intimate assoeiation'betWeen family interaction
patterns and the atypical soc1a1 behaviors and socxal ccmpetence of,
chxldren.

Clearly, if famiiy interaction patterns do have any impact on the

_ nature of a child's skills and behavier tendencies as’d&splayed outside

the Home, the effect must be on a portion of the behavioral variance -

that has some stability across time or situations or both, It haéi

‘already been demonstrated (Moskowitz, Schwartzman & Ledlnqham, 1985)

that for many children the problems of aggression ard thhdrawal are not .
targets that are worth studylng in the Sense that they reflect somethiqg
more than mamentary 51tuat10na1 pressures. In parallel Expressed

Fmotion (EE) also has been found to reflect a chron1c parent attltudlnal

- -style (Goldstein, 1985) and is worth study1ng in the context of the

\

- child's usual ways of funct;onnxng. e

1

The present, study examined ‘the relationship between parental

"affective attitudes towards a child and the child's social deviance and )

4

competence. Aggressive children, withdrawn 'children, aggressive-
4

-

withdrawn childred, and nondeviant cdntrol children were identified by

N L -




peer rat1ngs. The hlghly sallent deviance of the aggressxve—w1thdrawn
group in comparison to other target groups was demonstrated in’ a
precedlnq study (Ledingham, 1981) . Therefore, the aggressive-withdrawn

group was‘expected to show a consistent deviance across measures.

' Based on the literature, it is reaSOnable to suppose that chlldren

1

can have effects on how adults behave. The first two hypotheses
eddréssed this question. It was predlcted that:"

Y . . L'

(1) Children“identified by their peers as socially\éﬁvient_WOuld‘be
more 1ike1z¢;han normative childrep to’be the Earget of patentaln
criticism and less likely to receive positive statements from thei; )
Bé;entst Among the socially deviant children a greater nuwper,of peef
idenpifi;d aggressive-withdrawn, children would be thé;target of parental

. .
criticism, and a smaller number would receive positive statements from

\J

their parents, followed in a hierarchy by Ehe peer identjfied aggressive .
:chlldren, and then the peer identified w1thdrawn chxldren? 2
| A
(2) Children 1dent1ﬁ1ed by ~heir peers as fsocially deviant would be'
‘more likely than their 51b11ngs to receive pare tal criticism and less
likely to receive positive evaluations fram thei rents while
pormative chi}dren are as likely as ;heif siblings to be the target pf
parental criticism and to ;eceive posiéive evaluations fram tben.
‘ When a parent perceives his or her child as deviant.it may be that
this child has problems in social or personal adjustment. However, it
" cculd be that parental maladjustment such as soc1a1 isolation, . | ‘ ":
. psycholoéiﬁel difficulties or maritalvcoﬁflicts may induce parents“tqlk
perceive disturbed functioping in their ch&ld's behavioi (Friedlander,

Weiss, & Traylor, 1986; Griest et al. .1980). In the present study the

23
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;tmrd h?pothesis addressed thzs questzon.
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(3) Par.;ents characterlzed by péychologmal d1ff1cu1t1es, hmated

soc1a1 support and/or poor marital adJustment were expected to be more

r t

’ crltical ard to expreSS fewer positive statements toward thelr chﬂd e

, ‘ than: parents who do not. show these charactenst‘ics.

- The fourth hypothes1s dealt with the cumularwe ‘effects of c;h11d

. aggresswe-wlthdrawn wéfre expected ‘to be the least* socially

4 ¢
'

4

dev1ance and regative parental attitude on\the. Chlld s soc1a1

4

competence:: o

(4) Children identified by their peers as socially deviant were |

expected to be less socially competent than normative children. Midmg

I

the socially deviant c‘mldren, those .identified by their peers s

14

petent

Those 1dent1f1ed as withdrawn were expected to be' less competent than

. those identified as aggressive. Wlthm each peer class, soc1aL

L

competence will be lowest for children whose parents show more negative

_ attitudes. -, o S S -
-~ - > i “ 1
Do CL A
] Method ) ’ .
Subjects ~ © e, ,
The subjects were 405 French speakmq youn;sters attendmg French
(é

l%nguage schools in Montreal who were part of a larger longltudmal

study of duldren at nsk for schizophrenia ( Concordia High Rlsk

Longitudinal Study, Centre for Research in Human Development, Concordia

-Umversn:y) (Schwartzman et al., 1985) ‘

I

Subjects were a551gned to one of four groups “on the ba51s of their

score cn a French translatmn of the Pup11 Evaluatzon Inventory

. (Pekariak, Prinz, Liebert, Weintraub & Neale, 1976), (see Appendix A).’

N } -
- .
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differences in.class siz€ on total scores. In this manner,

The Pupil Evaluation Inventory (PEI) contains 35 1tems which load onto
three fac®rs: aggression, withdrawal and: likeab11ity To a&mnister the

PEI, children in first, fourth and seventh grade werq asked to nominate

those boys and gitls in tﬁeir class who best fitted the ‘description of

-

.each of the 35 items on the questionnaire. Boys and gir1§ were rated in

separate PEI administrations, and for each item; children were allowed
to nominate up to. four classmates of each sex.

The total mumber of nominations received by each child was’

1

calculated separa'tely‘ for items loading on the aggression factor and the

withdrawal factor. Raw-scores for each factor were transformed géing a

¢

. . 4
square root transformation to reduce skew. They were then convertéd to Z

-

scores for eéach sex within each class to remove the effects of age or

. " -
sex in baseline rates of aggression ard withdrawal, and the effect of

classification of target subjects took into account age, sex and

AN

classroom specifi¢ norms of behavior that muld—’hé'_ve been confounded

using ‘raw scores.
. e
*- Those subjects who obtained a Z score on the aggression factor,

" exceeding the 95th percgm:irre"é'rid’v}itﬁdrawal Z scores below the top

quartile were designated as aggressive. Similarly, those assigned to the

" withdrawn grdup obtained Z scores on the withdrawal factor exceeding the

95th percentile and aggressmn Z scores below the top quartlle Those

scormg in the top quartlle on both aggression and withdrawal were

5 g

assigned to the dggressive-withdrawn group. Nondev1ant -subjects were

. chosen randomly fram among those children beflow the 75th percentlle on

~ both aggressmn and withdrawal séor\s (Ledmgham 1981) ..

!

There were 1700 students who met me?"é\bove criteria. There u;ere 405

Ry
N
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target children families from whom speech samples were obtained. The
petcentages of cflildféri for whom the pax:ents- agreed to participate in
an ,/'/ ' . - N

each-group were approximately equal: aggressive group = 27%, withdrawn

group % 26%, aggressive-withdrawn group = 2-3'%,’ and control group = 22%.

- The group.’sizes were: aggressive, n = 51; withdrawn, n = 56;

aggressive-wit}i'drawn, ns= 57{ control, n = 241. The proportions in

each group were approximately similar to those of t.’he Concordia High
3

Risk population: ‘agggressive = 12%, w1thdrawn 14%, aggressme-

«

withdrawn = 14%, control = 60%. A breakdown of the 405 subjects by Pupil
- ¢ '
Evaluation Inventory (PEI) class:.flé:atlon, sex and grade 'is given in »

Table 1. i
” . To examine the possibiiity of systematic bias in the representation

. of peer classification groups in the present study, subsample, analyses

were cohducted on the degree of aggressmn and thhdrawal in the sample

:

for which parents agreed to part1c1pate felatwe to those whose parents

t

refused to part1c1pate, or wete not found.

A’ one-way MANOVA was calculated for each peer classification group. ‘

The 1ndependent vanable was participation status, and the dependent
vanab/ were the aggression and w1thdrawal scores., There were m
f51gn1f1cant differences in the scores on aggression or on w1thdrawal as

L
a function of participation status for the aggressive, the aggressive-
\

" withdrawn and the control groups. The MANOVA test was significant for

the withdrawn group F(1,544) ==‘6.75, p<.09. A univariate F test revealed
a significant @ifference in the scores on aggression as a function of
participation _status for this group. A non significant difference was’

« found m the scores on withdrawal for this group; the mean score of
those chxldren for wl'nn the pdrents agreed to participate in the present

i
g

“n
'
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Sanple frequencies by Pupil Ev

sex, and grade

. , . y ,
aluation Inventory (PEI) qlassifiéation,
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N

.-+ PEI classification ’
5 ‘ t ) . ‘: -
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. o N ' Withdrawn
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study was -.70, and the mean sc¢ore of those children .for whom the

parents refused to participate or were mot found was -.52. Overall, the

'subsample tested in the present study was representative of the sample

. fzom whlch 1t was drawn with respect to peer class:flcatlon groups. The

’

" withdrawn grOUp, however, scored relatively-higher on aggression altough

in terms of wlthdrawal they were representatlve.

The lxkablllty scale of the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (Pekarik et

\ N :

al., 1976) was used as a measure of social competerice. The Pupil
Evaluation Inventory contains 35 items which load on three ,f;ac'tors:
aggressioh; withdrawal, and likability (items such as "those who help

ofhers” and "those wham everybody likes"). Each class was asked to

-nominate up to a maximum of four boys and four girls' in" the classroom

who best fitted the descnptlon of each 1ta'n on the questlonnalre. tBoys

B

and girls were rated ‘separately by the class in two consecutlve
4 ‘

adm1n15trat1ons within the session. The total numnher of naminations

/s
r%cewed fo: each child was mlculatecj,' 'sepa_rately for“items loading on .

the aggression fact:or, the withdrawal factor, and the likability factor.
Total nomination scores for each factor were subjected to a square root

transformation to reduce skew, and converted to Z scores for each sex

within each class to remove the effects of sex differences in baseline

T

rates of aggression and withdrawal and the effects of differences in
class size on total scores. The three social "competence scales of the

E‘rench translation of the Child’ Behavmr Check List (CBCL) (see Appendix

B) descﬁ-b‘ea by Achenbach and Edelbrock (1983), were also used to

‘/1‘

‘evaluate the g’hxld's social competence. The 20 social competence items
. ‘ v , o v :

consist of the child's repoft of the amount and quality cf his/her .

