LR 4 el et

gu Cama

l*l National Libraiy
of Canada
Canadian Theses Service Service des thdses canadivnnes
Otiawa, Canada
K1A ON4
NOTICE

Thequality of this microformis hheavily dependent upon the
guality of the original thesis submitted for microfilming.

very effort has been made to ensure the highest quality of
reproduction possible.

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

Some pages may have indistinct print aspecially if the
original pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or
if the university sent us an inferior photocopy.

Reproduction in full or in part of this microform is governed
by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, ¢. C-30, and
subsequent amendments.

NL-330 (r.8004) ¢

AVIS

La qualité de cette microforme dépend grandement de fa
qualité de la thdse soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons
tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduc-
tion.

Sl man%ue des pages, veuillez communiquer avec
l'universite qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut laisser a
désirer, surtout si les page: originales ont été dactylogra-
phiées a l'aide d'un ruban usé ou si 'université nous a fait
parvenir une photocopie de qualité inférieure.

La reproruction, méme partielle, de cette microforme est
soumise a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC
1970, c. C-30, et ses amendements subséquents.




Relationship Between
Daughters' Perceptions of Their Mothers and
Mothers' Self-Perceptions

Estelle Spector

A Thesis
in
The Department
of

Psychology

Presented in Partial Fulfiliment of the Requirements
For the Degree of Master of Arts
Concordia University
Montréal, Québec, Canada

May 1989

(:) Estelle Spector



i~l

Bibliothéque nationale

National Library
du Canada

of Canada

Canadian Theses Service

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

The author has granted an irrevocable non-
exclusive licence allowing the Nationali Library
of Canada to reproduce, loan, distribute or sell
copies of his/her thesis by any means and in
any form or format, making this thesis available
to interested persons.

The author retains ownership of the copyright
in his/her thesis. Neither the thesis nor
substantial extracts from it may be printed or
otherwise reproduced without his/her per-
mission.

Service des théses canadiennes

L'auteur a accordé une licence irrévocable et
non exclusive permettant a la Bibliothéque
nationale du Canada de reproduire, préter,
distribuer ou vendre des copies de sa thése
de quelgue maniére et sous quelgue forme
que ce soit pour mettre des exemplaires de
cette thése a la disposition des personnes
intéressées.

L'auteur conserve la propriété du droit d’auteur
qui protége sa thése. Nila thése ni des extraits
substantiels de celle-ci ne doivent étre
imprimés ou autrement reproduits sans son
autorisation.

ISBN 0-315-51335-7

Canadi




it
ABSTRACT

Relationship Between Daughters' Perceptions of
Their Mothers and Mothers' Self-Perceptions.

Estelle Spector

This study was designed to examine perceptions between mothers and
daughters and to determine the relationship between daughters'
perceptions of their mothers and the mothers' self-concept and self-
esteem. Subjects were 51 anglophone, middle class mothers between 35 and
47 years, and their two children. This study's main focus was on first
born children, including males and females between 10 and 19 years of
age. Socioeconomic and working status of mothers were controlled
variables. Problematic families were ruled out, based on mothers'
assessment of family functioning in the General Scale of the Family
Assessment Measure (Skinner, Steinhauer & Santa Barbara, 1984). Mothers
were given a multidimensional self-report measure, the Adult Self-
Perception Profile (ASPP)(Messer & Harter, 1986), to evaluate their self-
concept and self-esteem. Mothers rated the quality of their mother/child
relationship in the Dyadic Relationship Scale (DRS) of the Family
Assessment Measure (Skinner, Steinhauer & Santa-Barbara, 1984). Children
rated the quality of their mother/child relationship in the DRS, and
assessed their mothers' competence in the domains of self-concept listed
in the ASPP, and their mothers' overall worth. Pearson Correlations
measured perceptual relationships between mothers and their first born
children. Statistically significant correlations indicated that, in this
sample, mothers and daughters, compared with mothers and sons, shared
perceptions A) about the mothers' competence in three self-concept

domains (Job Competence, Athletic Ability and Humor), B) between mothers'
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assessmemt of competence for Intimate Relations and daughters' evaluation
of mothers' overall worth, and C) between mothers' self-esteem and
daughters' assessment of mothers' competence for Athletic Ability.
Mothers' and daughters' perceptions about the quality of their mutual
relationship were significantly correlated but not significantly
different from ratings by mothers and sons. There were no statistically
significant correlations A) between mothers' self-esteem and childrens'
perceptions of their mothers' overall worth, and B) between mothers'
self-concept or self-esteem ratings and either daughters' or sons'
evaluations of the quality of their mother/child relationship.

Directions for future research are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to a) examine the shared perceptions
between mothers and their daughters and b) deternine the extent of the
relationships, if any, between the daughters' perceptions of their
mothers and the mothers' sel1f-concept and self-esteem. Mother/daughter
relationships were examined within the context of normil social
developmental processes occurring in intact middle class family settings.

Mothers and their daughters are 1ikely to be experiencing
transitions and/or emotional upheavals in their respective 1ife cycles
which may be reflected in their mtual social interactions. A cognitive
orientation, such as described in Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977),
would predict that their interpretations of such reciprocal social
interact jons will influence both the mothers' and daughters' self-—
references, 1.e. self-concept ani self-esteem. However, the focus of
this study is on the mothers' cognitive process as it relates to
mother/daughter dyadic interactions.

Family and developmental theorists have described a reciprocal model
of influence between parents and children as the basis for understanding
the processes of social development in the family (Satir, 1972; Minuchin,
1974, 1987; Thomas & Chess, 1983; Madanes, 1987). Despite this
knowledge, most research on parent/child relationships in the family has
focused on & model of unilateral influence deriving from the parent
(Mishler & Waxler, 1968; Skolnick & Skolnick, 19715 McDonald, 1977
Vezing, 19803 Phillips, 1981; Walker & Thompson, 1982; Sholomskas &
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Axclrod, 1986; Madanes, 1987). Sevew—al authors (Bengtson & Tro11, 1978;
Hartup, 1978; Klein, Jorgensen &Mi1Ber, 1978; Lerner & Spanier, 1978;
Crook ., Raskin, & fliot, 1981) have mee=nt{oned that a reciprocal model
should not be overlooked, but most ree=seavch has failed to pursue the
issue beyond recognition of its potewntia 1. Since there is no distinct
body of research literature on this —gopic, the rationale for the present
study §s based upon an integration o & the psyChological research from the
following areas: Self-Concept and S «=1f—Esteem, Interpersonal
Relat ionships, Social Developmertal #Processes of Adult Women,
Mother /Daughter Relationships, famil_w Pr-ocesses, and Socioeconomic
Status.

Self-Concept and Sel1f -Esteem

Self-concept can be conceived o- € as cognitions about the self which
are the metaphorical outcome of an i wformation processing mdel ( Markus,
19775 Lynch, 1981). The tendency ime the psychological Titerature to use
self-concept and se1f-esteem as inte- w-Changeible terms has somet imes
resulted in confusion. It is import ant, therefore, to make a clear
distinction between the two terms. Self ~concept in the present study
refers to the specific cognitions orme ho 1ds about the self in the various
roles one assumes, while self-estcems refersto the evaluative aspect of
those cognitions, i.e. one's self-womwth (Rosenberg, 1979; Stanwyck,
1983) .

The concepts relating to the de= velopment of self, expressed first by
Kelly (1955) and subsequently by Mar—&us (1977) are basically similar.
Personal (onstruct Theory (Kelly, 19 55) stated that an individual

actively strives for self-understandl® ing through unigue interpretations of




ongoing life events. Personal constructs arn def ined as patterns of
thought which are ways of construing the self. They may be altered or
revised to provide better comprehension and are uniquely individualistic.

Markus described self-schemata as the formation of a cognitive
structure about the self resulting from "any attempt to organize,
summarize, or explain one's own persondl behavior in a particular
situation" (Markus, 1977, P.63). She contended that we selectively
attend to those aspects of our social environment which are most salient.
The saliency of an experience is dependent upon the context or
situational importance of that event in time.

Inaddition, all schema are considered to be dynamic, continually
changing, and updated, as an individual progresses through time. Once
formed, schema are assembled in building block fashion and influence the
interpretation of incoming information and consequent behavior (Markus,
1980). This would mean that self-schemata regarding domains of
self-concept are dynamic and open to alteration and/or change. At the
same time the saliency of incoming information (responsible for the
change or alterition) is influenced by attitudes and perceptions which
are predicated upon prior interpersonal experiences.

Markus differs from Kelly in that she makes the important
observation that self-relevant informition takes precedence over all
other sources of information. Although Markus and kelly do not
differentiate between the sexes, it miy be statad that any reciprocal
interchinge of sel1f-relevant information occurring specifically between
mothzars and daughters can play an important role in the construction

and/or alteration of the mothers' self-concept/self-esteenm.




It is difficult to measure such abstractions as self-concept and
self-esteem. The attempts to do so have generally taken the form of
self-report questionnaires in which individuals answer a variety of
questions pertaining to how they perceive themselves. Self-concept/

self-esteem is then derived by compilation of an aggregate weighting of

the totality of the scores (Fitts, 1965, 1981; Rosenberg, 1965;
Coopersmith, 1965, 1981; Offer, 1981; Piers, 1984).

By contrast, other researchers have clearly differentiated,

I

conceptually and operationally, between self-concept and self-esteem

(Harter, 1983, 1985; Messer & Harter, 1986). Self-concept has been

A g

defined in terms of a multidimensional model composed of independent
self-relevant domains. Each domain is perceived as an autonomous

component of self-concept and is expected to vary in importance as an
individual matures and experiences changes in his/her personal value
system. Messer and Harter (1986) have defined 11 adult domains which

include cognitions about the physical and psychological aspects of the
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self. They are as follows: Sociability, Job Competence, Nurturance,

Athletic Ability, Appearance, Adequate Provider, Morality, Household

e T TR WL AT L

Management, Intimate Relations, Intelligence, and Sense of Humor. It is
important to note that some of these domains are particularly sensitive
( to issues relating to women,

1 Furthermore, Harter perceived Global Self-Worth to be an independent

: measure of an individual's satisfaction with himself/herseif as a person
E and the quality of his/her present life style (Harter 1983, 1985). Such
% theory has been operationalized in a recent research measure by Messer

and Harter (1986) entitled the Adult Self-Perception Profile.



Since Messer & Harter's (1986) multidimensional model is
particularly sensitive to issues that concern women, it was selected to
measure self-concept and self-esteem in the present study. Self-Concept
and self-esteem are hypothesized to be separate cognitive outcomes of a
process of social growth and development. The term self-esteem is used
interchangeably with the terms global self-worth and self-worth.

Interpersonal Relationships : Application to Mother/Daughter Dyads

The importance of interpersonal relationships in the development of
the self has been emphasized by the authors of Interpersonal Theory
(Sullivan, 1953), Social Phenomenoiogical Theory (Laing, 1966, 1969),
Personal Construct Theory (Kelly, 1955), Self-Theory (Kohut, 1983, 1986),
and Person Centered Theory (Rogers, 1961).

Sullivan postulated that social development throughout the life
span, from infancy onwards, occurs due to the influence of other people,
so that the central purpose in life is a reciprocal process of relating
to others. Early self-knowledge resulting from interpersonal
relationships becomes the foundation upon which later constructions about
the self are superimposed (Sullivan, 1953). If so, then interpersonal
relationships in a mother/daughter dyad, which are primary and crucial to
their individual social developmental tasks, can play a role in the
continuing formation and/or alteration of the self-concept and
self-esteem of both females.

Kohut's developmental theory of Self-Psychology stated that the
self-object in significant others acts as a positive mirror image,
vonstitutes an ongoing process throughout the life span, and serves as a

basis for emotional health (Tolpin & Kohut, 1980; Kohut, 1983; 1984;

Y
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1986). Although Kohut's theory emphasized the influence of the mother on
her child, it also stressed that "the psychologically healthy adult
continues to need the mirvroring of the self by self-objects, and
continues to need targets for idealization." (Kohut, 1986, p. 188).
Since self-object relations occur at all developmental levels, it is
conceivable that mirroring can be a reciprocal process occurring between
mothers and their daughters. Thus, in such a mother/daughter
relationship, the daughter's mirroring can be an essential component for
formulation or alteration of her mother's self-concept and self-esteem.

Social Developmental Processes of Adult Women

There are a number of theoretical approaches which may be used to
conceptualize the process of social development in adult women.
Historically, theorists and developmental researchers such as Freud
(1938), Piaget (1983), Erikson (1985), and Levinson (1978), proposed
theoretical models of linearly achieved, orderly, and incremental stages
of social development. These models were based on the assumption that all
adults, regardless of sex, address particular sets of developmental tasks
which are related to stages in the life cycle. Each stage brings its own
unique concerns which are augmented by biological and social pressures.

Some have argued, however, that women' s development should be
considered as a separate entity, because women do not fit well into the
mold described by these stage theories which are based almost exclusively
upon the life experiences of men (Bardwick 1976, 1980; Barnett & Baruch,
1978; Baruch, Barnett & Rivers, 1983; Bernard, 1975; Fiske, 1980;
Gilligan, 1980, 1982, Neugarten & Datan, 1973; Pearlin, 1980; Peck,
1986; and Sangiuliano, 1980).
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Consideration of women's development as a separate entity does not
simplify matters. Within this grouping of researchers, authors, and
theorists, who have focused solely on women's social development, there
have been varied themes and descriptions of such developmental processes.
The 1iterature contains several different models and it is difficult to
obtain one concise and definitive picture of female social development.
For example, one approach has focused on timing of events (Neugarten &
Datan, 1973; Fiske, 1980; Pearlin, 1980; and Sangiuliano, 1980), another
has focused on relationships and attachments (Chodorow, 1974; Miller,
1976; Gilligan, 1980; Bardwick, 1980), while yet another has examined the
importance of roles and 1ife circumstances (Bernard, 1975; Barnett &
Baruch, 1978; Barnett, Baruch and Rivers, 1983). Some authors have
attempted to resolve this diversity by proposing alternative models based
upon an integration of the three main approaches above described
(Helson, Mitchell & Hart, 1985; Peck, 1986). However, Josselson (1987)
has argued that we must accept the fact that women, as a group, are not
fundamentally alike, and that there are many different pathways along
which women may travel during their course of development.

Despite the diversity of approaches, one common theme has emerged in
the literature. Most authors and researchers have agreed that
interpersonal relationships form an important, vital, integral, and
pivotal part of women's developmental process ( Choderow, 1974; Sheehy,
1976; Rubin, 1979; Bardwick, 1980; Rossi, 1980; Sangiuliano, 1980;
Gilligan, 1982; Baruch, Barnett & Rivers, 1983; Eichenbaum & Orbach,
1983; Franz & White, 1985; Hancock, 1985; Lykes, 1985; Miller, 1976;
Randour, 1987). Furthermore, E1licott (1985) demonstrated the importance
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of relationships in women's social development as a function of family
process in family-cycle phases.

As a result of the foregoing, this thesis, while acknowledging the
interaction of 1ife circumstances and the timing of events and roles
within the context of family process, focuses on interpersonal
relationships. The findings of Sangiuliano (1980), Gilligan (1982), and
Schlossberg (1984), referred to below, clearly support this approach.

Sangiuliano (1980) acknowledged that relationships constitute the
primary path of development chosen by women. However, she considered this
path as the root cause of weakness in female development and stated that
the primacy of relationships in women's social development is an obstacle
to the real work of mastering an identity and a unique sense of self
which must occur through the process of separation. According to
Sangiuliano, it is the unpredictable events in women's lives, such as
personal changes in lifestyle, crises and/or emotional upheavals, which
alter the structure of their relationships and provide the crucial
impetus for their cognitive growth and social development. The search
for identity which occurs in the course of dealing with those
unpredictable events is the most important catalyst which leads to
salient change points in women's 1ife histories. Thus, Sangiuliano's
hypothesis 1le to the conclusion that an intense conflictual
interaction between close members in a family unit could serve as a
catalyst for the mother's personal growth.

By contrast, Gilligan values the centrality of all significant
relationships, including non-conflictual ones, as the primary path of

women's social development. She maintains that the course of women's



development differs initially, but eventually coincides with the
developmental path of males (Gilligan, 1982). Each arrives at the same
normative destination, but by an entirely different route and with a
different agenda. She criticized the assumption presented in the male
biased, theoretical models that there is only one normative mode of
development, and she advocated recognition of two distinct patterns of
development for men and women.

Although Sangiuliano condemns the primacy of relationships in female
development, while Gilligan extolls it, both agree on the importance of
relationships in the course of female development. Gilligan's work is
jmportant because it validates the normality and authenticity of
relationships in the course of women's development, while Sangiuliano's
work is important because it highlights the existence of salient change
points which affect the way a woman views herself in a relationship.

Furthermore, the research findings of Schlossberg (1984) illustrated
that there is no single, universal timetable for women's social
development. Each woman has a unique developmental pattern dependent
upon the transitions she is experiencing at any given time in her life
cycle.

The foregoing not only highlights the importance of studying
women's development as a distinct entity predicated on interpersonal
relationships but, in addition, focuses on the unique events in women's
1ives which result in salient change points that are the true

transitional markers of women's social development.
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Mother/Daughter Relationships

Reingold (1969) stated that "The birth of an infant profoundly
modifies the lives of the parents. The greatest effect is brought about
by the birth of the first born, and the greatest effect is experienced by
the mother" (p.782). Reingold described at length the reciprocal process
through which the infant becomes a socializer of parents.

Another approach, therefore, to understanding women's unique social
development is to examine its origins in the family. Eichenbaum and
Orbach (1983) maintained that the difference in the social development of
women originates from the primary relationship forged between mothers and
daughters. They concluded that mothers and daughters are inextricably
bound by the fact that they share the same "gender identity, social role
and social expectations" (Eichenbaum & Orbach, 1983; p.37). These
factors create distinct attitudes and socialization techniques on the
part of mothers in relation to their daughters. Inevitably, this process
causes women to feel and act differently from men. Similar views were
expressed by Rossi (1980) who described the unique mother/daughter bond
as the precursor of women's greater aff iliative tendencies.

Such theorizing about the distinct processes which occur between
mothers and daughters relates directly to the social development of
women. Bardwick (1976) described the process whereby modern mothers and
their daughters in a gender related dyad have much in common as
reciprocal role models, and reciprocal sources of information.
Furthermore, Barnett & Baruch (1978) described how mothers and daughters
continuously develop a more mutually dependent relationship, while

mothers teach their sons to be independent and autonomous. It seems
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likely, therefore, that if both partners in such a mother/daughter dyad
teird to experience their social development primarily through the mode of
interpersonal relationships it is easier for mothers to nurture daughters
than sons, and to feel more emotionally attuned to their daughters than
to their sons.

Several studies have shown that parent/child relationships,
parenting styles, and family interaction styles, differ by sex of child
and of parent (Tomeh & Vasko, 1980; Steinberg, 1981; Swallow, 1981;

Of fer, Ostrov & Howard, 1982; Copeland & Barenbaum, 1983; Copeland &
Grossman, 1984; Grotevant & Cooper, 1985; Hansen & Bozett, 1985;
McGuire, 1985; Frank, Hole, Jacobson, Justkowski & Huyck, 1986; Gecas &
Schwalbe, 1986). In discussing the role of sex in family relationships,
Chodorow (1978) stated that boys and girls initially have much closer,
more emot ionally intense and less differentiated relationships with their
mothers (i.e. the primary caretakers), as compared with their fathers.
Furthermore, Chodorow maintained that there is a unigue aspect to the
mother/daughter relationship which she described from the psyctct- namic
perspectives of both females, as follows:

Mothers' Perspective: Since mothers and daughters are of the same
gender, mothers of infant daughters do not tend to experience those
infants as separate from themselves, in the same way as do mothers of
infant sons. Although mothers experience a sense of oneness and
continuity with their infants of either sex, Chodorow maintains that this
sense is stronger and lasts longer with infant daughters. Furthermore,
she believes that mothers are more 1ikely to retain and emphasize the

narcissistic elements of the mother/daughter relationship and, therefore,
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experience their daughters as an extensior or double of themselves.

Daughters ' Perspective: According to Chodorow, the content of a
daughter's attachment to her mother is different than the content of a
son's attachment to his mother, and sustains the special intensity,
ambivalence and boundary confusion of early mother/infant relationships.
Thus, daughters not only need to identify with and be 1like their mothers,
but also continue to "feel" 1ike their mothers.

Chodorow concluded that since both mother and daughter maintain
elements of their primary relationship, they continue to feel alike in
fundamental ways.

More recently, Frank, Avery & Laman, 1988, in summing up the state
of present clinical research, commented that

"the father's influence as a differentiating force in the mother-
father-child triad is felt more strongly by sons than by daughters.
Presumably, because boys identify with their more distant father at a
fairly young age, their family relationships become less intense and more
depersonalized. In contrast, girls identify with and find it more
difficult to break the intrapsychic and interpersonal ties that bind them
to their mothers.....in particular the mother-daughter relationship
continues to be especially close "{p.730)

Magrab (1979) stressed, in dramatic terms, the strength of the
daughter/mother bond which, according to her, hclds women captive until
death. A woman's first sense of self is described as an extension of her
mother who becomes a lasting 1ife model. It is through the mother that
the daughter 1earns her feminine role behavior and cultural expectations,
while at the same time the mother's identity is bound to the daughter's
development. Friday (1977) described the intense reciprocity of the
mother daughter relationship as one in which what each feels, thinks, and

does, inevitably affects the other.

In addition, many mid 1ife mothers may be experiencing transitional



13
change points in their own lives, which involve the process of striving
to validate their established values and strategies. This may conflict
with the process of their daughters, especially adolescent daughters, who
are likely to be striving towards the creation of new values and
strategies (Kimel & Weiner, 1985). Frank, Avery, and Laman (1988)
suggested that the daughter's "unresolved, ambivalent struggle for
greater separateness often tinges this relationship with strong emotional
conflict” (p.730).

Bengtson and Trol1 (1978) pointed out that periods of change and/or
emotional upheaval render individuals more open to altering their
personal views and constructions. Therefore, perceptions resulting from
such mother/daughter dyads (especially if the mothers perceive their
daughters as extensions or doubles of themselves), can provide an
important part of the cognitive structural framework for the mothers'
self-concept and/or self-esteem.

The foregoing theories and research clearly suggest that mothers and
daughters continuously share a stronger and more unique relationship,
compared with mothers and sons.

Family Processes: Social Interaction in a Mother/Daughter Subsystem

Beginning with the earliest theories on family process, sex
differences in role orientation have been reported. Parsons (1949, 1952,
& 1955) described mothers as the expressive members, and fathers as the
instrumental and more emotionally distant members, of the nuclear family.

Social Learning Theory, postulated by Bandura (1969,1977), stated
that the individual's interpretation of events, rather than the events

themseives, comprised the crucial factor in social learning and social
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responses. This conceptualization placed the individual in a mediating
position between stimulus and response. The resulting three way
reciprocal interplay between person, environment and behavior formed the
main thrust of Bandura's model. Subsequently, Robinson & Jacobson (1988)
suggested that Bandura's theoretical framework is a distinct way of
conceptualizing social development and could be used as a template for
understanding dyadic relationships within a family setting. Thus, in
relation to family dynamics, the social interaction between two members
of a familial dyad can be construed as an integral and influential
process in their shared environment. Robinson & Jacobson concluded that
the behavior and the perceptions of the behavior of one member of the
dyad will influence the behavior and the perceptions of the other.
Ahammer had put forti, a similar argument, by suggesting that although
Social Learning Theory is not a developmental theory, it is well suited
for the study of adult development because of its emphasis on "stimulus
response functional relationships that are particularly sensitive to
detecting behavior change" (Ahammer, 1973; p.255).

Salvadore Minuchin's understanding of family dynamics clearly
stressed a reciprocal process in social interactions. “The individual
influences his context and is influenced by it in constantly recurring
sequences of interaction" (Minuchin, 1274, p. 9). He described the
family as a self-contained social system which governs actions and which
contains stresses to which members respond and by which they are
influenced. "The individual responds to stresses in other parts of the
system and he may contribute significantly to stressing other members of

the system" (Minuchin, 1974, p.9). Patricia Minuchin agrees with these
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views (Minuchin, 1988), as do Ackerman (1958) and B211 and Bell (1983).
The latter focused on perceptions of self-competence and self-esteem as
the primary determinants of such reciprocal interplay in the family.

If the above descriptions are applied to a mother/daughter subsystem
within a family, then it is obvious that the daughter can contribute
significantly to stressing the mother. The stress may be related to
interpersonal content and may be specifically self-relevant for the
mother, especialiy if it relates to her competence on one or more domains
of her self-concept. If so, then this stress might influence the
mother's evaluation of competence on those relevant domains of self-
concept and/or the mother's assesswent of her self-esteem (self-worth).
Thus, the mother's self-evaluation may be influenced by such intervening
variables as the quality and intensity of that mother/daughter
relationship, although tempered by the mother's roles and/or age.

Socioeconomic Status(SES) and Self-Concept and Self-Esteem

Research has demonstrated that social stratification is vital for an
accurate analysis of social phenomena (Mills, 1959; Morgan, 1975; Hurst,
19793 Runciman, 1968). Thompson & Lee (1983) concluded that there is a
relationship between an adult's socioeconomic status and his/her
self-evaluation, even though many earlier studies of adults and children
did not support this hypothesis (Gecas, 1979).

Several authors have concluded that a comprehensive evaluation of
SES should include the family as a principal unit in the social
stratification system (Rossi, Sampson & Bose, 1974, Hollingshead 1975,
Mueller & Parcel, 1981). Furthermore, SES has been linked to differences

in the quality of familial interactions and parenting styles (Gecas,
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1979). This would mean that the quality, content and style of
mother/daughter relationships could differ as a function of SES.

It is obvious that social status alone can be a salient index of
prestige and success for individuals and for families. Since self-esteem
emerges within a social frame of reference (Ziller, Hagey, Smith & Long,
1969; Thompson & Lee, 1983), an individual's inability to attain a
socially expected level of prestige will be reflected in his/her self-
esteem (Stanwyck, 1983). This means that mothers with a lower SES, who
have less social prestige than middle class mothers, could have negative
social influences impinging upon their self-esteem.

Some researchers have used only middle class subjects in order to
obtain a homogeneous sample and to avoid the confound of constraining
external life circumstances associated with lower SES (Reinke, Holmes &
Harris, 1985). Accordingly, the present study was limited to middle
class families.

An evaluation of SES need not always be based solely upon economic
standings. Families are often sensitive to these issues, consider such
questioning personally intrusive, and are reluctant to provide an
accurate reporting of financial standing. Nock and Rossi (1979)
concluded that the most accurate means of evaluating the family unit is
to measure social prestige. Accordingly, the measure of SES in this

study was a measure of Social Prestige.
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Conclusion and Hypotheses

The 1iterature described above suggests the following:

a.) Self-concept and self-esteem are fluid in nature, and constantly
open to change and revision.

b.) Women's development follows a unique process in comparison to men's
developmental process and should be studied as a separate entity.

c.) Close interpersonal relationships exert an important influence on
the mothers' self-concept and self-esteem.

d.) The mother/daughter relationship is vital to an understanding of the
development of mothers' self-concept and self-esteem.

e.) The process of a daughter's developmental transitions occurring
within a family setting, may influence her mother's developmental
transitions and subsequently, her mother's self-concept and/or
self-esteem.