-
, '

paiticipation in sports, hobbies, games, activities, organizations,

‘28
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jobs, cho’res and frienships; how well he/sime gets along with others and
plays and works by himself/herself; and school functioning. Normalized.
T-scores wére' derived from nonclinical samples and comparison of

clinical ard nonclinical samples showed significant differences on all

social competence scores (Achenbach & delbrock, '1979) . One-week test-

{ 4

retest correlations averaged %87. . S 4

L3

Parental measures ~ _ .. e

Al

The five parental measures used in the present study were

) .. .
administered during hame visits as part of a more extensive test Ce

sy, \ ‘
battery. The subjects' mean age at the time of the administration of the \-

parental measures and subject's testing was 15.6 (SD'2ill). The
subj.ects' testinigs and parental interviews were.done four to seven years
after the classroorv admmistra{:lon of the PEI. )

The Negative Expressed Emotion (NEE) 1ndex was denved from two ' ) -
scales (criticism and hostility) or1gma}lyr'developed as part. of the
Eipzessed‘ Bnétion mdex by Brown and Rutter (1966). The Positivé
Expresged Bnot;ion (PEE) index is the ~éxact: counterpart of the Negative’
Expressed Emotion (NEE) index [(see Appe'ﬁdix Q). Originally the rating

was based on a four to fiveshour interview. -For .the present study we

" used the abbrev1ated procedure developed by Wynne and Gift (1978) which

consists of the recording of a five-minute speech sample where the

“parent is asked to describe a particular child and his/her relationship

with this child. In all previous studies of expressed emotion the most

PR

"discriminating cutoff points between high and low expressed emotion were

five or six critical comments in interviews of ‘more than one hour. Since
anne and Gift (1978) obtamed hlgh cortespondanoe between ratmgs.-/

obtamed from more than two-hour 1nter:v1ews and ratings obtamed from
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five-minute speech saxrple:s, we expect to be able to diseriminate
meani‘ngfully between high and low éxpressed emotion with a cutoff point
of - one cjritieal comment in a five-minute speech same.

The five-minute speech samples were cobtained from 374 mothers and
238 fathers talking about a target youngster. Durmg the course of these
mterv:lews, we became interested in the spec1f1c1ty of Expressed
" Emotions in the family. A supplementary procedure was then_’mtroduoed as
we. dec’ided\ to collect speech samples from the parénts expressing
themselves about a sibling of the target child Five-minute Speech

g

samples were obtained from 84 mo..hers and 52 fathers talkmg about a

sibling of the target youngster. A breakdown of speech samples about

target youngsters and 51b11ngs by Pupil Evaluatlon Inventory gPEI) i
clas51f1cat10n, sex of the parent and sex of the t;arget youngster is
glven in Table 2. If the target subject had more than one s1blmg, the
parent was asked to talk about the same sex sibling most closely related
in age to the ta;get subject. If two same sex siblings were equally ‘, —
dlstant in age, the older one was selected If the same sex 31b11ng was
more than. three-years older or younger than the target subject and a
sibling, of the opposite sex was more closely related in age, the latter
one was selected. ‘ N
Based on their soeech. samples the parents were classified as high
or low on the Negative and Positive Expressed Emotion scales. "rhey were
considered high on the NEE, if at any time in the five-minute speech
sample, an unfavourable comment (criticism) about the behayior or
personality of the child was expressed. A comment vgas considered

critical based on vocal and' verbal aspects of .speech. Parents were
classified as high on the PEE if at anTtxme in the five-minute speech
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" Table 2 a .
«  Speech sanple frequenc1es for target duldren and siblings by Pupil
Ve ' ’ Evaluatlon Inventory (PEI) classxfmahcm, sex of the paren‘,s, and sex -
of the target c;hlldren ‘ N : ' o "
’ . ' y PEI classification . ° 8
e o V . f- ‘ “
‘ Aggressﬁre W1thdtawn Aggressive- Nondevxant o
- Withdrawn Lo ’
Boys
RN . ’ . ° S ’
Mothers Targets 24 ‘26 31, 99..
A ‘8iblings *© 6 , 8 L2 [2 -
Fathers Targets 14 X7 14 67 m ..
AT siblings. 2 7 1 .a6
! T - - -
R A (1:‘
f Wt 13“1 - ..,,\;, VM . ‘r‘. ' . .
Girls . . ) o
 Mothers 'l‘arge‘ts 23 . 24 . 2. “121
siblings * 3 6 4 3
Fathérs Targets 16 ° 12 - 16. . 82
A = . AL ) » L
S siblings 2 ~ . ' 3 - - 3 20
L h (2% - .
- \ L
~. Total .90 .. lo3 97 460
“h \* n, y\.):-- o » . -' i
: ;’a'“‘é“*- N . . r
oA N=750 .
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sample a fayourable comment about the behavmr or personahty of the
child was expressad. A comment was consxdered favourable based on vagal

and verbal aspects of speech.
. | Two raters independe'ntly evalufated the audiotapes. The first rater
was’the author of the present study and was trained to use the Expressed'
BEmotion Ratxng Sy'ste':n (Leff & Vaughn, 1985) during a one-week workshop -

) conducted by Dr. Robert E. Cole at Rochester University. 'rhe author as
rater attained a reliability of .89 which was satxsfactory according to
Dr. Cole (personal communication, July 15, 1985). The second rater
recéived 10 hours “of training*gnd attained -a percéntage of agreement

_ /yith éhe first rater of 94 per cent on practice tape'.;

During the rating of the subjects' tapes, mterrater rehabll: y\
was checked regularly to _prevent drift. The two raters were French-

ing and blind as to which group the subjects had been assigned.
Speech samples coming fram the same family were rated at different
times, or one rater was assigned the motbe;: speech qgrple while the

. other rater was Iassigned the father speech satple to minimize carry-ove:.‘

_biasing effects. " ;

' A French translatxon of 'the Provisions of Social Relatmns scale

- (PSR)\Sescnbed by Turner, Frankel and Levin (198.3) was catpleted by
each parent (see Apper:dxx D). This measure assesses t:hexr subjective
experience of, social ;upport fram friends and family. The instrument
consists of six items assessing support from family, and nine i tems
*measur_ing support fram friends. Items are rated m al’five-point scale
ranging from “very much like my expeziemé" to "not, at all like my

euperier\ée“. Scores range from 0 to 30 for family support, from 0 to 45

for friend support, and from 0 to 75 for the total score. A high score

& - _ 32
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. ... represents a low level of perceived social support. The PSR correlated

. .significantly with the Revised Kaplan Scale, a measure of subjective

-

social support. The correlation between the PSR and the Revised Kaplan

~
“
a7

Scale was .62 in both a sample of physi\c'ally disabled subjects. and a

sample of ex-psychiatrit patients (Turner, Frankel, & Levin, 1983).
4 / ] : ‘ '
Individual psychopathology of parents was assessed with a FrencH

) .

- translation of the Symptom Check List-90 (SCL-90), a self-report symptom
inventory developed fram the Hopkins Symptom Check List (Derogatis,
Lipman, & Covi, 1982) (see Appendix E). This measure consists of 90

: p \

itemf, which are rated on a five-point scale rangli‘ng fran "not at all" to

"extremaly". It provides scores for nine symptom scales '(Somatization,

P

Obsessive-Canpulsive, Interpersonal Sensitivity, bepressi'on, Ar)xi‘ety,&'
Hostility, Phobic-Anxiety,'Paranoi_d Ideatior, and Psycho:icislm).‘ .
Irxt:en::;i~ consistencies, measured by coefficient alpha, ranged from .77 -
to .90 for these dimensions in a sample of some 200 symptomatic
volunteers. Test-retest reiiabiiities'ovqr a one—wéek period ranged
from .78 to .90 in a sample of 94 psthiatric outpatiet?ts (Derogatis,
1977). The SCL-90‘ Lsfales were found to correlate significantly (.42

N\ N .
to .66) with MMPI scales measuring similar or clinically related

E

" ¢onstructs (Dgrogatis, Rickels & Rock, -1976).

In order to evaluate marital adjustment the Frencéﬁ'translatidn of
-~the Short Marital Adjustment Test (SMAT), a widely employed measure of
marital satisfaction defined as accomodation of husband and wife to each
other at-a giveri tifr:e (Locke & Wallace, 1959), was acininistered (see
- Appendix F). This test co'nsist;s) of 15 items .assessing various aspects of
s . -the marital relaﬁions;ﬁip, ;uch as frequency of disagreements and degree

e

of shared i'riéezests. Responses are scored according to weights provided

L]
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by Locke and Wallace (1959) . Scores x:ange from a mmimun of 2 to a '
mxinun of 158 points, with. h1gher scores representing better |

adjustment. Split-half rehabxlxty was found to be high as shown by a

/

Spearman-Brown coefficient of 90. E,\ridence that subjects ftom \
malad)usted marnages obtamed sxgmficantly lower SMA'I‘ s¢ores than

subjects from well-adjusted marriages prcmded support for the
v e
dlsczimmatwe valldlty of the scale (Locke & Wallace, 1959). ‘

- ( “
A « 4 ’ \

»

) Results \p ‘ ' N
Prelxmmaty chi-square analyses were conducted to detect any

significant association betweert Negative Expressed 'Bmotion (NEE) or
Positive Expressed BEmotion (PEE) classifications and the séx of ‘children
or the socio-economic status of the family. None of the chi-sﬁr'es were
significant., Based on these results it was concluded that the sex of

' childr.;en and the socio-econamic statusihf the /ﬁamily had no. imé:act on
:(paremal attitude as measured by the Negative E;xpressed é:not‘i’on scale or

T I

the Positive Expressed Emotion scale.

4

Parental Attitude in Groups of Socially Deviant ‘and Nondeviant Children.