Based on the above, three questions were formulated, as follows:

1.) Would mothers' self-concept and/or self-esteem be related to their
daughters' perceptions of their mothers' competence and overall
worth?

2.) Would mothers and their daughters share similar perceptions about
the quality of their mutual relationship?

3.) Would mothers' self-concept and/or self-esteem be related to the
daughters' perception of the quality of the relationship they share
with their mothers?

In order to address these questions, it was necessary to test the
hypothesis that mothers and daughters share a close perceptual

relationship based on the fact that they are both female. Accordingly,




18
mother/son dyads were used for comparison and three main hypotheses were
put forth. Additional questions which focused on the origin and effect
of such shared perceptions, if any, and the potential influence of
intervening variables such as the mother's 1ife style, work status, and
the ages of her children, were not examined in this study.

The hypotheses are as follows:
1. The self-concept and/or self-esteem of mothers would have a greater
association with their daughters' assessments of the mothers' competence
and overall worth, as compared with similar assessments of the mothers by
their sons.
2. Mutual assessments of the quality of the mother/daughter relationship,
made by mothers and their daughters, would share a greater association,
as compared with mutual assessments of the mother/son relationship, made

by mothers and their sons.

3. The self-concept and/or self-esteem of mothers would have a greater
association with their daughters' assessment of the quality of the

relationship that they share with their mothers, as compared with a

similar assessment made by their sons regarding the quality of their

mother/son relationship.
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METHOD
Subjects
The subjects were 51 English speaking, white, middle class mothers

between 35 and 47 years of age and their two children. The 102 female

and/or male siblings ranged in age from 8 to 19 years.

When the children were divided by sex, the sample consisted of 52
girls and 50 boys. A11 first born children, (27 males and 24 females)
were between the ages of 10 and 19 years, while the second born males
(23) ranged in age from 8 to 17 years, and the second born females (28)
ranged in age from 8 to 18 years.

It was recognized that working substantial hours in salaried
employment outside the home might influence the course of self-concept
and/or self-esteem development of the mothers in the sample. Therefore,
the extent to which mothers were employed outside of traditional
homemak ing was determined.

For the purposes of this study mothers were grouped into two
categories as follows: 1. women who were employed 20 hours per week or
more, and 2. women who were employed less than 20 hours per week or were
non salaried homemakers in the traditional sense. These categories
served as control variables and were distributed fairly evenly across the
two groups for mothers of first born daughters (category one: 12
subjects; category two: 12 subjects), as compared with first born sons
(category one: 13 subjects; category two: 14 subjects).

A11 mothers were married and members of an intact, urban, nuclear
family. Their husbands and children were living at home.

The middle class families chosen for the study resided in the
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following Quebec municipalities: Beaconsfield, Cote St. Luc, Dollard Des
Ormeaux, Hampstead, Hudson, Montreal, Montreal West, Pointe Claire, St.
Laurent, St. Lazare, Town of Mount Royal, Verdun and Westmount.

Research has demonstrated that the years between 30 and 50 span a
time frame which involves a period of marked transitions and adjustment
to change for most adult women (Rubin, 1979; Baruch, Barnett & Rivers,
1983; Kimel & Weiner, 1985). A limited age range of adult women, 35 to
47 years old, was, therefore, chosen to provide sufficient homogeneity in
the data of this study and to eliminate the confound of a wide range of
age related perceptions regarding change and transitions.

English speaking, urban, middle class, married, white Quebec women
are considered 1ikely to share similar social constraints and family 1ife
styles. They live in the same cultural milieu and experience similar
cultural values and norms. The focus on such women was intended,
therefore, to 1imit the influence of sociocultural variables associated
with socioeconomic status, language, and marital status (single,
divorced, separated, remarried or widowed women), that might influence
the mothers' selif-concept and/or self-esteem.

Measures

The materials consisted of a family assessment measure, a measure of
self-concept and self-esteem (self-worth), a subjective evaluation form,
and a measure of socioeconomic status (SES). A1l measures were paper and
pencil questionnaires. The family assessment measure, and the measure of
self-concept and self-esteem, relied on self-reports.

The Family Assessment Measure, consisting of a General Scale and a

Dyadic Relationship Scale (Skinner, Steinhauer & Santa-Barbara, 1983,
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1984), was designed to measure general family functioning and perceptions
of the quality of dyadic relationships within the family unit,
respectively.
The measure of self-concept and self-esteem, i.e. The Adult Self-
Perception Profile (Messer & Harter, 1986), was designed to allow for a

self-evaluation by the mothers of their self-concept and self-esteem

across 12 domains.

The subjective evaluation form was specifically designed for this
study in order to allow the children to report their assessment of their
mothers' competence/success and overall worth across those 12 domains.

The SES measure, Four Factor Index of Social Status (Hollingshead,
1975), was designed to measure social stratification according to
household social standings, i.e. social prestige.

Family Assessment Measure

The Family Assessment Measure (FAM) (Skinner, Steinhauer & Sanca-

Barbara, 1983, 1984), which includes the General Scale (GS) and the
Dyadic Relationship Scale (DRS), was chose~ YSecause this measure appears
to be the most relevant to the proposed study. FAM is the only
instrument which incorporates an assessment of the subject's response
style, and measures cognitive perceptions of dyadic relationships, in
addition to the assessment of general family functioning. FAM,
therefore, was selected rather than other family assessment measures such
as Faces 111 (Olson, Joyce, Portner, & Lavee, 1985) or the Family
Environment Scale (Moos & Moos, 1981).

FAM is in the experimental stage and the authors report statistically

significant intercorrelations among the subscales of both the GS and the
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DRS. However, they report substantial internal consistency estimates for
the General and the Dyadic scales based upon 475 families (933 adults,
502 children).

Internal consistency for the subscales of the General Scale ranged
from .65 to .87 for adults, and from .60 to .87 for children. Reliability
overall for the General Scale was .93 for adults, and .94 for children.
Investigation of Validity was not reported.

Internal Consistency for the subscales of the Dyadic Relationship
Scale ranged from .64 to .82 for adults, and from .59 to .73 for
children. Reliability overall for the Dyadic Relationship Scale was .95
for adults and .94 for children. Investigation of Validity was not
reported.

External validity and reliability measures, as well as test-retest
reliability measures are in progress (comr.rnication with Skinner, 1987 &
1988).

The General Scale (GS): The General Scale (GS) focuses on the level

nof health-pathology in the family from a system's perspective and was
desisned to measure quantitative indices of family strengths and
weakness. The purpose of this instrument for this research was to
establish that the sample consisted of families within the normal range
of functioning and thereby mitigate the possibility of confounds arising
from family pathology. Skinner, Santa-Barbara, and Steinhauer (1981)
have concluded that mothers provide the most critical information in
rating family functioning for non clinical and pathological families.
Therefore, mothers only were chosen as the most appropriate screening

agent in this study.
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The seven areas of family functioning examined in the GS are Role
Performance, Communication, Affective Expression, Involvement, Control,
Task Accomplishment, and Values and Norms. Each area is evaluated
individually and an overall rating for general family functioning is
calculated by computing the average score of the seven areas. In
addition, the GS contains measures for Social Desirability and
Defensiveness. See Appendix A.

The Dyadic Relationship Scale (DRS): The Dyadic Relationship Scale

(DRS) focuses on relationships among specific pairs and was designed to
measure general areas of strengths or disturbances in the relationships
between those pairs in the family. The use of this scale in the study
was to assess the quality of dyadic relationships between mothers and
their children. The scale focuses on the areas of Task Accomplishment,
Values and Norms, Role Performance, Communication, Affective Expression,
Involvement, and Control. See Appendix C. Each area is evaluated
individually and an overall rating can be determined by calculating the
average score of the seven areas. The Dyadic Relationship Scale does not
contain measures for Social Desirability and Defensiveness, as does the
General Scale (GS).

The DRS questionnaire form has undergone minor revision in format
for the purposes of _his study, and has been approved by Dr. Skinner (See
Appendix B for revised formats). The recommended age for children using
this measure is 1isted in the instruction manual as at least 10 to 12
years of age. See Appendix B-1. For the purposes of this study, only the
responses of the first born children were used for analyses of this

measure. These children ranged in age from 10 to 19 years. Normative
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data are available for this age range, and the data collected in the
present study appear to be comparable.

Measure of Self-Concept and Self-Worth
The Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP): The Adult Self-Perception

Profile (Messer & Harter, 1986) contains 12 domains. Eleven independent
domains (Sociability, Job Competence, Nurturance, Athletic Ability,
Appearance, Adequate Provider, Morality, Household Management, Intimate
Relations, Intelligence, and Sense of Humor) were designed to measure
self-concept. One separate and independent domain was reserved for the
measurement of an individual's Global Self-Worth, i.e. self-esteem. This
is not calculated as an average derived from an aggregate of scores, or a
weighting of the other 11 constituent domains in the measure. See
Appendix D.

This profile includes an importance rating scale which allows for
the assessment of the importance of success in each of the 11 constituent
domains. The design of that scale stems from the authors' theoretical
stance that persons do not view themselves as equally competent in all
domains, and that the importance placed on achieving success in a
particular domain, coupled with the perception of success or failure in
that domain, will be the basis of self-evaluation of competence and/or
adequacy in that area.

This measure allows subjects to rate the three domains which are
most important to their sense of selif-worth, and the three domains which
are the least important to their sense of self-worth. If an individual
achieves a high level of self-assessed competence in the three domains

which are rated as the most important to a sense of self-worth, it would
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seem 1ikely that he/she would achieve a high self-assessed rating of
Global Self-Worth.

The ASPP was chosen, therefore, over other self-perception
inventories (Fitts, 1965; Coopersmith, 1981; Offer, 1981; Petersen,
Schulenberg, Abramowitz, Offer, & Jarcho, 1984; Piers, 1984), because it
is the only measure that a) clearly distinguishes self-concept from
self-esteem, b) includes a unique opportunity to assess global self-worth
as a separate entity beyond an individual's judgment of competence/
adequacy in the various domains, c) adequately recognizes and records a
full spectrum of the multidimensionality of self-concept, d) provides the
opportunity to assess a profile of perceived competencies across
different domains, e) includes subscales relevant to intellectual and
occupational performance which are important to women as well as men, and
f) is concerned with salient dimensions for adult women, i.e. nurturance,
intimate relations, and household management.

The ASPP has been standardized on the basis of 141 adults ranging in
age from 30 to 50 years. The majority of the standardization aroup were
part of intact, yhite, upper middle class families. Internal consistency
of the twelve subscales (Cronbach's Alpha) ranged from a low of .73 for
Job Competence to a high of .91 for Global Self-Worth. The subscale,
Adequate Provider, had good internal consistency only with respect to
full time working men and women. A factor analysis of the scales
provided strong evidence for 10 specific factors related to the 11
domains of the subscales. No other reliability or validity data are
available at the present time. See Appendix E for The Adult Self-
Perception Profile (ASPP), (Messer & Harter, 1986).
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Subjective Evaluation Form

Childrens' Ratings of Their Mothers: A measure based on the Adult

Self-Perception Profile was designed by the examiner to assess the
childrens' perceptions of their mothers' competence/success and overall
worth across tne 12 relevant domains of self-concept and global self-
worth in the ASPP.

Each child's assessment of h*:‘her mother's competence/success was
measured on a 4 point scale in which a score of 4 indicated that the
mother was "most competent", while a score of 1 indicated that the mother
was "not very competent". This scale followed the format of the
jmportance rating scales in the Adult Self-Perception Profile. The
categories listed in the questionnaire were the same 11 domains of self-
concept listed in the Adult Self-Perception Profile.

Each child's assessment of his/her mother's overall worth was
achieved with a 9 point scale in which a score of 1 indicated the highest
regard, while a score of 9 indicated very low regard. This question was
designed to correspond to the mother's perception of her own global self-
worth in the Adult Self-Perception Profile.

Children were given the opportunity to state in which 3 of the 11
self-concept domains in the ASPP they perceived their mothers to be the
most competent, and in which three domains they perceived their mothers
to be the most competent, and in which three domains they perceived their
mothers to be the least competent.

The evaluative questionnaire allowed for a comparison, within the
mother/child dyad, of the mother's perception of herself in the 12

domains of the ASPP, and each of her children's perceptions of her
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competence/success and overall worth in the same 12 domains of the ASPP.
It was entitled "Competence Rating for your Mother" and appended to the
last page of the children's dyadic relationship scale. Two separate
questionnaires were presented, therefore, as a single unit, to each
child. See Appendix F.

Socioeconomic Status (SES)

Several authors have concluded that an accurate evaluation of SES,
which is guided by the most up to date and concliusive measures, should
include the family as a principal unit in the social stratification
system (Rossi, Sampson & Bose, 1974; Hollingshead, 1975; Muelier &
Parcel, 1981).

Nock & Rossi (1979) published a measure of SES entitled "The Home
Prestige Score". They concluded that the most accurate means of
evaluating the family unit was to measure social prestige by taking into
account its members' ages, sex, marital status, number of children,
occupations and education. Since such variables as age, sex, marital
status, and number of children were controlled for in the present study,
it was necessary to find a measure of SES which correlated with Nock &
Rossi's Home Prestige Scores and which would account for the remaining
variables of spouses' occupations and educaticn.