Among childr:en identified by their. peers 'as socially deviant or

nondeviant, a gfeater proportion™of socially deviant ¢hildren were

ar’

expected to be t:he target of parental cntxcxsm and a smaller proportion
was expected to receive positive statements fram their parents. Among

. .

the socially deviant children a greater proportion of peer identified

1 4
aggressive-withdrawn children was expected to be the target of parental

-
criticism and a smaller proporticn were expecbed to :ece1veopos1t1ve

statements fram their parents, followed m a hlerarchy by the peer
identified aggressive /And then the withdrawn children.
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Among ‘the 612 parents 1ntex:v1ewed about a target child, 56 (15%)

\

of" 374 mothers were classxfxed mgh on the Negatlve Expressed Bmotion
" scale. Only 1l (4.6%) of the 238 fathers were classified high on the
Negative Expressed Bmotion scale. 'As fqi: the Positive Exp\?essed Bnotion

scale, there were 76 (20.3%) mothers and 39 (16.4%) fathérs who were
kg

classified high.

g i

Given that there were no 4 priori reasons to explain the finding’
that a smaller proportion of fathers than mothers expressed negative

_ emotions, a statistical investigation was conducted. One possibility was

2

that mothers had beén selected prlmarxly for more disturbed cases. A

test suggested by Codhran (1954) was performed The observed proportxons

were Welghted, a weighted mean dlffezeﬂce was derived and tested for

. significance. The result mdlcateo t‘)at the difference in observed

o,

- . proportion. could SAot be explained by d1ffe;ences in thg selectiion of

| cases 2 (Ne612) = 3.69, 0<.0l. . - | S

'I‘hus it appears plau51b1e\that fathers, in this sample, were
generally less expt:esswe of negatwe affect than mothers. Furthermore,
they were -as expressive of positive affect as the mothers, as shown in
TéEie 3. ‘ )

| .\ A series of du-square analyses were conducted to examine the
assocxatmn between parental attltude, as measured by the Negatxve and
the‘gqsxtzye Exp:essed Bnotmn scales, and soc1al ‘deviance in children.
Nhen deviant x}ersus noride{iiant~'chiidreh were considered, a greater
'probortion‘of mothers of deviam:Q children were found to be high on the
Negatwe Expr:essed Brot'ion . scale X (1, N=374) = 15.6, p<.0l. An -
. unexpected fmding was the greater proportlon of fathers of dewant

chzldren who were high on the POSltl ve Expressed Emotion scale x(,

N

. -
,‘) f % ’
. .
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. Table 3 -t ¢ BT
Observed ftequencxes of low and hlgh Negatwe Bxpressed Brotion (NEE)
and Posztwe Expressed Bnotlm (PEE) for“mothers and fathers
. ) . P i\ | ,\ : L ,L, )
v Negative Exptéséed Emotion (NEE)
1 \ \"h ' ’:', N ." ‘
~ i ~ 4 - ., ) : ~
A y Lo 'High - Total
Bl 7 ) g
f:[, c,‘- »'.K’ ’ . - o )
e ) ) ’
& \ ’, ' - l . I i v -
. . Mothers . ‘.. 318" (85:08) 56 (15.0%) 374
-, Fathers", " %" & " .227 (95.4%) 11 ( 4.6%) 238
. "\?' R X \: &" , ' { ) ‘ P R
L,motal. v, 545 (83.08) 67 (11.0%) 612
Y _.: | ’ W Positive Expressed Emotion (PEE) = ’
o o CoLew . High' . Total
. Mothers 298%(79.7%) .76 (20.3%) . c 374 "
Fathers - 199 (83.6%). - 39'.(16.4%) 238 g
I‘ \~ ". '\ s n y
*-" fotal, " 497 -(81.2%) - ' 115 (18.8%) 612 ‘
Nw612 . T ~
, 1 " ; l' A’: ‘ . . f““/ “»f v,
»" ) l“ ' ) Y ‘ —":,‘ ‘[X .. ’( :’" {' d ‘ '
: .:w , . {.\ . :“ , ) ‘j 36 .’* k \j ) .

o




: of) mothers classified high on the Negative Expressed Emotion scale was

-

v

N=238) = 4.5,'p<.05. Chi~squares for mothers' Positive Expressed

Emotion classification and fathers' Negative Expressed Emotion

3 -

‘classification by children deviant-nondeviant .classification were not

~

significant, ‘(see Table 4). . o o K

;,Ch'i-sgpare analyses were then conducted with the deviant children

distributed in their respective groups: aggressivé-withdrayn,

‘aggressive, and withdrawn. The mothers' high-low classification on the
. , .

Negative Expressed Emotion scale was significantly related to the
\ , £ Ty

children's classification groups, X' (¥, N=374) = 4.5, p<.0l. The

linear trend predicted a priori was then -t:éste‘d ard was fournd to be

highly significant X' (1, N=374) = 21.9, p<.0l. That is, the proportion

greater fof the aggressive-withdrawn children (31.6%), ,féllowe;d by the:
N L

aggressive children {23.4%), the withdrawn children (16.0%), and the

nondeviant children (8.6%), (see Table S)./
. o)

Chi-square -analyses were conducted in/order ta examine the

relationship between children's classification and .mothers' Positive
Expressed Emotion classi’f'ic:ation, and secondly between children's

' : Y
classification and fathers' Positive or Negative Expressed Emotion

classification. The results yielded no statistically significant
. . . - ‘ '3 i’ . o
interaction. : ..

hY
-

—

In sumary, -the finding pertaining to the relationship between the

.

" mothers' negative attitude and the children's atypical behaviors

supported the hypot’:he‘sis‘a\s formulatéd.

4

Parental Attitude in Groups,of Socially Deviant and Nondeviant Children

and their Siblings.

Children identified by their peers as socially deviant were

'—. . 37 ' Vi ) . >

‘
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Low NEE,; ¢« '* 117 (76.0%) .

Wy ¥

. High NEE® F7 37. (24.0%)
P ,"\u, . L ) .

201 (91.4%) K
19 ( 8.6%) &
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S g
devzant and nondevxant chlldren b .
oy ‘-;’ - et
- ) "5
. , MoLow ‘k
.+ X ,L P -
. 4 Deviant Nondeviant
" g ) %
‘ v by
\ . . - 5’ - g :‘\“ \‘\ oy
b )‘ B . . ' ¥ Lt ,
Mothers’ AT 3 R
- [ ‘ . , M v “

F

s vr
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Table 5'

Observed frequencies of 1c'>w and high. Negative Expréssed Emotion (NEE)

.and Positive Expressed Emotion (PEE) for mothers and fathers.by Peer

4

Evaluatlon Inventory (PEI) c1a551f1cat1on

4

.PEI Classification

"t

4
A

~— : £ )

K . Aggressive ‘Aggressive Withdrawn Nondeviant

Y. -Withdrawn L

1 - - _ < ; Q\,

l\\. \ - -
Mothers /. « . i

~—~_ "

Low NEE

High NEE ‘Q;wié‘ ‘_(31%_#

o)

Highy PEE °.

139 7 (68.4%) .

!

L

‘Low.PEE- ", 48 (84.2%)"

9 (15.8%) .

" 36 (76.6%)

%

~ 36 (76.6%)

- 11 (23.4%)

42 (84.0%)

8 (16.0%)

v

35 (70.0%)

11 (23.4%) & 15 (30.0%)
- ya

¥

201

19

179

41

(91.4%y
( 8.6%)

(81.4%)

(18.6%) LT

Fathers T
Low NEE 28 (93.3%) 28 (93.3%) 29 (100.0%) . 142 (95.3%)
High NEE = 2 ( 6.7%) 2 ( 6.7%) 0 ( 0.0%) - 74478
" .Low PEE- 23 (76.7%)  .24-(80.0%) 21 (72.4%) 131 (87.9%)
/ - " : S
High PEE 7 (23.3%) 6 (20.0%) B (12.1%) 18 (,3.4%)
N=612 e
/7y , : /
! 39 ’ '




" have parents classified high on the NEE or PEE irdex. The results

expected to be the target parental criticism more often than their °

sibling and less likely to receive positive eva;uationé -from them. On

i

the other hand, normative children were expected to be as likely to be
the target of parental ¢riticism and to receive:po‘sitive evaluatlons
from them. In order to test this hypothesis, it was planned to construct

and analyse .three-way.tables (i.e. NEE classification for siblings, by

~
NEE c1a551f1cat1on for target children, by PEI classification for target

children). However, 1t was' not poss1b1e to pe:f’orm such analyses due to

LS
the 11m1ted sibling sample avallable resulting in cells that were too

o

small. Two-way tables' were then constructed and analysed as an
\alternative. . B - -

Inspection of“the Tables indicated that the observed proportions of
7 i r , s e . ! N
mothers and fathers classified higlr in terms of ‘Negative or ‘Positive

Expressed Emotion while talking about a siblinc_’;‘"w'ere similar ﬁa the . C .

proportions observed while parents were talking about a target child, .

(see Table 8). ’ . o C

)
%

Chi-square analyses were performed to examine the probabili’ty' for

N . .
siblings of deviant children versus siblings of nondeviant children'to

indicated that mothers~ of dev1ant chlldren were as 11ke1y to be h1gh1y
negatwe toward 'a sibling as mothers of nondev1ant chlldren 7(’(1 » N=84)
= ]. 34, p>.05. mrthermore, mothers of devrant children were as hkely
to be highly pos1t1ve toward a sibling as mothers of nondeviant chlldren

x! (1, N=84) = .67, p>.05, (see Table 7). | L2

Fathers of deviant children wefe as likely to be highly positive

1]

toward a sibling as fathers of nondeviant children x? (l, N—54) = .00,

p>-05. Due to the 11m1ted sibling sanple avallable, and the low

) ~ . e of ' .
. 4 5 . DY

\ ®

o, 40




o fathers of target c:'hildrerf'and;their

Table 6 oLy

4 VT

(NEE) and Positive Expressed Emotion (BEE) for mothers and

iblings .

\

Negative Expressed Emotion (NEE)

4

-~

- f " [

. ‘Targets . . Siblings

Tow High Low ~High

.

Motheré" 318 (85.0%) 56 (15.0%) 73 (86.0%) 11 (13.0%) .

Fathers ..  227°(95.4%) 11 (4.6%) . 52 (9%6.33%) 2-( 3.7%)
‘. PR > ‘

.‘ . —
Y -,,;," . Positive' Expressed E‘motior; (PER) ' ’
- ,'3 y
: p , Talzgets . ‘ Siblings °
. I:ow - ~ High Tow " High
Mothers 298 (79:7%) 76 r(zo‘.3'%) Y70 (83.3%) 14 (16.0%)
. Pathers. 1:99\"(55‘.6%),.. 39 (16.4%) 44 (81.5%) 10 (18.5%)

" . ! ,“'_:,‘\“'_- ./‘
Target N=6l2 = . g o

. !

S w7 . o . s ,
" ... . Sibling Ne138 = - . Lo '

. . N . .

, " B 4
i Lo S .. -

& T N " -

L« Al
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—,—-. . Table 7 - 5 ‘ :%#‘ ’ ™ e

- - ‘.

: [}
e . v ' . )
Observed frequencies of low and high Negative Expressed Emotioh (NEE)
S . i (: ) . i
. and Positive Expressed Emotion (PEE) for mothers and fathers of siblings °
' of target children-classified as deviant or nondeviant
. ® Ao Sibling of . ~ Sibling o{i;",
4 ' b ' \ . A} )
. = Deviant ' Nondeviant
‘L
Mothers

\

Low NEE 23 (79.3%) .~ 50 (90.9%)

N . o
High NEE 6 (20‘.7%) ' 5 (9.1%)

‘. 3
(g .

) \ | T . o - = ' o '
\ ' Low PEE . 26 (89.7%) 44 (80.0%)
v High PEE ~ 3 (10.3%), 11 (20.0%)
~, ) - (

o N »
, Fathers S , ‘-
.

g L .. wewnE 17, (94.4%) 35 (97.28%) -
RN T 7T High NEE 1 ( 5.6%) ‘ 1 ( 2.8%)
Gas o ° — ‘
S “ . IR
o - . Low PEE . - 15 (83.3%) 29 (80.6%)
L High PEE  ~ 3 (16.7%) 7 (19.4%)-
T e .




ve

™

. '
frequency of father classified higﬁ on the Negative Expressed Emotion
index, it was not posszble to conduct further analyses.’

L

In sumnary these data 1nd1cate that knowing that e child in a

famlly 1s soc1ally devxant does nat allow one to predlct his or her

-
' -

parents attitude toward another cl'uld in the famxly N

Parental Attitude and Maladjustment among Parents of Deviant and

;o

-~ ~

Nondeviant Children.

~

Parents characterized by psychelogical difficulties, limited social

support ‘and/or poor mari;:al adjixstment were expe_ﬂcted“ to be more .cri.qcal
and to expressj gewer positive st'at:ementsu tward"t"_‘heir._children than'
parents ’who do net show these characte'ristics. Stepwise discriminant
funci:ion enalyses we{e performed using 11 predictor variables: the
Provisieqs of Social Relaht‘:ions (PSR) scale, the Sﬁc;:t'MaritaL Adjustment
Test (§;AT) scale, and the nine subscales of the Sy:.nptom Check List
(SCEL-QO) (Somatization, Obsession compulsién, Intex:personall sensi'tivity,

Depression, Anxiety, Host:ility, Phobic Anxiety, Paranoid ideation,

' P:wchos:ism) The means and standard deviations for each scale for

) mothers ax:e presented *m 'I‘ables 8 and 9, and for fathers in Tables 10

N

-~

‘and 11.

The results 1nd1cate that Anxiety, Pa{anoxd Ideation and Hostxlity

2

contributed to the différentiation between mothers classified low or

2

"high on the Negative Expressed Emotion index, F (3, 238) = 4.82,

4

J
_g( 0l. Depressxon, HOStllltV, Somatization, Paranoid Ideatxon/and

&

Provisions of Soc1a1 Relations contributed to differentiation between
fathers classified high or low on the Negative Expressed Bmotion index,

F {5, 208) =3.36, p<.0l, (see Table,12). -

2 i [

»
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o Table 8
Predxg:tor variables means and standard deviations| for thérs' Negative
™ Exprfssed Bnotion {NEE) clasmfmatxon ,
! ’
/ ‘
" NEE classification
Low Hi%h
\ * ’ N * ) . - .
L o ] £l
' somatization 55.10  11.32 57.70 | 11.64 +
Obsession 3 ‘ Vo
‘CQIPJ]:SiOl'I * 59063 9-45 ' . 62.64 \\ 8-66 "
Q' . - . n \“ ’ 1 N
Interpersonal o ‘
. ) Sensitivity 56.25 - 10.55 60 ._13 0.50 -
‘ Depression “55,78 9.68 ¢ 60.56 \\6 .90
- % . A ) Y
Anxiety - 56.21 10.54 61.83 .78
‘Hostility " 56,51 10.86 ' 61.72.  10.06
phobic Anxiety  54. 25 10.29 56.18 ' 10,80
Paranoid Ideation 57.20 - 10.94 ° 58.62 . 10409
Psychotism 56.51 / 10.53 . .59.10 1055
# . R oM.52 7.8 . 3445 959
o x .. .
N SMAT . - 92.40 30.64 92.20 31.35
i - » ,
© p - ‘ >
N=242 K
. ™~ . ‘ . N
, Note: For the\Provisions of Social Relatmns, the lower the score
d . _ the- r the socxal support. , ‘) : .
, ._‘ - o ] E
y ' ' -
44

ot
>

i




, Table 9

. Predictor variables' means and standard deviations for mothers' Positive

. Expressed Evotion (PEE) classification
[} -

" . - PEE classificationﬂ ] )
h ‘ " Low High |
M £ . = S
Somatization . . 55.62  11.38 )  s5.02 ., 11.50
0bse§§ion - ’ i - 5
Compulsion '60.06 © 9.26 | 60.23 9.94
‘ Interpersonal o " , T \
Sensitivity =~ 57.17  10.45. 555t 1lii3e
Depression 56.80 9.36 55.3¢  9.87
Aqxzety -+ 57.38 10.56 -7 s 10,09
f g Hostility i"1. ' 57.44 10.87 56.74 1503 '
Phobic Anxiety 55.30 10.60 51.44 8.78
Parancid ldeation 57.46  11.03... ~ 57.23 - 9.3,
-Psychotism 57.2% - 1059 . . ss.51 ¢ ».10.38 )
A PR .62 8407 v “ILTh < 8.08 .
‘@ S e S0.58 . 93.42 - 30,69 - -
z.}:‘é‘. | "l'i X % g ‘ ’
) =22 o 'l ‘
K o Note: for the Prov1sxons of Soc;al Relatmns, the lower the score #
thegreaterthesocml suppozt.”«,;d‘”"ﬂ - L v
. ) - \
% o
D H | : i ‘S ’ - g
£%, -+ %,
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Table 10 | . .

-

o
e
ol

. ® '
) “‘Predictor variables' means and standard deviations for fathers' Negative

© [xpressed Bmotion (NEE) classification L

? - ~ ",\
p nFJL [N
</ NEE classification i
“ = ) ,
e - Cx
/ N‘._, . o

Low ‘ «, High

F - ® . § =
. "o ‘:f». . )
. Somatizatiof 56536,  11.85 © 64.88  12.5): .-

Obsession e Tl S o
Campulsion’ 58.89 ©  10.20 . '

Interpersopalis  “, -, . e e
v Sensitivity . .. 57.96 11455 64.11 8.10 "
Depression " <<’ §)110 °  10:30  66.77 6.627 -

- 2 L s . ) ! ' T
Anxiety ., * S8.81 v 11.20° ., < _ 61.00 7.07

Hostility _ 53.81 .. ,13.28 . 66.00 6.04
Phobic AnxJety . 56,87  "°10.61 L62.22 9.7

Paranoid Idestion ".57.68  10.89 ' . 59.55 6.22
Psychotism . 96.21 . +10.98 '+ 62.88 3.14

PSR L 734.07 CTNELAL '38.00  5.59

SAT 102.96 . 32.33. .  98.41  29.93
%. , ¥ ‘:’" . ¢

PR

+ ' N=214 o Y ,
N
[}

Note: Por the Provisions of Social Reiations, the lower the score
[ v‘h k

the greater the social’support. ' 5,7
’ [ -
¢ N J
Y a,
- L. &
- /) ,;\\ &

reag®

M

¢ ate ‘ o i §
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Table 11

.- Predictor warjables' means and standard deviations for fathers' Positive

J
4

Expressed Bnotiop (PEE) classification . !
£g ‘ ’\\
v . Pee classification
# , {
’ Low High
s ,
L M : . '
Somatization  56.74  11.70 55.36. 13.53 .
;- Obsession ‘ ,‘ _
‘ Campulsion 58.86 . 10.05 .  60.50 13.24
"i:b‘tezpezsonal ' o J . o
' ~Sen$‘i‘tivi‘:fy~f 57.69 :','11'22 61.15 12.60
‘Depression — 57.32. " . 10.01 « 58.54  12.06
Anxiety r 58.23 / 10.79 | 60.96 12.93 ,
| Hostility - 54.05.  12.87 55.79 15.69
Phobix-Amxiety  56.80  10.52 58.45  11.15
__ Paranoid Ideation 57.44 10.45 59.54  12.21 ! N
psychotism 56.18  10.78 s8.21  11.21 )
PSR . 34.59  8.24 32.30 . 8.78
SMAT ... 101.1) 31.47 111.81 34.97
) . :
N=214 \

Note: For the Provisions of Social

the greater the. support.

lad »

Relations, the lower the score .
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“Table 12

¢

P

[ 2]

N /

The discriminant stewiée"anplyses for groups 6f» Negative Expressed

BEmotion. (NEE)

on mother NEE groups '

“He

Step  Variable  Wilks Equivalent af ‘ E o
' - Lambda g v
T
1 Anxiety .96 . 9.34 1, 240  .01.
. 2 paramoid - .95 5.81 2,239 .01
= Jdeation ’ o
> 3 Hostility .94 4.82 3, 238 \&01
{3‘@.
" on father NEE groups v
) Step  Variable Wilks - Equivalent af P
Lambda b
g 1. Depression .9 7.75 1,22 .01
- 2 Hostility .95 5.32 2, 211. .01
| 3 Pparancid .93 4.55 3, 210, .. .01
Ideation ' ¢
4  Somatization .93 3.82 4; 209 " %01
o 5. PSR .92 336 's, 208 - .0l
‘ 48 \ !
e .?
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'Parental.Attrtude and Chxldren s Social Competence

" others were too small. -

The results presented in Table 13 indicate that Phobic anxiety and

Ry s

Obsession campulsion contributed significantly to the 'differentiation
' between mothers low or high on the Positive Expressed Bmotion :index, .