The Four Factor Index of Social Status (1975) correlates with the

Home Prestige Scores, r = .927. The coefficient of determination is

r2 = .860. The Occupational Factor has been keyed to the occupational
titles used by the United States Census in 1970, with minor revisions.
The Four Factor Index of Social Status in this sample was computed by

summing the scores for each spouse's occupation and education and by
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dividing the total by 2. C(omputed scores can range from a high of 66 to
a lowof 8. This range remains constant whether the computed score is
based on the occupation of one or two members of a household. Constancy
of range, despite the occupational 1isting of only one member of a
household, is particularly important for this study, since some of the
mothers in the sample were homemakers with no listed occupation.
Families 1ircluded in this research were expected to fall within the two
top strata, scoring either 40-54 or 55-66. See Appendix G for SES rating
form.

Procedure

Fifty three families were ini2rviewed. Two families were
subsequently removed from the study because they did not meet the
screening criteria. Fifty one faiilies participated in the study.

A letter of explanation, together with an appropriate consent form
informing subjects of their rights, was presented to all 51 adu'ts, as
well as to all adolescents 18 years anc over, prior to the commencement
of the interview process. See Appendices i and I.

Upon entering the study, each family unit was assigned an
identifying code number, which was maintained throughout the study, to
protect the subjects' anonymity.

A1l subjects were dinterviewed in their homes in order to collect
data in a naturalistic environment. However, information pertaining to
demographic variables and socioeconomic status was requested by telephone
prior to home visits. This prior solicitation of information regarding
subjects' marital status, ages, birth dates, work status and occupation

uf spouses served to facilitate the interview process and to ascertain
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whether the solicited subjects Fit all the criteria for participation in
this study. See Appendix J for the SES questionnaire.

The participating members of each family (the mother and her two
children) were interviewed in separate rooms so as to maintain privacy.
instructions for each respective measure were given in accordance with
the guidelines in the research manuals. Presentation of the
quest i onnaires began with the mother and proceeded in descending ordev
from the eldest to the youngest child. The examiner remained in the same
room as the youngest child, reading the questions aloud, and offering
verbal explanations when necessary, while being available for questions
from other participants.

Children generally had no difficulty understanding the dyadic
scale. However, some of the youngest children initially expressed
difficulty understanding some words, such as "crises" and "aftairs", and
Question 3S. Standard explanations were given when such diff iculties
arose. An example is as follows:

"Question 35 states that ‘There's a big difference between what my
mother expects of me and how she behaves.' let's pretend that your mother
is the kind of mother who expects you to hang up your coat when you come
home From school, and she 1ets you know very clearly that this is what
she expects you to do. Now let's pretend that you come home from school
and you don't hang up your coat. You just drop it on the floor near the
closet and walk away. If your mother calls you back and says 'I want you
to hang up your coat', then you can mark that you disagree or strongly
disagree with the statement in Question 35. This means that there is no
difference between what you: mother expects of you (to hang up your coat)
and how she behaves (she makes you hang up your coat).

However, let's pretend that you drop your coat on the floor and your
mother- just picks it up and hangs it up by herself. She doesn't call you
back to hang up your coat, even though you have always been told that
this ¥s what you are supposed to do vhen you come home from school. You
car then mark that you agree with or strongly agree with the statement in
Question 35. This means that there is a big difference between what your
mother expects of you (to hang up your own coat) and the way she behaves
(she hhangs 1t up for you)."
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Following the above explanation, the children appeared to have no
diff iculty generalizing this statement to their mother's behavior and
were able to answer Question 35.

Pilot data suggested that al1 of the questionnaires could be
completed in 45 minutes. Most home visits required no more than one
hour.

A1l nothers and their ~nildren were administered similar, age
appropriate, pencil and paper, self-report questionnaires ina
counterbalanced order.

Mothers: Every mother received three appropriately labelled
quest ionmires packaged in the following units: one FAM General Scile,
two FAM Dyadic Relationship Scales (ome for each child), and one Adult
Self-Perception Prof ile.

Children: fach child received two appropriately labelled
questionnaires packaged a5 one unit: one FAM Dyadic Relationship Scale,
with an attached Competence Rating questionnaire for rating his/her
mother.

Design and Statistical Andlysis

The min hypotheses involved comparison of correlations between
ratings of first born daughters and their mothers, as compared with
correlations between ratings of first born sons and their mothers.

Division of the childrens' sample by birth order, with the exclusion
of second born childrens' data, avoided the confound of using the
responses of related siblings in the same analysis, i.e. within and
between cells for analysis of viriance, and within groups for correlations.

In addition, a11 mothers in the simple shared a relationship with
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two children, who were either same sex siblings (25 families) or opposite
sex siblinas (26 families). In order to clearly examine the
relatitsnships between mothers and daughters, as compared with mothers and
sons, it was necessary to select subgroups from the total sample in which
mothers had two children of the same sex. This methodology avoided the
confound arising from the potential influence of an opposite sex child in
the family unit upon the mother’s perceptions of self-concept and self-
worth.

Therafore, the sample of 102 children was divided by birth order of
the children and by the sex of sibling composition within the family
units. This allowed for four groups of subjects: 1. first born daughters
who had sibling sisters (f/ff), 2. first born sons who had sibling
brothers (m/m), 3. first born daughters who had sib1ing brothers (f/nf),
and 4. first born sons who had sibling sisters (m/mf).

These respective divisions of the mothers' and childrens' responses,
while eliminating statistiral confounds, severely restricted the subject
to variable ratio essential for appropriate use of multivariate
statistics. Pearson Correlations were employed to analyze the strength
of relationships between mothers and their children. Univariate Analyses
of variance (ANOVA) were employed for the analyses of the childrens'

responses.
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RESULTS

The results will be reported in four sections:

1.  General Demographic Results

2.  Examination of Hypotheses

3. Domains of Most/Least Importance for Mothers in the Domains of Self-
Concept (ASPP) and Childrens' Perceptions of Mothers' Competence/
Lack of Competence in the Domains of Self-Concept (ASPP)

'R Addit ional Analyses

General Demographic Results

Soc ioeconomic Status (SES)

The Prestige Ratings for the participating families were expected to
fall within the two top strata, reaching a level of either 40-54, or 55-
66. One family was rated 19, 26 families were rated between 40-54, while
25 families were rated between 55-66. The family which rated 19 was
removed from the study.

Assessment of Family Functioning (FAM)

General Scale (GS): The assessment of family functioning was based

on a global score for each family, calculated as an average score of the
seven domains of the General Scale. ldeally, scores for a "well
functioning family" are expected to fall within the range of 40 to 50.
As the scores rise above 50, some difficulty is expected to be found
within the family on one or several domains. Serious family problems
and/or pathology are indicated when scores are above 60. Scores in this

sample ranged from a low of 30.14 to a high of 64. Consequently, the one
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family whose score exceeded 60 was not included in the study.

Measures of Social Desirability and Defensiveness

The General Scale (GS) for mothers included a measure of Social
Desirability and of Defensiveness. Scores ranged from 25 to 79 for
Social Desirability, and from 31 to 81 for Defensiveness. See Appendix K
for a description of those families whose scores were high on Social
Desirability and Defensiveness. Eleven mothers had high scores for
Social DesirabiTity. Four of those same mothers had high scores for
Defensiveness. However, all 11 mothers gave their families superior
ratings for family functioning on the general scale, i.e. their family
scores were below 40. Skinner et al (1984) reported that low scores
(below 40) on the General Scale are generally associated with high scores
for social desirability. Such low scoring families are not considered to
be "pathological" in terms of general functioning. Furthermore, Social
Desirabi1ity was not significantly correlated with any of the 11 domains
of Self-Concept or the one domain of Global Self-Worth in the Adult Self-
Perception Prof ile. See Appendix L. It was not considered necessary,
therefore, to exclude those families who scored high on Social

Desirability and/or Defensiveness from the study.

Examination of Hypotheses

Hypothesis One

Hypothesis one states that the self-concept and/or self-esteem of
mothers would have a greater association with their daughters'
assessments of the mothers' competence and overall worth, as compared

with similar assessments of the mothers by their sons.
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Pearson Correlations were employed to examine responses of 51
mothers and the responses of their first born children. Two groups were
formed using sex of the first born child as the grouping factor, i.e.,
mothers with first born daughters, and mothers with first born sons. The
analysis of responses proceeded as follows:

Self-Concept: A. The 11 domains of self-concept in the ASPP, as
rated by mothers, and their first born daughters' and first born sons'
assessments of the mothers' competence on those 11 domains, were examined
for correlations.

B. The 11 domains of self-concept in the ASPP, as
rated by mothers, and their first born daughters' and first born sons'
evaluations of the mothers' overall worth, were examined for
correlations.

Self-Worth: A. The mothers' perception of global self-worth in
the ASPP, and the first born daughters' and first born sons' assessments
of their mothers' competence on each of the 11 domains of the ASPP, were
examined for correlations.

B. The mothers' perception of global self-worth in
the ASPP, and the first born daughters' and first born sons' evaluations
of their mothers' overall worth, were examined for correlations.

Follow up analyses were performed, with Dunn's Test (Bonferroni T)
and Fisher's r Transformations. Dunn's Test (Bonferroni T) was employed
to maintain an appropriate Type 1 error rate by using an experimentwise
alpha level of .0045, when the 11 self-concept domains in the ASPP were
examined, and an experimentwise alpha level of .0041, when 12 domains

(including mothers' overall worth) in the ASPP were examined (Howel1,
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1982). Fisher's r Transformations were utilized to test for
statistically significant differences between the independent
correlations obtained for self-concept and self-worth in the two groups
(Howell, 1982).

Results: Correlations Between Mothers and First Born Daughters (n=24)

Sel1f-Concept: A. There was a significant correlation between

mothers' perceptions of self-concept, and the first born daughters'
assessment of their mothers' competence, in four domains of the ASPP:

Job Competence r = .5554, p < .005, Attletic Ability r = .8473, p < .000,
Intelligence r = .-4451, p < .025, and Humor r = .6266, p < .001. After
application of the Bonferroni T procedure, Job Competence, Athletic
Ability and Humor remained statistically significant at the .05 level of
significance. Statistical significance for Intelligence was not
maintained. See Table 1.

B. There were significant correlations between
mothers ' perceptions of self-concept, and first born daughters'
evaluation of their mothers' overall worth in two domains of the ASPP:
Nurturance r = -.4239, p < .039, and Intimate Relations r = -.6450, p <
.001. However, after the application of the Bonferroni T procedure, only
Intimate Relations remained statistically significant at the .05 Tevel of
significance. See Table 2

Self-Worth: A. Mothers' perception of global self-worth, and
first born daughters' assessment of their mothers' competence for the
domains of Athletic Ability r = .5954, p <.002 and Household Management
r = .4123, P < ,045 were significantly correlated. Only Athletic Ability

maintained statistical significance after the application of the
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Table 1

lero-Order Correlations Between Mothers' Perceptions in 11 Domains of
Self-Concept and First Born Daughters' and First Born Sons' Respective

Evaluations of Mothers' Competence in Those 11 Domains (ASPP).

Self-Concept Domains Mothers® Self-Concept Mothers' Self-Concept
and Daughters' Assessment and Sons' Assessment
of Mothers'Competence of Mothers'Competence

(n = 24) (n =27)

Sociability .10 .19

Job Competence 56%+F .18

Nurturance .27 .14

Athletic AbilityR L8akaxt 42%

Appearance .23 17

Adequate Provider .37 -.25

Morality .15 17

Household Management .26 A43*

Int imate Relations -.09 .13

Intelligence . 46* -.05

HumorR L63rrrt -.14

¥k = p < 001

¥ =p< .01
* =p< .05

Note: a) Coefficients with ¥ indicate significance at .05 level
according to Bonferroni's criteria.
b) R indicates significant differences between two groups of
independent correlations, according to Fisher's r
Transformations.
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Perceptions in 11 Domains of

Zero-Order Correlations Between Mothers' p

elf-Concept and First Born Daughters' and First Born Sons' Respective

Evaluations of Mothers' Overall Worth™.

Self-Concept

Mothers' Self-Concept

Mothers' Self-Concept

Doma ins and Daughters' Evaluation and Sons' Evaluation
of Mothers' Overall Worth™ of Mothers' Overall Worth”
(n =24) (n = 27)

Sociability -.30 .07
Job Competence ~-.05 .35
Nurturance ~.42* -.17
Athletic Abi1ity =11 .34
Appearance -.10 .04
Adequate Provider -.19 -.20
Morality -.08 -.24
Household Management -.19 A2
Intimate Relations® ~.65x%xt 14
Inte11igence -.25 .00
Humov -.38 .04
Wk = p< 001

¥ o=p< .01

*=p< .05

Note: a) Coefficients with * indicate significance at .05 Tevel

according to Bonferroni's criteria.

b) R indicates significant d.fferences between two groups of
independent correlations, according to Fisher's r

Transformations.

c) T Lower scores for Overall Worth indicate more positive

ratings.
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Bonferroni T procedure. See Table 3.
B. There was no correlat ion between daughters'
evaluation of mothers' overall worth and mothers' assessment of their

global self-worth r = -.1801, p < .40. See Table 3.

Results: Correlations Between Mothers and First Born Sons (n = 27)

Self-Concept: A. There were significant correlations between
mothers' perceptions of self-concept, and their first born sons'
assessments of their mothers' competence for the domains of Household
Managemert r = .4253, p < .027 and Athletic Ability r = .4263, p < .026.
Statistical significance was not maintained after the application of the
Bonferroni T procedure. See Table 1.