.F (2, 239) = 3.36, p<.0S. Mantal adjustment, Interpersonal S

Sensit1v1ty, Sanatlzatxon, Provxswns of Social Relatlbns and Anxiety

vontributed to the differentjation between fathers low or hxgh on

1~ 1

Positive Expressed Bmotion index, F (5, 208) = 2.52,.p_<.05. ’
In sumxary,, ,the nresent firﬁinés clearly ‘support the hypotnesis and:

1ndicate that oarental attitudes, whether positive dr negati've toward

a‘'child, are a functmn of the parent S own’ personal adjustment,’ and

this is so for mothers "as.. well és for -fathers.
¢

The tWwo measures of chlldren s sacial competence, the C‘nld

:BEhavxor Check L1st (CBCL) soc1a’l competence scales and the Pupil

. Evaluat;qn‘ Inventory (PEI) 11kab,111ty scale, were analysed separately by

medns :of a4 (PEI classification of the child) by 2 (NEE classification

v N

of mthers) analysis of variance. Meansfand standard deviations are

[ .

' presented in Table 14 and Table 15. It was not possible to perform the

‘same kind of analy51s for fathers because certain cells were empty and

~

+

’

lbhen the CBCL social competence measure was used /s dependent

variable, there was a significant main effect for NEE classification, F

(1, 327) = 4.83, 2(.05". The mean score for children whcse mothers

¢lassified high on the tlegative Expressed BEmotion index was lower M =
N LT ' . —

4

38.13 than -the mean score of children whose mothers classified low on

{
X , o .
the Negative. Expressed Emotion index M = 43.04. There was no significant
main effect for child classification, and the child classification by

-

49
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" The djscriminant stepwise analyses for'grgups PfL,Posﬁttve Expressed” , \
Emotion (PEE) R SN
¢ @ ' - *
on mother PEE groups :
- .
» ‘Step Variable Wilks | Equivalent - ', af. ; P
By ' w‘wa . ' E_, R ) o
- , ‘ 1 . Phobic .97 1532 . 1, 240 .05

Anxiety

\ - . 2 Obsessive
P . . Compulsive

.97 3,36 2, 239,

’ L 5

! = . .
£, 3 i ; C "‘
. ! -~ N 1 , H
) < - ¢ \ e P
o4 ¢ . \ \
. 4 \
’ T —
. ’ ‘ 1oy
ie . b '
! . .
e g AN Y
B " -
B f

on father PEE groyps . C .o :
B "’ . ‘r . q ‘ M * ! - ' ‘3‘ “ ‘r‘,i’ { ) ‘ -
, . . step <variable ' “Wilks ., Bquivalent .. df . . p .
, ’ TR U N t; e e
B d ‘u T ‘ " § {r
.. .1, ot .98 3.11. 1, 212 NS

e 2 . Interpersonal
4 @ senSitiVity

.96 L ;3.%2ﬂ 2, 211'

3 .‘29 P 3 o 210

.95 -

. | . !
.94 - 2.87 - 4, 209
.94 2.52 S, 208

.05

.%
05

.05

3 Samatization
4 ‘PSR
*
5 'Anxiety
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NEE class1f1cat1on mteractlon was mt s1gmf1cant e1thet, (see 'rable )
. N . ST .
16). " oL g7 L, '

When the PEI 11kab111ty scale was’ uSed as a dependent variable,

k3
‘\,lv'

there was a 51gn1f1cant mam effect for. chilg-: classxhcatlon, F (3, 366)
= 4, 48, a( .0l. The Z-score means for the aggress1-ve, the mthdrawn,

the aggresswe—mthdrawh and the nondévxant chlldren were as follows M

a® =,0995, -.1778, -7.2870 *.1560. 'I‘here was no sxgmﬁcant main effect -

- for NBE class1f1catxon but there wa‘s a trend for the: c:hxld

c1a351f1catzon by NEE classafxcation mteractmn F (3, 366) = 1.81,

»,, -t _;, . Ly
- .o . ! ¢ .

P09, (see Table 17). & et

' ' Kl '}

- These results partially supported the hypothes1s Chlldren of
highly negatlve mothers were lower 1n tetms bf soclal ccmpetehoe as
measured by the Chlld Behavior Check List scale., but were considered by

1\.heir peers as likable as children whose mothers scored 1ow on the

o

ti ed i 1 R
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Means and standard deviations for the Child Behavior Check List (CBCL)

'social competence scores by the Negative Exp'gessed Emotion _(NEE)
classification for mothers ‘ o . Yo e
A . ' , . . B '.
8
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: fam11y mfluences and certain' indices of risk.

-of the rela'tionship in the family. R ;

1

Discussion -

Fam11y relat;onsh:mps .are central to’ human’ exlstence, health, and
happmess, a fact that- is almost umversélly recogh1zed The 'famlly may
provide a supportlve envn'orment, but can also be a potentlal source of
psycholog1ca1 tensmns. Tt 1s hardly surpnsmg tha* theonsts have -
implicated psychologmal pressures’ fram famlly members in the et1ology
oﬁ most psychiatric condlt'ions. .’ ) - .

A major ,problem in studymg/famny mfluences on the orlgm of

psychiatric cond1t1ons is that .there is- no way of identifying precisely

those individuals who are susceptible to the illness prior to the

development of the sygnptqns'. However, there are a few "6ngoing studies in -

which cohorts of children identified as being at high tisk for

~ it will be some years before these far-sighted projects begin to yield
. i » - R

definitive findings, it is already possible “to document the link between
. ° @

The major goal of the present study was to add to Qur. understendmg
of the nature and quality of parent-cmld relatlonshlps in a sample of

children who had been 1dent1f1ed as being at rxsk to develop

schizophrenia. 'npe results clearly support the distinction between peer-~ |

‘ identi_fied deviant and nondeviant children with respect to the quaiity

-

A gteater proportion of mothers of dev1ant chlldren were shown to

hold a negatlve 'set 6f attitudes. The aggressive-withdrawn ch11qren were
. the ones most 11ke1y to be criticized by’ their mothers. The aggressme-

,‘chlldren wetre alnn‘%t as 11ke1y as the aggressxve-mthdrawn children to

be crlticxzed The withdrawn chJ.ldren were the ones among the dev1ant:

7/
:

. Geveloping psychiatric conditions are followed up prospectively. Even if

A\
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. .
childrén least likely to be criticized by® their mothers,-

-~

This finding must be further qualified by the fact that only 15% of

+oall mothers were found to_express hjighly negatxve affect toward their -

g
cmldren. As a ch11d, being in a .relationship with a mother who 1s

highly negatwe is not common. The fact that this-type of relatlonshxp )
was found mox:e ;requently among the aggressxve-—mthdrawn children than
among other’groups makes the former an unusual group. .

The highly salient deviance of ‘the” aggressivs—wimd;awn children
was demonstrated in a preceding study'(r..edingh’ax\n, 1981) ; the aggressive-
withdrawn \chilc; appears \to be similar ip seversl —z;espects to the

preschizophrenic. Mothers of aggressive-withdrawn children in the

‘Ledingham study, described them as distractable," overly sensitive and

respbnsive to incoming stimulation, and’\:_as needing more contact with
adults than other socially atypical and normative children. However,

fathers of nondeviant children were as likely to demonstrate negative

_ C v
é%ect as fathers of deviant children. Our finding that fathers®

negative affecti\}e style is not related, to child deviance is consistent .

with Doane and Goldstem s (1981) report that the fathers negatwe

\ y;_ve style and poor outcome among adolescents were unrelated.

In the present study, fathers were less expressive of negative
affect than mothers. In a sqciety where men are expec;t:ed to control the
display. of their emotiond, this is hardly surprising. 'fhe extremely low:
rate of fathers expressing negatxve emouons in. the present study

suggests, that fathers in general may be more reluctant to expose ‘their

feelings, and may 'require a longer exposure to the procedure in order to

be able to reveal their anot;idns. our inclination to thipk 8o is based

on cross-cultural studies of Expressed Emotion that have demonstrated
. o ' PO
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that expression of crincism by the relatives -of schizophrenic patzents
dxffets across cultures. For example, a study conducted in North India
by Menon et al. (cited in Leff & Vaughn, 1985) in two different
envirorments,‘ a western-style city and surrounding villages representing

a traditional rural culture, has shown that noné of the 31 rural
a ]

're,latives scored high on critical comments, campared with 12 out of 73

urban relatives. This gindinq suggests that the expression of criticism
may be a function of cultural restraints on display of-emotions. It is
plausible that restraints are even greater in the conte‘xt of an |
observatlonal setting as was .the case in the present study.

Because positive and negative feelings are often a(pressed e.bout '
the same person, problems of ambivalent feelings were dealt with by

rating positive expresseé emotions independently of any criticisg or -
)

-

dissatisfaction that were expressed. A first finding was that the

proportion of socially deviant children to receive pbsitive 'evaluation

. fran their mother was not different from the proportion obserVed for the

nondeviant children. Secoridly, it was found that fathers of deviant

' children were unexpectedly more likely to express positive feelings than

fathers of nondeviant children.

The fact that no relationshlp was found between either mothers'
posxtive attitude or fathers' negative attltude and children's
behavioral characteristics suggest that other factors, unrelated to the
child, may play a role in determining the quality of parental attitude.

In this study the aggressive-withdrawn child was the most likely to
be cr1t:1c1zed by his or her mother. If the aggresswe—thhdrawn children

do in -fact display levels of greater. deviance, we can argue that their

)

mothers' petceptions are accurate, and that their criticisms may be well

[
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founded. The accuracy of parental‘perception with regard to child social
deviance has, however, been senously questioned recently. A major
fmdmg has been the lack of agreement between parent and child -

regarding zeports of thé frequency, severity, and duratxon of the

child's symptomsu (Kazdm, Esvelt-Dawson, Unis, & Rancurello,- 1983;

Kazdin, French, & Unis, 1983; Reéich, ,Herjanic;_ﬁelner, & Gerxihy,'lc.mz).

¢

Furthermore, significant discrepancies between parental report of child
behavior and the child's behavior are well documented (Rickatdi .
Forehand, Wells,' Criest, ihd‘laﬁon, 1981; Forehand, Wells, & Griest,’

1980; Lobita, & \lohnson, 1975). Theapresence 'of child behavior disorders

\

has, howevep, ' been related to a number 'of family, vanables mantal

- ,_w

disturbance, parental psychopathology, mteractxonal dysfunctzons, and
\ -

parental cognitive fac“ors s.xch as knowledge, expectations and tolerance

v - -

of child deviance.

'

In the present study we have been able to demonstrate that the
parents’ attitudes toward their c;':lld are not solely the function of the
child's characteristics. Our findings a:eq consistent with studies that
have shown that factors other than the child's objective behavior and
symptauatic status contribute systematically to the parents“ perception
of their c'txflld. Specifically, a s'yn?tomatonlogy 'inclddirg anxiety,
hostility and paranoid’ ideation Qas observed more frequently among
mothers who were highly negative toward their child. Conversely,

synptqnatologx of phobxc anxiety and obsessmn—cmwlszon was observed

'less frecmently among mothers who were highly pom..xve toward their

child.
‘Ori the other_hand, fathers whc. were highly negative toward their

child were found to report more symptams of depression, host{lity,

- \

A -
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paranoid ideation, ‘somatization and isolation. In contrast, fathers
reporting greacer magi;al satisfaction; more social support, greater
interpersonal sensitivity, anxiety and less somatization were
consistently morT expressive of positive affect toward their child.
We must keeq 1n mind that the disturbed child or. the misperceived
normal child probably has important reciprocal influences on the
dis;turbed parent (e.g., Patterson, 1982). We can hypothesize a feedback
system in the femily. As socn “as a child presents sare sign of‘3
maladjustment (wnich could result in'part or globally £rom his.parents'
own maladjustment), the poorly adjusbé\parent, biased in his or her
perception, becomes sensitized to respond negatively and to feed into
‘the child's difficulties. Doane and Goldstein (1981) have already
demonstrated that, in fac%, the best predictor of the eventual course of
antisocial behavior is a combined one, that is, an assessment which

zakes into account not only the.quality of initial disturbance in the

child and adolescent, but a measure of how the mother responds tc it in
N - whY

ot
&

her interaction with her offspring.
We do not doubt that there is a‘ great deal of variance within
families in the quality of the relationships parents have with each
individual child. Our data indicated that knowing that one child in a
family is socially deviant does not allow one to predict his or her
parent's attitude toward ‘another child in the family. In order to probeg
further in the specificity of parent-child relationships within the >
family, data concerning *he be!\;viorél c'nafacte:istics of the sibling
s'nouid be gathered in ‘future research. )
In the present study, certain predicttens were alsq formulated

; cdnceming the relati_onship between parental attitude and the child's

60
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“social competence. SociaY competence based on the child's report of

e
L

social involvement, autonomy, and school functionning was significantly
lower for children of hi:gtily criticdl mothers across children's

’classification. This findipg has \ymportant 'implications. If having a
highly critical motl’}er is related> limited involvement outside the

family, and limited peer interaction, we can argue that the'consequenc.es

shouald be highly detri‘xr)ental for any child, and this. could be

particularly so for the aggressive-»wijthd:awn child w;')o seems already

challenged by the processes of social interaction. Involvement outside
, !

the family and peer interaction are essential to the acquisition of

social.and communicative skills. Any impediment to this process must be

of central conc‘em ard has important clinical implications.

Perhaps the mcst important finding of the present investigation 19
the demonstration of the potential usefulness and sensitivity of the
Negative Expressed BEmotion index in assessing a non-clinical child
populati;:n: E\:rthexémore, concern about the nead for in@epend’ent éatinqs
f)f child behavigr from various sources is legitimized by the present

" . findings. Mothers' reports of child maladjustment can perhaps be
accounted for by a negatfve halo effect in that the mothers' own /
mléjustment leads them to perceive their children as being more poorly

- adjusted. The recognition of the potential bias in parental perceptions

of offépring's is important to clinical interventions as well as to

¥ - L
research methodology (Emwery, Binkoff, Houts, & Carr, 1983).
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Votre Nom: - Vvotre Numnero: A

s

l.- Ceux qui sont plus grands que les autres:
J

2.~ Ceux qui aident les autres: -

< .

. A"
3.- Ceux qui ne sontpas capables de rester assis tranguilles:

rd

»
4.~ Ceux qui essaient de mettre les autres dans le troubl\:

N

- .

S.- Ceux qui sont trop timides pour se faire des amis facilement:

3

¢ J

6.— Ceux gui se sentent trop facilement blesses:

I

S -

7.— Ceux qui: prennent des airs superieurs et qui pensent

qu'ils valent mieux que tout le monde:

8.- Ceux qui font les clowns et qui font. rire les aut\r‘es:

.

L 4
9.- \Oeu‘x qui commencent la chicane a propos de rien:
\
10.4Ceux qui ne semblent jamais s'Amuser: _
11.-Ceux qui sont bouleverses quand ils ont a repondre
aux questions en classe: ' v




12.-Ceux qui disent aux autres enfants quoi faire:

13.-Ceux qui sont d'habitude les derniers choisis

pour participer a des activites de groupe:

Y-

<

14.-Ceux que tout le monde aime: -

Y

15.~Ceux qui s'empetrént tout le temps et se mettent en difficultes:,

N 1]

16.-Ceux qui rient des gens:

!

17.-Ceux Ti ont tres peu d'amis:

18.-Ceux qui font des choses b#zarres:
{ T

[y

. -
19.-Ceux; qui sont vos meilleurs amis:

20,-Ceux qui ennuient les gens qui essaient de travailler:

21. x qui se mettent en colere quand ca ne marche pas’

comme ils veulént: -

22.-Ceux qui ne portent pas attention au professkur:

—— rp—

23.-Ceux qui sont impolis avec le p'tofe'sseu':: . .

80
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.

24 .-Ceux qui

sont malheureux ou tristes:,

nd

25.-Cetx qui

sont particulierement gentiis;

A

26.-Ceux qui

se comportent comme des bebes:

o~ -

27.-Ceux qui

K] «
/ . A

sont mechants et cruels avec les autres enfants:
t

28 .=Ceux -q}li

¢

)
souvent ne veulent.pas jouer:’

-

29.-Ceux qui

— -

30.~Ceux qui

vous regardent de traversg
t.

! -

N

veule(g;a faire les fins devant la classe:

P

31.-Ceux qui

disent qu:'ils peuvent' battre tout le monde\:

32.-Ceux que

-

1'on ne rémarque pas beaucoup:

\

33.-Ceux qui

exagerent et racontent des histoires:

34.-Ceux qui

se plaignent toujours et qui ne sont jamais contents:

L
-
A}

35.-Ceux qui

P .

semblent ' toujours comprendre ce qui'; se passe:

[>]
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child Behavior Checklist
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Social Competence Scales
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< [P o
BT T

Inventaire Persdnnel-

b

I.D. Sexe: vaeét; .:scola"i;re, actuel: K
Occupation du pere: ' ID"a‘te' (aujouid'ﬁui) :
Occupation de la mere: Date de rxaié_sanqe:. ]
Habites-tu chez tes parents? oui non (decrire}:

I.- Indique, s'il te piuit les sports auxquels tu preferes participer:
ex, la nage, le patinage, la bicyclette, etc.

aucun

Campare (e) a d'autres personnes de ton age, a peu preé combien de temgs
Yy passes-tu?

Moins que Comme la Plus que
la moyenne moyenne " la moyenne

a,

b.

3
——————————

c. -

Compare (e) a d'autres personnes de ton age, avec guelle habilete

pratiques-tu chacu::{;ie ces sports: . ' -

Moins que Camme la- Mieux que
la moyenne moyenne la moyenne
a- T
b. T -
c. y
-
83
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> 1.~ Indique tes passe-temps, activites, et jéux favori‘%‘,l'autreé

que les sports: ex! col'lections’,.livres, piano, etc. , ' ¢

. ’ ~ ‘ 7
¥ aucun , _

g N
i

a.

- . . on .

b ’ ' .
. -
A .

LW, - i

C.

'

Campare (e) a d'autres personnes de ton'age, a peu pres combien de temps )

Yy passes-tu? ’ ﬁ‘ . .o
. s Moins que Comme la Plus que '
la moyenne ° moyenne la moyenne
a. ' L.
b. ———
. ‘l"
‘ c, . !
' : ’ R . L.
Compare (e) a d'autres personnes de ton age, comment te classes-tu dans
\ e - {
chacune de ces activites? L .
\ ‘ Pire que Come la -~ Mieux que
. : la moyenne moyenne ©  la moyenne
\ 4 a, ‘
. - ' / ) ‘ .. 4 ‘ A
. b, \
c.
- ’ " ,:
" ) ~
"111.~ Enumere les organisations, clubs, equipes ou groupes auxquels
tu appartiens: C ,' ‘
aucun : ‘ . o .
. Ca. : ‘ :
b. - " .
c.
N 84 ( ¢
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Compare (e) a d'autres personnes de ton age, jusqu'a quel point

participes-tu a ces groupges:

Moins Comme la Plus )

activement moyenne activement ,
a. | " v J
b.
c. -

-

IV.- Indique les érblois ou taches domestiques que tu fais:

ex. livraison de journaux, garde a'enfants,'_faite le 1it, etc., -

7

aucun -
a.
b. 3
c ' .
Campare (e) a d'autres personnes de ton age, .8

comment executes-tu ces taches?

. Pire que Comme la ' Mieux que
‘ C la moyenne rmoyenne la moyenne
a' « ’ ‘“ \
. o

i'

17
Ce.

V.- (1) A peu br&s combien de bons amis (et de bonnes amies) as-tu?

aucun 1 2 ou 3 4 ou plus. i

(2) A peu pres combien de fois par semaine faites vous des choses

ensemble? \
v ‘moins del __ lou2 3 ouplus,
) ’
- — "
e
T a5 |



g

VI.- Compare(e) a d'autres-personnes de ton age, comment:

A Pire Camme Mieux
. la ’ ‘
. > moyenne
‘ a. t'entends-tu aves tes freres et soeurs?
b. t'entends-tu avec les autres en general?
c. te comportes-tu avec tes parents? - '
i : .- d. t'occupes-tu et travailles-tu seul(e)?
‘ :
. VII.- (1), Rendement scolaire actuel: '
ne vais pas a 1'ecole “
Echec  En dessous de” comme la  au dessus de
) - ) - la moyenne moyenne la moyenne
a. Frantais ,
+ . a [ ‘ L4
b, Maths - - - ______
‘ autres matieres: )
- c. . —
d. L L o
e. . - . L
f. - — - L
. 9. " S _—
- (2) As-tu deja ete dans une classe speciale? ‘4‘
) ~ non oui, quel genre? .
\ L ) :
(3) Est-ce que tu as deja double une annee? 20
3 ° ) . .
non oui, quelle annee et pour quelle raison?