B. There were no significant correlations between
mothers' perceptions of self-concept, and first born sons' evaluation of
their mothers' overall worth. See table 2.

Self-Worth: A. Mother's perception of global self-worth, and
first born sons' assessment of their mothers' competence for Intimate
Relations were negatively correlated, r = -.4381, p <.022. Statistical
significance was not maintained after the application of the Bonferroni T
procedure. See Table 3.

B. There was no correlation between first born sons’
evaluation of mothers' overall worth and their mothers' assessment of

global self-worth r = -.1412, p < .48. See Table 3.
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Zero-Order Correlations Between Mothers' Perception of Global Self-Worth

and fFirst Born Daughters' and First Born Sons' Respective Evaluations of
Their Mothers' Eompetence in 11 Domains of Self-Concept in the ASPP and

Their Mothers' Overall Worth™.

Mothers' Global

Mothers' Global

Variables Sel1f-Worth and Self-Worth and
Daughters' Perceptions Sons' Perceptions
of Mothers' (ompetence of Mothers' Competence
and (Overall Worth and Overall Worth
(n = 24) (n = 27)

Sociability -.09 .07
Job Competence .12 .04
Nurturance .22 -.29
Athletic AbilityR L60%*+ .03
Appearance .04 .14
Adequate Provider -.12 -.01
Morality .32 -.25
Househo1d Management LAl* -.04
Intimate Relations -.08 -.44*
Intelligence -.06 -.11
Sense of Humor .09 -.21
Overall Worth -.18 -.14

**x = p < ,001
**=p < ,01
*=p < ,05
Note:

according to Bonferroni's criteria.
b) R indicates significant differences between two groups of

independent correlations, according to Fisher's r Transformations.
c) " Lower scores for Qverall Worth indicate more positive rat-ings.

a) Coefficients with * indicate significance at .05 level
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Results: Fisher's r Transformations for Significant Dif ferences Between

Groups
Fisher's r Transformations revealed that there were statistically

significant differences between the two pairs of independent correlations
(mothers/daughters and mothers/sons):

A) In the domains of Athletic Ability (z obt. =2.65, p < .008), and
Humor (z obt. = 2.00, p < .046), as listed in Table 1.

B) In the domain of Intimate Relations (z obt. = 2.10, p < .026), as
listed in Table 2.

C) In the domain of Athletic Ability (z obt. = 2.15, p < .031), as
1isted in Table 3.

Hypothesis Two

Hypothesis two states that mutual assessments of the quality of the
mother/daughter relationship, made by mothers and their daughters, would
share a greater association, as compared with the mutual assessments of
the mother/son relationship, made by mothers and their sons.

Pearson Correlations were employed to examine the responses of all
51 mothers and their first born children. Sex of the first born child was
the grouping factor. Two groups of responses were formed, mothers with
first born daughters, and mothers with first born sons. Correlations
between the mothers' perception of the quality of the relationship they
share with their first born children and the first born childrens'
perception of the quality of the relationship they share with their
mothers, were examined.

Since there were high intercorrelations among the seven domains of
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the Dyadic Relationship Scale (DRS) for mothers and for children, one
global score was computed for mothers, and one global score was computed
for children. The global scores were computed in each case by taking the
average of the seven domains (Task Accomplishment, Values and Norms, Role
Performance, Communication, Affective Expression, Involvement and
Control). C(orrelations were then examined between the two global scores.
follow up analyses utilized Fisher's r Transformations to test for
statistically significant differences between those independent
correlations (Howell, 1982). See Appendix M for intercorrelations in
mothers' ratings. See Appendix N for intercorrelations in childrens'

ratings.

Results: Correlations for Mothers with First Born Daughters (n = 24)

There was a significant correlation between mothers' perception, and
first born daughters' perception, Loncerning the quality of the

relationship they share r = .408, p < .047.

Results: Correlations for Mothers with First Born Sons (n = 27)

There was no significant correlation between mothers' perception,
and first born sons' perception, concerning the quality of the

relationship they share r = .06, p < .76.

> sults: Fisher's r Transformations for Significant Differences Between

Groups

However, when Fisher's v Transformation was employed to test for a

significant difference between the above independent correlations for
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mothers and daughters (r = .408) and for mothers and sons (r = .060), the
results indicated that the difference between the two correlation scores

was nct statistically significant (z obt. = 1.27).

Hypotnasis Three

Hypothesis three states that the self-concept and/or self-esteem of
mothers would have a greater association with their daughters' (compared
with their sons') assessment of the quality of the relationship that they
share with their mothers.

Pearson Correlations were employed to examine responses of 51
mothers and the responses of their first born children. Two groups were
formed, using sex of the first born child as the grouping factor, i.e.
mothers with first born daughters, and mothers with first born sons. The
analysis of responses proceeded as follows:

Self-Concept: Mothers' perceptions in the 11 domains of self-

concept in the ASPP, and their first born daughters' and first born sons'
respective global scores in the DRS (assessment of the quality of their
. relationship with their mothers), were examined for correlations.
Self-Worth: Mothers' perception of global self-worth in the ASPP,
and their first born daughters' and first born sons' respective global
scores in the DRS (assessment of the quality of their relationship with
their mothers), were examined for correlations.
Dunn's Test (Bonferroni T) was performed to maintain an appropriate
Type 1 error rate by using an experimentwise alpha level of .0045 when 11
self-concept domains in the ASPP were examined (Howell, 1982). Fisher's

r Transformations were used to check for statistically significant
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differences between the two pairs of independent correlations for mothers

and daughters, and mothers and sons (Howell, 1982).

Results: Mothers and Daughters

Correlations between Mothers' Self-Concept (ASPP) and First Born

Daughters' Assessment in the (DRS) (n=24): First born daughters'

assessment of the quality of their relationship with their mothers in the
DRS was significantly correlated with their mothers' perception of self
in the domain of Intimate Relations r = -.4643, p < .022. Statistical
significance was not maintained after the application of the Bonferroni T
procedure. See Table 4.

Correlations between Mothers' Self-Worth (ASPP) and First Born

Daughters' Assessment in the (DRE) (n = 24): There was no significant

correlation between mothers' perception of global self-worth and first
born daughters' assessment of the quality of their relationship with

their mothers in the DRS r = -,1708, p < .425. See Table 4.

Results: Mothers and Sons

Correlations between Mothers' Self-Concept {ASPP) and First Born

Sons' Assessment in the (DRS) (n=27): First born sons' assessment of the

quality of the‘r relationship with their mothers in the DRS was
significantly -orrelated with their mothers' perceptions of self-concept
on three domains in the ASPP: Sociability r = .4091, p < .034, Intimate
Relations r = .3797, p < .051, and Humor r = .4710, p < .013. Statistical
significance was not maintained after the application of the Bonferroni T

procedure. See Table 4.
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Zero-Order Correlations Between Mothers' Self-Concept (ASPP) and First
Born Daughters' and First Born Sons' Respective Assessments of the

___________________ET___T____________________

Quality of the Mother/Child Relationship (DRS).

Mothers' Self-Concept,

Mothers' Self-Concept,

Varizbl:cs Global Self-Worth (ASPP) Global Self-Worth (ASPP)

and Daughters' Global and Sons' Global Score
Score (DRS) (n (DRS) (n = 27)

Sociability -.34 .40*

Job Competence -.05 .08

Nurturance -.23 -.13

Athletic Ability .07 .18

Appearance .05 .21

Adequate Provider .05 .13

Morality .10 -.08

Household Management -.08 -.03

Intimate Relations -.46* .38*

Intelligence -.26 .13

Humor -.23 AT

Global Self-Worth -.17 .17

**% = p < .001
** = p < ,01
*=p< .05

Note: a) Coefficients with * indicate significance at .05 level

according to Bonferroni's criteria.

b) R indicates significant differences between two groups of
independent correlations, according to Fisher's r Transformation.
c) ~ Lower scores for Overall Worth indicate more positive

ratings.
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Correlations between Mothers' Self-Worth (ASPP) and First Born Sons'

Assessment in the (DRS): There was no significant correlation between

mothers' perception of global self-worth and first born sons' assessment
of the quality of their relationship with their mothers in the DRS
r=.1764 p < .379. See Table 4.

Results: Fisher's r Transformations for Significant Differences Between

Groups

Fisher's r Transformations revealed that there was no significant
difference between the two pairs of independent correlations, i. e.
between mothers/daughters and mothers/sons, in all of the domains listed

in Table 4.
Domains of Most/Least Importance for Mothers in the Domains of
Self-Concept (ASPP) and Childrens' Perceptions of Mothers'

Competence/Lack of Competence in the Domains of Self-Concept (ASPP)

Results: Mothers

The mothers' choices involved rank order nomination of the three
domains which they believed to be the most important to their sense of
self-worth, and the two or three domains which they perceived to be the

least important to their sense of self-worth.

Domains of Most Importance

The three domains most important to mothers' sense of self

worth, were, in rank order, Morality, Nurturance and Intelligence.
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Domains of Least Importance

The majority of the mothers chose 2 rather than 3 domains which
were of least importance to their sense of self-worth. Those two domains
were, in rank order, Athletic Ability and Household Management. See
Appendix O and Appendix P for a summary of the choices, in rank order, on

all domains, as rated by the mothers.

Results: Children

The childrens' choices involved rank order nomination of the three
domains on which they believed their mothers to be most competent, and
the two or three domains on which they perceived their mothers to be the
least competent. Their responses were grouped by sex of children

(N = 102, f = 52, m = 50).

Domains of Most Competence

Girls (n = 52) chose, in r#.k order, Nurturance, Household
Management, and Intimate Relations as their mothers' domains of most
competence. Boys (n = 50) chose, in rank order, Nurturance, Intimate

Relations, and Provider.

Domains of Least Competence

Girls (n = 52) rated their mothers least competent, in rank
order, on Athletic Ability and Appearance. Boys (n = 50) rated their
mothers least competent, in rank order, on Athletic Ability and Sense of
Humor. See Appendices Q to T for domains of mothers' most/least

competence, in rank order, as rated by their daughters and sons.
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4, Additional Analyses:
A. ANOVA:
Childrens' Perceptions of Mothers' Competence and Overall Worth (ASPP).

The childrens' perceptions of their mothers' competence in the 11
domains of self-concept in the ASPP, and the childrens' ratings of their
mothers' overall worth were analyzed as a function of the sex of the
first born children only. Sex of first born child, in relation to sex of
sibling composition in the family unit, was the grouping factor. The
childrens' responses were divided into four groups and Analysis of

Variance [ANOv~) was employed.

Results of ANOVA

Perceptions of First Born Daughters, as Compared with First Born Sons,

Grouped by Sex of Sibling Composition in the Family Unit (f/ff = 13, m/mm
=12, f/mf = 11, m/mf = 15)

Mothers' Competence: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) indicated that

there were significant differences between first born childrens'
assessment of mothers' competence for the domain of Intelligence only,
F(3,47) = 6.219, p < .001. Follow up with Oneway ANOVA and Tukey-HSD
procedure at the .05 significance level, indicated that first born sons,
whose siblings were male, rated their mothers significantly lower on
Intelligence, as compared with first born children of either sex, whose
siblings were of the opposite sex F(3,47) = 6.218, p < .001.

Overall Worth: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) indicated that there

were no significant differences in the way that first born sons and first

born daughters rated their mothers' overall worth F(3,47) = .863, p < .467.
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B: Correlations

Mothers' Perception of Quality of Relationship with First Born Children

(DRS), and Mothcrs' Perception of Global Self-Worth (ASPP).

Pearson Correlations were employed to examine the relationship
between the mothers' perception of the quality of their relationship with
their first born daughters, and the mothers' rating of their own Global
Self-Worth (n = 24). The same correlations were employed for mothers' of
first born sons (n = 27). Fisher's r Transformations were used to test
for statistically significant differences between the independent

correlations (Howell, 1982).

Results of Correlations

Mothers' Perception of Quality of Relationship with First Born Children

(DRS), and Mothers' Perception of Global Self-Worth (ASPP).

There were no significant correlations between mothers' Global Self-
Worth and mothers' perceptions of the quality of their relationship with
either first born daughters or first born sons. Fisher's r
Transformations did not reveal a significant difference between the two

groups.
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DISCUSSION
Summary of Results
Three hypotheses were examined in response to the following

qguestions: 1. Would mothers' self-concept and/or self-esteem be related
to their daughters' perceptions of their mothers' competence and overall
worth? 2. Would mothers and their daughters agree about the quality of
their mutual relationship? 3. Would mothers' self-concept and/or self-
esteem be related to their daughters' perception of the quality of the

relationship they share with their mothers?

A) Hypothesis One.

The results are generally consistent with Hypothesis One in the
following manner: 1. The Self-Concept ratings of mothers, in this sample,
do share a greater association with their first born daughters’
assessments of a) their mothers' competence and b) their mothers' overall
worth, as compared with similar assessments of the mothers made by their
first born sons. 2. The Global Self-Worth (self-esteem) rating of
mothers, in this sample, does share a greater association with their
first born daughters' assessments of tneir mothers' competence, as
compared with similar assessments of the mothers made by their first born
sons.

However, there is no evidence that the Global Self-Worth of the
mothers, in this sample, was associated with either their first born
daughters' or first born sons' evaluations of their mothers' overall
worth. The results for this hypothesis are discussed more fully under

the heading Implications of Results.
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B) Hypothesis Two and Three.

The results do not offer statistically significant support for the

remaining two hypotheses, as follows:

1. Hypothesis Two: Despite some partial support for this hypothesis, it

! cannot be stated unequivocally that the mutual assessments of the quality
E of the mother/daughter relationship, by mothers and their first born

1 daughters, share a greater association than the mutual assessments of the
mother/son relationship, by mothers and their first born sons. More

particularly, there is a moderate and statistically significant

correlation between the mutual assessments of the quality of the
mother/daughter relationship. There is no significant correlation
between the mutual assessments of the quality of the mother/ss =
relationship. However, appropriate analyses to test for a significant

/ difference between the two groups (mother/daughter and mother/son) do not
allow for a statement of a statistically significant difference between
the two sets of scores.

2. Hypothesis Three: The self-concept and self-esteem ratings of mothers
do not have a significant association with either their first born
daughters' or first born sons' assessments of the quality of their

i mother/child relationship.

C) Additional Analyses.

? The results for the two Additional Analyses indicate that:

; A) First born sons, with male siblings, rate their mothers lower on
A intelligence than first born children of either sex, whose siblings are
: of the opposite sex.




51
B) There is no difference in the way that either first born
daughters or first born sons rate their mothers' overall worth.
C) There is no significant correlation between mothers' rating of
their Global Self-Worth (self-esteem) and mothers' perception of the
quality of their relationship with either their first born daughters or

their first born sons.

Limitations of the Study

A) The Use of a Restricted Sample in Analyses.

It is important to emphasize that the purpose of using only a
portion of the collected responses for analyses in this study was to
avoid statistical confounds related to the use of non independent data
from related siblings. It was necessary, therefore, to use the data from
either first or second born children only, or to choose, at random, the
responses of either the first or second born child within each family
across the sample.

Initially, sibling ratings of mothers were analyzed as a function of
birth order, regardless of sex of sibling. There is statistically
significant evidence that first and second born children in this sample
rate their mothers in the same way when assessing their mothers'
competence in specific self-concept domains (Athletic Ability and
Appearance), and the quality of the mother/child relationship. See
Appendix U. These findings appear to be congruent with those of Ernst &
Angst (1983), who concluded that when socioeconomic status is controlled
and when siblings from the same family are compared, birth order-behavior

differences disappear. However, they acknowledged that in terms of
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parent/child relationships, there is some evidence that first born,
compared to later born children, describe themselves as more strongly
identified with their parents (Ernst & Angst, 1983). On that basis, data
from first born children only was chosen for analyses in the present
study.

However, the utilization of data from only one half of the
respondents in the sample of children resulted in another statistical
problem. The overestimation of significance for correlations with small
n's and a large number of variables (Hartman, 1988), threatened to
undermine the strength of the conclusions reached in this study.
Therefore, where possible, variables were reduced (Dyadic Relationship
Scale). Furthermore, conservative post hoc analyses, i.e. Bonferroni T
Procedure, were employed as a final measure of significance. Although
the use of the Bonferroni procedure resulted in the rejection of some of
the significant data achieved initially, the correlations which remained
significant could be viewed with more confidence.

B) Selection of subjects.

It is acknowledged that the "snowball" selection process employed in
this study to procure subjects was not a random process. However, the
final sample was heterogeneous in many ways. The ethnicity, rcligion,
working status, job description, level and quality of education, and
geographic location of the subjects varied considerably.

Notwithstanding, this sample is not considered generalizable beyond the

white, anglophone, middle class wmilieu from which it was drawn.
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Implications of Results

The results of Hypothesis One demonstrate that mothers in this sample
share statistically significant and similar perceptions with their first
born daughters for mothers' competence in the domain of Job Competence,
Athletic Ability and Humor. The initial correlation between mothers and
first born sons for mothers' competence in the domain of Household
Management is not maintained after the application of Bonferroni T
procedure.

The foregoing implies that, in this sample, mothers and first born
daugh.iers are relatively more attuned, compared with mothers and sons.
Furthermore, these significant results raise some interesting questions.
Does the possibility of shared perceptions between mothers and first born
daughters about the mothers' Job Competence, imply that those daughters
have a better understanding of their mothers' capacity to incorporate a
more extensive repertoire of roles beyond homemaking? Could that better
understanding result from the possibility that mothers spend more time in
conversation with those daughters, sharing their job related experiences?
Is humor a gender related issue? Do mothers use humor more successfully in
relating to daughters than in relating to sons? (An affirmative answer is
implied from the sons' rating of mothers' humor as a principal domain of
least competence).

Mothers' self-concept ratings for the domain of Intimate Relations are
significant1y negatively correlated with their first born daughters'
perception of their mothers' overall worth. However, due to the weighting
of the numerical values assigned to the measure of mothers' overall worth

(see footnote of Table 2), a Tower rating for mothers' overall worth by
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their daughters implies a higher regard for the mothers' overall worth. It
is likely that mothers who give themselves a high rating for Intimate
Relations perceive themselves as having close, intimate relationships with
at least some of their family members.

If daughters (compared with sons) are closer to their mothers from
early infancy, it follows that they will continue to enjoy closer, more
rewarding relationships with their mothers and will display a higher regard
for their mothers' overall worth. By contrast, the main developmental
concerns of sons are generally centered on separateness, independence and
autonomy, resulting in relatively less intimacy with their mothers. Such
prototypically successful male behavior is generally encouraged by mothers.

There is a significant positive correlation for the self-concept of
mothers in the domain of Athletic Ability and their first born daughters'
perception of their mothers' competence in that domain. Mothers rate
Athletic Ability Tow in importance on their 1ist of domains related to
their sense of self-worth. Yet, it is the only domain in which mothers'
self-worth is significantly correlated with daughters' perception of
mothers' competence. Furthermore, daughters give low ratings for their
mothers' athletic abii.ty. Is it possible that this domain might be more
important than mothers are willing to acknowledge? Or is this domain more
salient to daughters than it is to mothers?

Messer & Harter (1986) found that all groups of adult women examined
in their study rated Athletic Ability and Appearance as their lowest
scores. They concluded that adult women in our society have poor physical
concepts. It might be that the attitude of the mothers in the present

sample, regarding their athletic ability, is similar to that of the women
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in the larger sample studied by Messer & Harter (Messer & Harter, 1986).

There is no relationship between the mothers' perception of global
self-worth and their first born daughters' perception of their mothers'
overall worth. The same results occurred between the perceptions of
mothers and their first born sons. This finding raises questions about
what concepts mothers employ in rating their self-worth. The data in the
present study suggests that childrens' perception of their mothers' overall
worth is not central to the cognitive process by which mothers rate their
own seif-worth. This could explain the ability of mothers in this sample
to rate themselves high on self esteem, despite their first born sons' low
rating for their mothers’' intelligence.

Additional analyses also indicate that there is no statistically
significant variability in the data for first born sons' or first born
daughters' ratings of their mothers' overall worth. In fact, most ratings
are highly positive. Such homogeneity in the data may indicate that the
children in this study generally find it difficult and socially unacceptable
to publicly criticize their mothers' overall worth. Children of both sexes
may be more inclined to pass judgement on their mothers' individual domains
of self-concept because they do not perceive negative evaluations in any of
these domains as an overall condemnation of their mothers.

Finally, the childrens' questionnaire for rating their mothers'
overall worth was specifically designed for this study. It consisted of
one question answered by the children on a nine point Likert Scale. That
solitary question may not have been an adequate match for the six questions
pertaining to global self-worth answered by the mothers in the ASPP.

Therefore, at present, the following issue is not yet resolved: if a more
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adequate means of measuring childrens' perception of their mothers' overall
worth is designed for future research, will significant correlations
between mothers' perception of their own global seif-worth and childrens'
perception of their mothers' overall worth occur?

The initial results for Hypothesis Two indicate that daughters and
mothers share statistic .11y significant and similar perceptions about the
quality of their mutual relationship, while sons and mothers do not. Post
hoc analysis reveals that there is not a statistically significant
difference between the two groups. However, this is still considered to be
an important finding because statistically significant results anticipated
witt a larger number of subjects would then confirm the fundamental thecry
underlying this study that mothers and daughters continuously share a
stronger and more unique relationship, as compared with mothers and sons.

Additional analyses reveal that first born sons in this sample whose
siblings are male, rate their mothers significantly lower on intelligence
than first born children of either sex whose siblings are of the opposite
sex. Such sons also tend to rate their mothers lower on intelligence than
first born daughters, whose siblings are female, but not significantly so.
Furthermore, first born sons rate their mothers as competent in household
management but highly incompetent in their ability to use humor (a sign of
intelligent thinking). A1l of the above findings suggest that first born
sons, in this sample, have a very narrow, constricted and stereotypical
view of their mothers whom they appear to perceive as a rather dull,
unintelligent, domestic maid. Is it possible that the sex ratio in such
families where there are three males to one female, fosters such narrow

minded views uf women?
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Implications for Domains of Most/Least Importance and Most/Least Competence

for Mothers in the Domains of Self-Concept (ASPP)

The results of these questionnaires regarding mothers' self-concept
domains, as rated by mothers and by their children were simply rank ordered
and compared with one another.

Domains of Most Importance/Most Competence: The three domains chosen by

the 51 mothers in the sample, considered to be the most important to their
sense of self-worth, are, in rank order, Morality, Nurturance and
Intelligence. When the childrens' responses about their mothers'
competence on the domains are divided into two groups by sex of children,
and rank ordered, the choices are as follows: Boys rate Nurturance and
Intimate Relations, as their top choices, while girls rate Nurturance and
Household Management, highest.

The selection of Nurturance as the mothers' most competent domain by
both boys and girls, is the same as the mothers' second highest rating for
domain of most importance. However, none of the childrens' remaining
choices (Intimate Relations and Household Manageme it) match their mothers'
remaining ch.ices (Morality and Intelligence).

It appears that the children prefer concrete and practical examples of
maternal competence which are directly related to the stereotypical image
of "mother". Mothers, on the other hand, select more abstract and less
tangible domains to be among their most important choices.

In retrospect, the wording of the children's questionnaire, "How would
you rate your mother's competence/success in the following areas?" may have

led children to narrow their field of vision and to focus on the adult
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women in this study solely in the traditional role of mothers.
Conversely, the general wording of the mothers' questionnaire which
excludes ary reference to motherhood "How important is it to you to be
...." may have influenced the mothers to take a broader frame of reference
and to focus on a more comprehensive image of themselves 7< adults. Thus,
it could be that mothers consider the concrete and practical domains of
Household Management and Intimate Relations as axiomatic qualifications for
the role of mother. Their choice of relatively abstract domains (Morality
and Intelligence) as important descriptors for their sense of self-worth,
is broader in scope and encompasses a more comprehensive image of woman
which extends beyond the traditional role of mother.

It is possible that these middle class moihers, as mature thinking,
adult women, tend to see themselves as being more diversified than their
children perceive them to be. It could be that children perceive and
interact with their mothers in a more limited capacity. Although these
children may be fully aware that their mothers assume additional roles,
they may not usually be present when their mothers act out their "other”
responsibilities beyond the traditional role of motherhood. This fuactor
may have prejudiced the ability of the children in this study, especially
sons, to appreciate their mothers' competence on *he less concrete, more
abstract, and less stereotypical domains (Intelligence and Morality).

Domains of Least Importance/Least Competence: The two domains chosen by

the 51 mothers in the sample, considered to be the least important to their
sense of self-worth, are, in rank order, Athletic Ability and Household
Management. There is unanimous agreement, by daughters and sons in this

sample, that Athletic Ability is a domain in which their mothers are least
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competent. In addition, Athletic Ability is the domain chosen by the
mothers as the least important to their sense of self-worth.

Athletic Ability scores range from 1 tc 4, with 4 being the highest
possible rating. This domain has the lowest mean score (Mean = 2.309)
among all 11 domains of self-concept, as rated by the mothers. See

Appendix V. In fact, most mothers rate their competence in Athletic

Ability at 2 (Mode = 2.000). As stated, the prevalent low regard expressed

by mothers for their athletic ability might be expected for any sample of
adult v.umen (Messer & Harter, 1986). However, it is possible that the
strong opinion held by children in this study, concerning their mothers'
incompetence for Athletic Ability, influenced the mothers' attitude about
the relative importance of that domain. The mothers' rating of Athletic
Ability as the domain of least importance may have been the result of a
compensatory mechanism analogous to “"sour grapes". Physical fitness has
assumed an important role in contemporary society. It may be that the
mothers in this study compensate for the negative impact of the childrens'
perception of their mothers' athletic skills, by relegating Athletic
Ability to a lowly status. This compensatory mechanism might have enabled
the mothers in this study to maintain their high sense of self-worth,
despite their childrens' negative rating for Athletic Ability. Since the
present study is not designed to determine cause and effect of mutual
perceptions, the issue of a compensatory mechanism employed by mothers
concerning their poor athletic ability, cannot go beyond the realm of
speculation.

The mothers rank Household Management as the second least important

domain. This can be explained by the fact that Household Management is
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considered to be a prime function of women homemakers and is not a domain
in which success or competence inspires strong feelings of self-worth.

When the sample of childrens' responses (as to the domains in which
their mothers are least competent), is divided by sex, boys select Sense of
Humor as their second choice, while girls choose Appearance. The second
choice of girls in the sample (Appearance) is a salient, stereotypical, and
concrete variable upon which they can focus easily. Boys negative focus on
their mothers' sense of humor, which is not often associated with the
traditional role of mothers, may indicate that humor is a gender related
fssue. Perhaps, humor is a relatively positive means of communication for

mothers and daughters but not for mothers and sons.

Directions For Future Research

Although the intent of the study is exploratory in nature, there is
sufficient evidence in the outcome of the statistical analyses to warrant
further investigation of the hypotheses. It is conceivable that many of
the initial findings which did not maintain statistical significance might
have do-e so with the appropriate sample size.