!
~

'
\n
\
i
1 W,

]
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(4) Pourrais—tu decrire tout probleme, academique ou autre que
tu as a l'ecole? o ’
s
, accun ,

tilise le reste de l'espace pour

-

-+ " tes sentiments, comportements, et

o

-

»

interets.

Cow

1

)

-

ajouter autre chose qui

/

O :
peut decrire’

J
;
.
.
o
,
& ¢
A3
L4
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Directives aux intervieweurs

C-

{ 4 {

Duree d‘enregistrement: S minutes T —_—

& A

Apres avoir eu la permission d'enregistrer, Xt apres avoir demande
les questions sur les variables demographiques, 1l'intervieweur (etant

seul avec le parent) donne les instructions suivantes:

.

-

- .
— -

. "Maintenant, j'aimerais que vous me parliez de votre enfant,

" { ) pendant cing minutes. Je ne vais pas wous interrompre ni

par des-questions, ni par dés commentaires et je vais enregistrer

: . /
ce que vous allez me dire. J'aimerais que wvous me disiez quel genre

de personne votre enfant. ( ) est, et comment vous vous

entendez ensémble."
AN

Regles generales: . |

“ - -

< -

¥

l.- Si le parent a de la difficuite a commencer a parler, ou si le

parent demande des explications ou des eclaircissements sur ce :
. b

qu'il/elle doit dire, }'ihtervieweur foit repeter\les principaux points *’

des instructiens et/ou dire:

-
' . ¢

k)

Y

"Moi qui suis une personne dui ne connait pas votre enfant,

decrivez leyla moi d'une facdn generale et dites-moi comment est

Vi

votre relation vous et lui/elle."- .

-

~ ‘0 . . J

“




. e
’ & +
-

2.- L'interyieweur est autorise a intervenir: _ "

- '

a) seulement apres la premiere fo;s queﬁle parent arrete de ‘parler pour

u peiiode de 30 secondes.
A Ie] L .
_b) i le parent parle beaucoup plus d'un point que d'un autre-

c) ur <repeter les instructions, si c'est necessaire,.
~ .

. ’

3.- Ne pas intervenir par des questions ou commentaires apres

chaque petit moment d¥arret du parent.
' . N ‘

, ‘ 2

4.- L'intervieweur doit arreter l'enregistrement si: BT

a) le ,,pax:entf se sent mal a l'aise en parlant de son erLfant et/ou de leur

A}
’

relation. . - .

-

b) le parent arrete de parler une deuxieme fois pour 30 secondes.

c) le parent parle plus que cing minutes
/

s »

d

-~

/7 -
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- Expressed Emotion Scales o '
L Scoring Procedure

{

I Negative Expressed Emotion (NEE)

-

I1 Positive Expressed Emotion (PEE)
" These scales involve the recognitibr’: of particular comments
occuring at any point in the speech sample.

A comment counts only if it relates to "how the person is feeling
' =

now".
) :

It is permissible for a comment to be rated if it is directed
toward several persons pfbvided that itis clear that.these if;clude the
L4 .

person concerned in the rating. -

» ' .
Scoring -

Each scale is independent.' A score of 1 is given if a comment’

4

occurs in the speech sample which corresponds to the criteria défined

for the scale. A seore of 0 is given if no such comment occurs.
, . % . o -
»

I Negative Expressed Emotion .‘(NEE)‘ o §

A rating of 1 on this ‘scale involves the recognition of an
unfavourable comment (criticism) upon the behaviour or personality of
the person to whom it refers. ) E

Critici\sms are principally evident in the pitch, speed and
inflection imparted to the statement by the person making it; ;hat is by
the vocal aspects of speech, but they m:-;y also be evident in the éontent
of the comment alone. These two aspeéts are discussed in the following

.

sections.

91




1) Critical content

L3

‘A~ Where there is a clear and unambiguous statement that the
respoLndent dislikes, disa’pproves of, or resents a berxa\;iour or
cﬁaracteristic. In such clases, the respondent must use phrases like "1
didn't like it", "It annoys me" or "I tesented it". Any less strongly
w&:éded statements such as "1'd prefer it if he wasn't like that" can
only be called critical if, in addition, it is cr~itica1'_ in tone. C

A respondent"can opt out a critica‘l comment based on content alone
by implying -that his or her reactions are duve to imperfections in
himself ‘ e.g. "It really annoys me when she does that, but .tha-t's
probably because I'm rather an intolerant person”. .

B- Where there is a rejecting remark. These usually involve a
pejorative comment about the person as a whole or a statement of frank

pos
dislike and should always be rated as critical e.g. "She is stupid in

everything she does", "The farther awdy I am from him the better".
Y 77
It is impossible to opt out of rejecting remarks. It\is very rare

[

for them to‘'be made without critical tone.
&

* It is important to note that mere recognition or description of.
unfavourable charac’t’:istics or behaviour is neyer in itself sufficient to
-
def{ne a statement as‘critical, Thus, any statement if said in a matter
of fact way or with understanding -would not be rated as critical. Of
course, if clearly'critical tome 'is used it would be rated.

A
2) Vocal asgect

features: 1- change in speed (increase or decrease)

2- change in pitch (increase or decrease)

3- emphasis on certain words \

4~ repetition

N



The way in which individuals express themselves is highly personal
so that no particular vocal c¢haracteristics can be held to define

statements made by different persons as invariably critical. Respondents
3
who freely express feelings or attitudes present no difficulty in most

cases, but the more reticent, unemotional or defensive respondents often
\ [ .

) q}isplay relatively little vocal variation when describing intimate and

prosaic aspects of their lives.
.

Whenever a remark is considered to be critical on vocal criteria,

it should be rated regardless of content. Decisions will, of course, be

easier to make where the content and the vocal aspects agree. The more

positive the content of the remark, the more clear-cut the contrary

vocal evidence will need to Re. For example, the statement "He's been

!

" “wonderful” would need very heavy sarcastic inflection before one could,

be sure it was critical. However, where there are indubitably critical

vocal features there should be no hesitation in rating a!clriticism.'
If the rating is based on vocal aspect only, the presence of at

least 2 or 3 out of the 4 types of evidence will ensure reliability:/

e.y. If there is change in speed, emphasis and repetition you could be.

sure of your rating even if the tone is flat with no change in pitch at

all, o

W I Pbsitﬁ}e éxpressed Emotion (PEE,)
A ratmg of 1 on this scale involves the recogmtlon of a
ga\vourable comment (pos1t1Ve remark) upon the behavmur or personallty
of the person to wham it refers.

A positive remark is a statement which expresses praise, approval

+

" or appreciation of the behaviour or pex:‘sonality_ of the person. A remark

- L ]

w3~

N ¢ [




is positive

-

’

'/ Where there is a clear and unamblguotJS statement that the /
. respondent lzkes, ‘approves of, or ‘clearly apprec1ates a behav;/our or
. ' charaqteristic. In such cases, the respondent’ must use phras' s like "I
' o like it", "I appreciate it"! Any less strongly wé:rded stat nts can,
: ‘: oo ) only be rated om this scale 1f 1% addition approval is cl arly mgmfxed
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t

Maintenant, nous aimerions en savoir plus sur vos relations avec

~

d'autres personnes. Pour chacune des phrases suivantes, veuillez nous

indiquer la reponse qui s'applique le plus en suivart 1l'echelle ci-

dessous: - - ' 4
l.- Resserble enorme‘me'nt a mon ‘experience. '
2.- Ressemble beaucoug a mon experience. X i
3.~ Ressemblé a peu pres, a mon experience. : . ‘
4,- Nelress’emble pas a mon experience.’ * ) ( )
5.- Ne ressemble pas du téut a mon experier;ce. " ‘
1"_____r Peu importe ce qui arrive, je s{aims que ma :f‘amille sera
toujours la si j*ai besoin d'elle. o . .
2 Quelquefois, je ne suis pas sur(e)'si je beuf compter
entierement sur ma famille. ’ - v
3_ M fam111e me laisse savoir qu'elle penSe que je suis une/
personne de valeur. . .
4 ___ Les gens dans ma famille ofit confiance en moi.
5__ Les gens dans ma famille m'aident a trouver des solutions a
, mes problemes.
6 Je sais que ma famille me s;:»Gtiendza' tpujt;urs; " ( f
7T Qua;'d je s:is avec mes ami (e)s, jé sais que je peux me - ‘
. detendre completement et etre moi-meme. N
8 ___ J'ai la meme approche face a'la vie‘qué p;lusieursAd‘e r{ves‘
- ami (e)s. .
\ 3
. 96 ¥ ‘ .
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. v

Les personnes qui me connaissent ont confiance en moi et me
respectent. .

Quand je veux sortir pour faire quelque chose, je sais que

plusieurs de mes amies aimeraient faire ces choses avec moi.

- ) <

J'ai au moins un(e) ami(e) a qui je peux tout dire.
-

" Je me” sens tres proche de é;uelques—un (e)s de mes ami (e)s. . -

<
) .o . . 3 /,
Les gens qui me connaissent pensent que, je suis bon dans ce
que je fais. -
Mes ami (e)s prendraient de leur temps pour discuter de mes
problemes si jamais je le voulais. . '
Meme 'quand je suis avec mes ami(e)s, je me sens seul(e). ) '
‘ & . -
o ’ .
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SCL - 90
Ci-dessous, se trouve une liste de pr9b1emes et de blaintes que les
gens formulent de temps a autres. Veuillez, s'il vous plait, lire
chacune de ces plaintes attentivement. Des que vous l'aurez fait,
indiquez par le numero approprie la reponse qui;decrit le mieux comment

[

ce probleme vous a derange(e) ou afflige(e)- durant les sept (7) derniers

jours, aujourd'hui inclus.

Echelle: 0 Pp du touzt
1 un peu
2 nnéexémnt
3 passablement’

4 enormement

Exemple: Comment avez-vous ete derange(e) par:

e 1. des maux de dos.