Primarily, the significant results for the first hypothesis suggest
that for this sample, mothers' and first born daughters' perceptions may be
more closely related than those of mothers and first born sons. If these
resuits can be replicated in the context of a larger study, they may afford
a greater understanding of, A) the impact of women's close interpersonal
relationships on their self-concept and self-esteem, and
B) the unique course of womens' social development as it relates to social

interactions in a family unit. Such knowledge cculd be beneficial in the
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planning and application of educational and therapeutic techniques for
troubled women, families and/or children.

However, before such outcomes become viable, it is important to
replicate this study with a larger number of subjects and to explore the
following possibilities:

1. The Combined Influence of the Sex of Siblings.

The serendipitous finding that sex of sibling composition within the
family unit appears to be an important factor in determining mothers' and
childrens' shared perceptions, is most interesting. It may be that the
particular combination of the sex of both siblings has a greater
correlation with mothers' self-perceptions than anticipated.

Furthermore, an analysis of variance demonstrates that first born
sons, whose siblings are male, rate their mothers significantly lower on
intelligence than either first born daughters, or first born sons whose
siblings are of the opposite sex. This suggests that the predominance of
males in a four member family unit (ratio 3 males: 1 female) is conducive
to stereotypical judgments about the relative inferiority of female
intelligence. It is noteworthy that the mean score for mothers of two sons

is relatively low in the domain of Intelligence (Mean

2.271).

Thus, it may be possible that the relative proportion of males and
females, including parents and children, in a four member family, dictates
not only the mothers' self-perceptions, but also the quality of the
relationship between mothers and their children. These issues could be the
basis for future research.

2. Age of Children.

One area which was not examined in this study, but which could give
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rise to future research, concerns the additional factor of age of children:
A) Similar Age Grouping of Siblings in the Family Unit.

Is it possible that the closer siblings are in age, the more likely
they are to evaluate their mothers in the same way ? It might be that the
combination of sex and age of siblings has a greater relationship with
mothers' self-perceptions, than sex of siblings only.

B) Adolescent Individuation.

Skinner (1984) reported that mothers rated familial cohesion and
adaptability at its lowest during the stage at which adolescents were
present. Other researchers (Bengston & Troll, 1978, Noller and Callan
1988) discussed the fact that adolescents tend to view family process in a
manner different from that of their parents. Blos (1967) described a
turbulent period of separation-individuation as the "Second Individuation
Process of Adolescence", which he considered the central achievement in
adolescent life. Rothchild (1979) described heightened conflict at mid
adolescence between a girl and her family as a major vehicle for
disengagement and autonomy. Steinberg (1981) found increasing conflicts
between pubescent adolescent sons and their mothers.

The importance of reciprocal interpersonal relationships is the common
theme of most theories of adolescent development (Sullivan, 1953; Benedek,
1979; Steinberg, 1981; Gilligan, 1982; Macoby & Martin, 1983; White,
Speisman & Costos, 1983; Youniss, 1983; Grotevant & Cooper,1985; Kimel &
Weiner, 1985). It is evident that this period is marked by frequent
transitions. Adolescents are intensely involved in the process of striving
towards the creation of new values and strategies which may be oppositional

to parental values. Such conflicts, occurring within the confines of a
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mother/child relationship could influence the mothers' selif-perceptions.
Therefore, a direction which future research might take would be to
investigate the relationship between mothers' self- perceptions and the age
of their adolescent children, in addition to sex.

3. Compensatory Mechanisms to Maintain Self-Esteem.

The possibility that mothers in this study utilized a compensatory
mechanism to maintain their high sense of self-worth, (despite their
children's negative rating of their competence for athletic ability), was
previously raised in this Discussion. This issue presents interesting
questions which can be the focus for future research: A) Do women maintain
their self-esteem by relegating failed or relatively weaker achievements in
salient areas to lesser importance? B) Are the negative perceptions of
children (regardless of sex) so powerful, that their mothers compensate by
relegating the area in which the negative perceptions are focused to one of
1ittle importance?

4, Sense of Humor as an Important Mode of Communication for Male Children.

The issue of why male children, in this sample choose to focus on
sense of humor as a domain in which their mothers have 1ittle compe!:z2nce
might warrant future research. Could it be that sense of humor is a gender
related issue? It might be that the low estimate of mothers' competence in
this domain by their sons is related to an inability of those mothers to
understand and adapt to a uniquely male oriented mode of expression which
does not employ the same use of humor. It may be that daughters 1ike their
mothers' style of humor, while sons do not.

5. Mothers Working Outside the Home.

It may be that mothers' self-concept and/or self-esteem are influenced
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by their particular life styles. Many mothers experience diverse roles
simultaneously, all of which might influence how these women view
themselves. For example, the influence of underlings, colleagues,
superiors and/or the role expectations of mothers working substantial hours
outside the home may counterbalance or add to the influences of the unique
mother/daughter relationship.

Baker (1985) found that career women have a more positive self-
concept than women in general. Baruch, Barnett & Rivers (1985) concluded
that the importance of each role for women's well being decrezses in direct
proportion to the number of roles assumed. Each additional role provides
another potential source for experiencing "mastery" (defined as a high or
nearly complete degree of proficiency in the execution of a skill) and
pleasure, which can then provide an increment in ones's own sense of self-
worth., Thus, additional roles may render a woman less vulnerable to the
cognitive effects which result from her lack of success in one particular
role. "With fewer roles, one has fewer supports for the psyche, and a
weakness in any one can be devastating" (Baruch, Barnett & Rivers, 1985,
p.187). The women in the Baruch et al study who scored lowest on a sense
of mastery were those with the fewest roles. It was concluded, therefore,
that the additional role of working outside the home could act as a buffer
against stress and an escape from tension. Salaried work outside the home,
therefore, can protect women against the most deleterious effects of the
difficulties they may experience in other areas of their 1ives (Baruch,
Bartett & Rivers, 1985). Conversely, the fewer roles women assume, the
more vulnerable they can be to the quality of the mother/daughter bond. If

that relationship is problematic, then non salaried traditional homemakers
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are more likely to be critical of themselves than salaried women who are
working substantial hours outside the home.

Although it is recognized that the working status of mothers is an
important component in terms of mothers' perceptions of self-concept and
self-worth, the small number of mothers in this study did not allow for its
inclusion in the statistical analyses. Instead, work status was controlled
for, initially, by dividing the sample equally among mothers employed 20
hours per week or more outside the home, and mothers employed less than 20
hours per week outside the home or who were non salaried homemakers in the
traditional sense. In fact, when subgroups of mothers of first born
children were chosen for the various analyses, this equal division of work
status continued to apply.

Future research, involving a larger sample of subjects, should focus
on salaried employment outside the home as an independent variable in the
analyses. Such employment could prove to be related to the mothers'

evaluation of self-concept and/or self-worth.
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GENERAL INFORMATION

DATE ccccececccacacess YOUR FAMILY POSITION
1. MOTHER..cccoess
FAMILY NUMBERcccccecscoccasas 2. CHILD (ciceveess
AGEsecessassesnceyears 3¢ ITE csevcccesnes
SEX M F
DIRECTIONS

ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES YOU WILL FIND 50 STATEMENTS ABOUT
YOUR FAMILY AS A WHOLEZ.

PLZASE READ EACH STATEMENT CAREFULLY AND DECIDE EOW WELL THE
STATEMENT DESCRIBES YOUR FAMILY.

1¥54 CIRCLZ YOUR RESPONSE ON THE LINE DIRECTLY 3ZLOW THE
STATMENT.

CIRCLE ONLY ONE LETTER (RESPONSE) FOR EACZ STATZMENT.

ANSWER EVERY STATEMENT, EVEN IF I0U ARE NOT COMPLETILY SURE

OF IOUR ANSWER.

STRONGLY AGREE: Ir YOU STIONGLY AGREE WITH THE STATEMENT, THEN
CIRCLE THE LETTER "aA" .

AGREZ: Ir !gg AGREZ WITH THE STATEMENT, THEN CIRCLE THE
LETTER "B".
DISAGREE: IF YOU DISAGREE WITH THE STATEMENT, THEN

CIRCLE THE LETTER "C".

STRONGLY DISAGREE: IF YOU STRONGLY DISAGREE WITH THE STATEMENT,
THE CIRCLZ THE LETTIER "D".

EXAMPLE: I lixe the climate in Montreal.
A B c D
(THE PRRSON STRONGLY DISAGREES WITH THAT STATEMENT)

Pizza is a food that I like to eat.
A B c D
(THE PERSON AGREES WITH THAT STATEMENT)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE
LETTER (A, B, C, OR D ) ON THE LINE BENEATH EACH QUESTION.

STRONGLY AGREE AGgBE DISAgREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
A D

QUESTIONS

1. We spend too much time arguing about what our problems are.

A B c D

2. Fapily duties are shared.
A B c D
3. When I ask scmeone to explain what they mean, I get a straight
answer.
A B c D
4. When someone in our family is upset, we don't know il they
are angry, sad, scared or what.

A B c D

5. We are as well adjusted as any family could possibly be.
A B c D

6. You Gon't get a chance to be an individual in our family.
A B c D
7. When I ask why we have certain rules, I don't get a good
answer.

A B c D
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P.2 (CONT'D)
STRDNOLE AGREE AGREE DISAgREE STRONGLY gISAGBEE

8. We have the same views on what is right and wrong.
A B c D

9. I den't see bow any family could get along better than ours.
Y\ B c D

10. Some days we are more easily annoyed than on others.
A B c D

11. When problems come up, we try different ways of solving then.
A B c D

12. My family expects me to do more than my share.
A B c D

13. We argue about who said what in our family.
A B c D

14. We tell each other abour things that bother us.
A B c D

15. My family could be happier than it is.
A B c D

16. Ve feel loved in our family.
A B c ]
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P.3 (CONT'D)
STBONG%! AGREE AGgEE DIS&gREE TRONGLY DISAGREE
D

17.

19.

20‘

21.

22.

23.

4.

25.

When you do something wrong in our family, you don't know
what to expect.

A B C D
It's hard to tsll what the rules are in our fanmily.
a B c D

I don't think any family could possibly be happier than mine.
A B c D

Sometimes we are unfair to each other.

A B c D
We never let things pile up until they are more than we can
handle.
A B c D
We agres about who should do what in our family.

A B c D

I never know what's going on in our family.
7 § B c D

I can let ny family know what is dothering me.
A B c D

Wo never get angry in our family.
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A B
P.4 (CONT'D) c D

STRDNGEI AGREE AGEEE DISAgREE STRONGL% DISAGREE

26. My family tries to run my lifs.
A B c D

27. 1 we do something wrong, we don't get a chance to explain.
y' B c D

28. We argue about how much freedom we should have to 2ake our
own decisions
A B c D
29. My family and I understand each other completely.

A B c D

30. We sometimes hurt sach others feelings.
A B c D

! 31. Whea things aren't going well it takes too long to work thenx
' out. )

A B c D

32. We can't rely on fanily members to do their part.
a B c D

33. VWe take the time to listen to each other.
A B c D

38. When someons is upset we don't find out until much later.
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P.5 (CONT'D)
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STBDNGk! AGREE ngEE DISAgREE STRONGLE DISAGREE

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

4.

42.

43.

Sonetimes we avoid sach other.
A B o D

We feel close to each other.
A B c D

Punishments are fair in our family.
A B » D

The rules in our family don't make sense.
A B c D

Scme things about my family don't entirely please me.
A B c D

We pever get upset with each other.
A B c D

We deal with our problems even when they're serious.
A B c D

One family member always tries to be the centre of attention.
A B c D

My family lets me have my say, even if they disagrees.
A B c D
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P.6 (CONT'D)
SI!ONG&! AGAEE AGREEB DISAGREE STRONGLY gISAGREE

44. When our family gets upset we take too long to get over it.
A B € D

45, We always admit our mistakes without trying to hide anything.
A B c D

46. We don't really trust each other.
a4 B c D

47. We hardly ever do what is expected of us without being told.
A B c D

L48. We are free to say what we taink in ocur family.
A B c D

49. My family is not a perfect success.
A B ¢ D

50. We have never let down another family member in any way.
A B3 c
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Appendix B

The Dyadic Relationship Scale

Revised Forms (3)
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DATE.cecvseonnes FAMILY MEMBER BEING CONSIDERED

FAMIL! NUHBEROIOIOOIODIOOOOQ HOTHER'S NUMBERI..'...Q..I.I...

‘Gz.no..o.a... yl‘s MOTHER'S AGE....II.....IO'..
anm ORDER..C....Q.... B:BTH OaDER---.-.---...--...
DIRECTIONS

On the following pages you will find 42 statements about the
relationship between you and your mother. Please remad the
statement and decide how well the statement descrlbes your
relationship with this family member.

Circle your response on the line beneath the statenment.
Circle only one letter (response) for each statement.

Ansver every statement, even if you are not completely sure
of your answer.

TRONGLY AGREZ: If you strongly agree with the statement then
circle the letter "A".
AGREZ: If you agree with the statement then circle

the letter "B".
DISAGREZ: If you disagree with the statement then circle
the letter "C",
STRONGLY DISAGREZ: If you strongly disagree with the stateament
then circle the letter "D,

EXAMPLE;
I like to eat ice cream.

A B c D
(The person strongly agrees with the statement)
I think television is always boring.
A B c D

(The person disagrees with the statement)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE
LETTER (A, B, C, OR D ) ON THE LINE BENEATH EACH QUESTION.