Camment avez-vous ete deran?e (e) par:

1. des maux de tete

2., 1a nervosite ou tremblement interieur
3. des pensees desagreables repetees qui ne vous lachaient pas
#. des evanouissements ou des etourdissements )

S. la perte de 1l'interet ou du plais{r sexuc:zl . ‘

6. le fait d'etre porte a critiquer les autres

7. 1'idee que quelqu'un Q'aqtre controle vos pensees

-— 8. le sentiment qQue les autres surtout sont a blamer pour vos -

problemes - {




9.

10.

ll.

ttbtr——

12.

13.

——

14.

15.

o —

l6.

e—

17 -

—

18.

19.

22.

30.

’

ax

le fait d'avoir de la difficulte a vous rappeler quelque chose

le fait d'etre inquiet(e)S a propos de la malbroprete ou de la

negligence - .. ' ‘
- v .
etre facilement ennuye(e) “ou irrite(e)

des do;aleurs au coeur ou a la poitrine

la peur des espaces OL;VEI\'.S ou d'etre sur fa rue

le sentiment de manquer d'energie ou d'etre au raienti

des pens’.ées d'en terminer avec la vie o

le fait d'entendre des voix que les autx;es n'entendent pas
des t;:emblements

le sentiment qu'on ne peut pas se fier a la plupart des gens
le peu d'appetit _

le fait de pleurer facile:bnent

le fait d'etre gene(e) ou mal a 1'aise avec des personnes du
sexe oppose ) "

le sentiment d'etre pris(e) au piege ou inmobilise (e)

avoir soudainement pris pe:ur sans raison ’

des exces de colere que vous ne pouviez pas controler
etre effraye(e) de sortir seul(e) de la maison

vous blamer vous-meme pour des choses

des douleurs dans le bas du dos ]

le sentiment de ne plus a}aaér dans ce que vous faites
le sentimerit d'etre seul (é)

le fait d‘'avoir le cafard

le fait de vous inquieter trop a propos de rien

n'etre pas interesse(e) a rien

‘;\ous etre senti(e) craintif(ve)
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34. le fait que vos sentiments sont trop facilement blesses
35. les autres gens sont au courant de vos pensees intimes

36. le sentiment que les autres ne vous comorennent pas ou sont

B
FY

antipathiques

37, ntiment que les gens ne sont pas amicaux ou n2 vous aimernt

%

pas

38. d'avoir a faire les choses tres 1 ntement?pour s"assurer‘que T
tout est correct- . *

39. des_'. palpitations ‘ou des batte;nents rapidesdu coeur

40. des nausees ou 1‘estamac derange . .

41, le ¥ait de vous sentir inferieur(e) aux autres

4v2. des n}uscles -endoloris

——————

Ot—

43. leé sentiment que vous etes surveille(e) ou que les autres
p;rlex‘{t' de vous .

4. de la difficulte a vous endormir . .

45. le fait d'avoir a ;rerifier et reverifier ce que vdﬁs faites

.46. de la adiffi'culte' a prendre des decisi;'ms |

47. la petir ge voyager, par autobus, metro outrain

'48. de la difficulte a reprendre votre haleine .

'49. bouffees de froid ou de chaleur

50. d'avoir a eviter certaines'choses, endroits ou activites parce

R

‘gque vous en Avez peur

51. le fait de vous sentir la tete vide

L}

52. des engourdissements ou des demangeaisons de differentes parties
de votre coafps )
53. des ’serrements de gorge \

54. un sentiment de desespoir face a-l'avenir .

\ 101 ) )
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S5.

56.

57.
58.
59,
60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

—

65

' 66.

71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.

77.

croiré ou avoir 1'idee que pe

de la difficulte a vous concentrer
3 . L4
le fait de vous sentir faible de certaines parties de votre

3 P

corps )

A

de vous sentir tendu(e) ou a bout de nerfs ,

des sent%ments de :louxdeqr dans les bras ou les jambes

de penser a la mort ou a mourir

trop manger - . ‘

4

vous sentir mal a l'aise quand les gens vous regardent ou

parlent de vous’ - ‘ v
2

:woir des pensees qui ne sont pas ‘les votres !

.

avoir envie, de battre, blesser ou faire mal a quelqu'un,

N -

vous reveiller aux petites heures du matin .

v "

avoir a repeter les memes-gest®s comme toucher, compter, laver:

A @

/ . :
passer des nuits blanches ou aveir le scrmeil trouble
N 4y

avoir des envies de briser ougcasser des.choses

s

vous sentir tres intimide(e) par les autres

ne ne veut partager

vous sentir mal a I'aise parmi les foules comme au cinema ou
dans les magasins S o ‘.
le sentiment que tout est umeffort

des crises de frayeur ou de panique
vous sentir mal a l'aise de manger ou boire en public

avoir souvent des disputes

vous sentir nerveux (se) lorsgue ‘vous etes seul (e)
»

les autres ne uous donnent pas le credit souhaite pour vos

a‘ccomplisseménts

'

e

le sentiment d'etge seul (e) meme lorsque vous =tes avec d'autres’

. oy : s
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; \ ¢
78. vous sentir si agite(e) que wous né\pquez pas rester assis(e)

tranquille * , . .

79. sentiment d'etre bon a rien

——— »

80. le sentiment_: que quelgue chose de mauvais va -vous arriver
—— I ! ) . -
. BL. le fait de grier et de lancer des dbjets
" "82., avoir peur que vous allez vous evanouir en public .

83. le sentiment .que les gens prendront avantage de vous si vous les -

-

laissez faire

¢

. 84. d'avoir des pensees a propos du sexe qui vous derangent ‘beaucoup

85. 1'idee que vous devriegz etre puni(e) pour vos peches

.~ 86. des pensees ou des impressions de nature effrayante .

———
-

87. 1'idee que quelque chose de serieux ne va pas avec votre.corps

’ K3 [} l) b '
83. ne jamals vous sentir proche d'une autre personne

- 89.. des ‘sentiments de culpabilite

~

—r———

- 90. 1° idee que -quelque chose ne va pas avec votre esprit

4
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Test d'a;justementﬂ marital

‘1. Faites une croix sur un des points de 1l'echelle ci-dessous, cela '
traduisant le degre de bonheur, a tout considerer, de votre present !

" mariage. Le point milieu "heureux" represente le point de bonheur que la

-

plupart des gené ‘;:etirent'de leuf ‘mariage. L'echelle descend

graduellemen’t: sur un ‘cote pour, les quelques-uns qui sont tres

Id fe

malheureux en mariage. Elle va de 1'autre cote pour les guelques-uns qui

font. 1'experience d'un extreme jouissance de felicite dans’ leur mariage.
. . 4 , o

» Tres . Heureux Parfaltement
Malheureux . ~ . . ‘Heureux

1
-~ ¢ ", " ‘ . ! e o4

i

©
w@r
1

Etablissez une estimation approxm\atlve sur 1'accord ou le N

desaccord entre vous et votre conjomt sur les items su&vants.

S.V:P. coche; un choix seulement pour chaque questiont . ,/

. . ) ‘ 4
¢ 2. ., Gerer le budg?t v Toujours d'accord -
' - ) Presque toujours d‘accord -

——————

—____Occasionellemerit en desaccord
Frequauwnt en desaccord

- ) i Presque toujours en desactord

- 3. Questions de Tel Toujours d'accord
K recreation ‘ Presque toujours d'accord
. Occasionellement en desaccord — __
- .___Frequemment en' desaccord.

_____Presque tougours en desaccord

o

‘I‘bujouzs en desaccord '
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N

4. Demonstratiops Toujours d'accord - -
d*affection Presque toujours d'accord
. Occasioriel lement en-desaccord
-Frequemment en desaccord. - 4
' Presque toujours desaccord
’ Toujours en desdccord
.\ 2 ‘ . ] \
Se Les amis - Toujours 4d'accord
L Presque toujours d'accord
- ‘ ’ Occasionellement en desaccord
4 P ' Frequemment en desaccord
Presgue toujours en desaccord
_ . Toujodurs en desaccord ,
e . 6. Relations . Toujours d'accord .
- © - .Sexuvelles - Presque toujours d'accord
. . Occasionellement en desaccord
Frequermment en desaccord
» Presque toujours en desaccord -
’ / Te#jours en desaccord
7. Conventions= . Toujours 4'accord ‘
' * .bon, juste, Presque toujours d'accord
conduite, Occasionellement en desaccord
proprete Frequemment en desaccord
' Presque toujours en desaccord
y Toujours en desaccord
8. Philosophie Toujours d'accord
de la vie Presque toujours d'accord
’ Occasionellement en desacgord
N S Frequemment ‘en desaccord
h . Presque toujours en desaccord
- ( Toujours en desaccord o
D’ ! v
@
; 9. Maniere de Toujours d'accord
s'arranger Presque toujours d'accord '
~¢ avec les Occasionellement en desaccord
beaux-parents Frequemment en desaccord .
. Presque toujours en desaccord
ST . Toujours en.desaccord .
10. Quand des desaccord s'elevent, cela a generalement pour resultat
b - s % quer - 1le mari cede -
PR y o !
T K ‘1 ¥epouse” cede .
w ) : ) \,, - 1'accord se fait.par concession mutuelles
- - . ‘( X ‘ i ~ a . - . “ ¢ \l .

-
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v -

f. » f 2
. . . . .
« 7 , "
. ) R
i B . ‘
. N .
.

x“ \. ' a -
11. Vous et votre conjoint vous engagez-vous dans des ‘interets

‘exterieurs ensemble?- Tous * , quelques-uns,. d'entre eux - '

- i N

tres peu d'entre eux - » aucun d'entre ‘eux
12. Durant vos moments de lojsirs, preferez-vous deneralement: allez
"trotter" ailleurs , Tester a la maison ? Votre conjoint

'préfere—t—il “generalement: aller "trotter" ailleurs + , rester a
la maison ? - - B

13. Avez-vous deja souhaiter .ne vous etre jamais marie(e)? Frequemment
, occasionnellement , rarement , Jjamais .
14. Si vous aviez a refaire votre vie, pensez-vous que vous: epouseriez,
« v ‘. A 2 '.‘

la meme personne » epouseriez une personne differente '

né vous marieriez pas dy tout ? v -

~15. Vous confiez-vous a votre conjoint: presque jamais , rarement

, dans beaucoup de cas . , dans tous les cas ?
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