STRONGLY AGREE LGgEE DISACCEREE STRONGL% DISAGREE
A

QUESTIONS

1. My mother and I never see family problems the same way.

i B c D

2. My mother accepts what I expect of her {in the family.
A B c D

3. I know what py mother means when she says something.

A B c D

‘4, I can tell when my mother is upset.
A B c D

5. My mother and I aren't close to each other.
a B o D

6. My mother is reasonable when I make a mistake.
A B c D

7. My mother and I have the same views about right and wrong.
A B c . D

8. My mother can never accept my agsver to a problem.
A B c D
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P.2 (CUNT'D)

STRONGLY AGREE AGREF. DISAGREE TRUNGLY DISAGREE
A B c D

9. My mother takes her share of family responaibilities.
A B o] D

10. My mother takes wbat I say the wrong way.
A B c D

11. When I'm upset, my mother usually knows why.
A B c D

12. When I'am upset, I know that aay mother really cares.
A B c D

13. Even when I admit I'm wrong, 2y mother doesn't forgive me.

A B3 c D

14, My mother and I argue about how we spend our spare time.

A B c D

15. When I have a problem, my mother helps me with it.
A B c D

16. My mother complains that I expect too much of her.
A B c D

17. If my mother is angry with me, I hear about it from someons else.
A B c D
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P.3 (CONT'D)
STRONG%! AGREE AG§EE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
D

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

2.

25.

26.

c

My mother lets me know how she feels about me.
A B c D

My mother still loves me even when I argue with her.
A B c D

I never know how my mother will react when I make a mistake.

A B c D

My mother is all wrong about the importance of religion.

A 3 C D

When there's a problem between us, my mother finds a new way
of working it out.

A B c D
My mother often ruins things for me. -
A B o D

My mother is available when I want to talk to her.
A B c D

When oy mother gets angry with me, she stays upset for days.
A . B c D

My mother gets too involved in my affairs.
A B c D
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P.4 (CONT'D)

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREZ
A B c D
27. My mother gives me a chance to explain when I make a mistake.

25.

29.

30.

31.

3e.

33.

34,

35.

A 8 c D

My mother is right about the importance of education.

A B c D
When problems come up between us, my mother is all talk and
no action.

A B c D

My mother expects too much of me.
A B c D
Even if my mother disagrees, she still listens to my point of
view.
A B c D
My mother takes it out on me when she has had a bad day.
A B c p

My mother really trusts me.
A B c D

My mother is always on my back.
A B c D

There's a big difference betweer what my mother expects of
ne and how she behaves.

4 B c D
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P.5 (CONT'D)
3?3080&! AGREE ngEE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
D

36.

37,

38.

3.

4.

41,

42.

c

i can count on my fother 0 help Be in a crisis.

A B c D
My mother and I have the same views about who should do what
in our fanmily.

a4 B8 c D

I often don't knou whethsr to believe whiat my mother says.

A B ¢ D

wWhen 3y mother is upset, she tries to get me to take sides.

A B ¢ D

My pother worries t00 much about ze.

A B ¢ D

I don't need to remind my sother to do her share.
A B ¢ D '

My mother is right about the importance of being successful .
A B ¢ D
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BOOKLET B - 1

DYAD
(MOTHER & SON)



a9
DATE.ivecaviaens FAMILY MEMBER BEING CONSIDERED
FANIL! NUMBER"......-'O. soN's NUHBER'.'....'I.'.'..".
AGE.II....II'. yrs SON'S AGE.I..'I'I.."'...
BIam ORDEBIQ"I...'.'. BIRTH ORDER..I............"
DIRECTIONS

On the following pages you will find U2 statements about the
relationship between you and your son. Please read the
statement and decide how well the statement describes your
relationship with this family member.

Circle your response on the line beneath the statement.

Circle only one letter (response) for each statement.

Answer every statement, even i you are not completely sure
of your answer.

STRONGLY AGREZ: If you strongly agree with the statement then
eircle the lecter "AM,
AGREE: If you agree with the statement then circle
the letter "3".
DISAGREE: If you disagree with the statement then circle
the letter "C".
STRONGLY DISAGREE: If you strongly disagree with the statement
then circle the letter "D",

WO N RO R

[

-

crs

EXAMPLE;
T like to eat ice crean.

: A B c D
(The person strongly agrees with the statement)

I think television is always boring.
% A B c D

} ' (The person disagrees with the statement)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE
LETTER (A, B, C, OR D ) ON THE LINE BENZATH EACH QUESTION.

STRONGLY AGREE ngEE DISAGREE STRONGL% DISAGREE
A c
QUESTIONS

1. My son and I never see family problens the same way.
A B c D

2. My son accepts what I expect of him {n the family.
A B c D

3. I know what @y son means when he says something.

A B c D

4. I can tell when my son is upset.
A B (o} D

5. My son and I aren't close to each other.

A B c D

6. My son is reasonable when I make a mistake.
A B c D

7. My son and I have the same visws about right and wrong.
F O B c D

8. My son can never accept my answer to & problem.
A B C D
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P.2 (CONT'D)
STRONGLY AGREZ AGgEE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
A c D

9. My son takes his share of family responsibilities.
A B c D

10. My son takes what I say the wrong way.
A B c D

11. When I'm upset, my son usually knows why.

A B c D

12. When I'm upset, I know that my son really cares.

A B o D

13. Even when I admit I'm wrong, my son doesn't forgive me.
A B c D

14. My son and I argue about how we spend our spare time.

A B c D

15. When I have a problem, my son helps me with it.
A B c D

16. My son complains that I expect too much of him.
A B C D

17. If my son is angry with me, I hear about it from someone else.
A B c D
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P.3 (CONT'D)

STRONGLY AGREZ AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
A B C D

18. My son lets me know how he feels about me.

19,

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

as.

26.

A B c D

My son still loves me even when I argue with him.
A B c D

I never know how my son will react when I make a mistake.

A B c D
My son is all wrong about the iaportance of religion.
A B c D

When there's a problem between us, my sen finds a new way
of working it out.

A B c D

My son often ruins things for me.
A B c D

My son is available when I want to talk to him.
A B c D

When my son gets angry with me, he stays upset for days.
A B (o D

My son gets too involved in my affairs.
A B c p
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P.4 (CONT'D)
STHONG%! AGREE AGgEE DISAgRBE STHOHGLg DISAGREE

27. My son gives me a chance to explain when I make a mistake.
A B c D

28. My son is right about the importance of education.
A B c D
29. When problems come up between us, my son is all talk and
no actien.

A B o D

30. My son expects too much of me.

A B c D

31. Ezen if my son disagrees, he still listens to my point of
view.
A B ¢ D
32. My son takes it out on me when he has had a bad day.

A B c D

33. My son really trusts me.

A ¢ ¢ D

34, My son is always on my back.
A B c D
35. There's a big difference between what my son expects of
me and bhow he behaves.
A B c D
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P.5 (CONT'D)

STRONGI‘.! AGREE LGRE§ DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
c D

36. I can count on my son 0 help me in a crisis.
A B c D
37. My son and I have the same views about who should do what

in our family.
A B c D

38. I often don't know whether to believe what my son says.

A B c D

39. ¥hen nmy son is upset, he tries to get me to take sides.

A B c D

40. My son worries too much about me.
A ):} c D

41. I don't need to remind my son to do his share.

A B c D

42. My son is right about the importance of being successful.
A B c D
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DATE.¢eeevrencen FAMILY MEMBER BEING CONSIDERED
FAMILY NUMBER:e.cvsivseacars DAUGHTER'S NUMBER:¢veccrvrecesn

AGEII"..ODOOO yt‘ﬂ D“UGHTER'S AGE.-........-...-.
BIRIH ORDER..--......-. B:RTH ORDERooo.ooaooo.coooco
DIRECTIONS

On the following pages you will find 42 statements about the
relationship between you and your daughter. please read the
statement and decide bhow well the statement describes your
relationship with this family member.

Circle your response on the line beneath the statement.
Circle only one lecter (response) for each statement.

Answer every statement, even if you are not completely sure
of your answer.

STRONGLY AGREZ: If you strongly agree with the statement then
circle the letter "AM.
AGREZ: If you agree with the statement then circle
the letter "B™,
DISAGREZ: If you disagree wita the statement thea circle
the letter "C™.
STRONCLY DISAGREE: If you strongly disagree with the statement
then cirecle the letter "D".

EXAMPLE;
I like to eat ice crean.

A B c D
(The person strongly agrees with the statement)
I think television is always boring.
A B c D

(The person disagrees with the statezent)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE
LETTER (A, B, C, OR D ) ON THEZ LINE BENEATH EACH QUESTION.

STRONGI‘.! AGREZ AGBE§ DISAGREE STRONGLY gISAGREE

QUESTIONS

1. My daughter and I never see fanily problems the same way.
A B c D

2. My daughter accepts what I expect of her in the family.
A B c D

3. I know what my daughter means when she says something.

A B c D

4, I can tell when my daughter is upset.

A B c D

5. My daughter and I aren't close to each other.

A B c D

6. My daughter is reascuable when I make a mistake.
A B ¢ D

7. My daughter and I have the same views about right and wrong.
A B c D

8. My daughter can never accept my answer to a problem.
A B ¢ D
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P.2 (CONT'D)
STRONGLY AGREE AGRE% DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
A D

9. My daughter takes her share of fanmily responsibilities.
A B ¢ D

10. My daughter takes what I say the wrong way.
A B c D

11. ¥hen I's upset, my daughter usually knous why.
A B ¢ D

12. ¥hen I'm upset, I know that ny daughter really cares,

A B ¢ D

13. Even when I admit I'm wrong, my daughter doesn't forgive me.

A B ¢ D

14, My daughter and I argue about how we spend our spare time.

A B ¢ D

15. When I have a problem, my daughter helps me with it.
A B c D

16. My daughter complains that I expect too much of her.
A B c D

17. If my daughter is angry with me, I hear about it {rom soneone else.
A B c D
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P.3 (CONT'D)
S‘IRONGIA.! AGREE AGSEE DISAGREE STRONGLg DISAGREE
c

18. My daughter lets me know how she feels about ne.
A B (of D

19. My daughter still loves me even when I argue with her.

A B c D

20. I never know how my daughter will react when I make a mistake.

A B c D

21. My daughter is all wrong about the importance of religion.
A B o D
22. When there's 2 problen between us, ay daughter finds a new way
of working it out.
A B od D

23. My daughter often ruins things for nme.
A B c D
24. My daughter is available when I want to talk to her.

A B c D

25. %Yhen my daughter gets angry with me, she stays upset for days.
A B c D

26. My daughter gets too involved in my affairs.
y | B c D
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P.% (CONT'D)

S‘IBONG!A.! AGREZ AG!BIEE DISAgnEE S‘IRQNGLI!) DISAGREE

27. My daughter gives me a chance to explain when I make a mistaks.
A B o D

28. My daughter is right about the importance of education.
A B c D

29. When problems come up between us, my daughter is all talk aad
no actlion.

A B c D

30. My daughter expects too much of me.
A B c D

31. Even if py daughter disagrees, she still listens to my point of
view.

A B c D
32. My daughter takes it out on me when she has had a bad day.
A B o] D

33. My daughter really trusts me.
A B o D

34. My daughter is always on oy back.
A B c D

35. There's a big difference between what my daughter expects of
me and how she behaves.

A B c D
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P.5 (CONT'D)
SIBDNG&! AGRES AGRE% BISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
D

36. I can count on my daughter to help me in a crisis.
A B c D
37. My daughter and I have the same views about who should do what
in our family.
A B c D

38. I often don't know whether to believe what my daughter says.
A B c D

39. When my daughter is upset, she tries to get me to take sides.
A B c D

40. My daughter worries too much about me.

A B c D

41. I don't need to remind my daughter to do her share.
A B c D

42. My daughter i{s right about the importance of being successful.
A B c D
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The Family Assessment Measure:

ADMINISTRATION AND INTERPRETATION GUIDE

Harvey A. Skinner PhD Paul D. Steinhauer MD,FRCP
Addiction Research Foundation Hospital for Sick Children
and and

University of Toronto University of Toronto

AND

Jack Santa-Barbara PhD

Applied Research Consulting Haise

Apri) 1984

For Further Information Please Contact:

Dr. Harvey A. Skinner
Addiction Research Foundation
33 Russell Street

Toronto, Ontario

Canada M55 251

telephone 416-595-6297
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-3-
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING FAM

1. Every family member 10 to 12 years of age or over should have up to
three FAM gquestion booklets: (1) General Scale (green), (2) Dyadic
Relationship Scale (blue), (3) Self Rating Scale (yellow), with

correspondingly colored answer sheets.

2. The answere sheets are composed of two parts: The top sheet
numbered 1. a b cd, 2. a b ¢ d, etc. and the bottom scorer's sheet
numbered 1. 01 23, 2. 012 3, etc. Make sure each family member
receives a complete "set" for each scale they will complete. Carbon
paper is not required as the paper has been specially treated for
coyping. Marks made on the top sheet will transfer through to the
scorer's sheet below. Clients should use either a ball-point pen or

pencil (press hard) making a large "X" through each letter they choose.

SCORING FAM

When a family member answers the first guestion on the General Scale,

for example, they may make an "X" through the letter "b", indicating that
they "agree" with the statement referring to the amount of time spent
arguing about problems in their family. This mark will be transferred
through to the scorer's sheet attached below and will appear over the
number "2", under question 1. When the client comes to answer question
number 11, which also falls in the subscale referring to Task

Accomplishment, they may mark the letter "d" indicating strong
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Appendix C

Contents of Dyadic Scale

Based upon the "Family Process Model"
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Appendix C
Contents of the Dyadic Scale*

The contents of the Dyadic Scale are the same as the contents of the
FAM General Scale. Both are basad upon the seven constructs of the
Family Process Model. However, the Dyadic Scale focuses on relationships
between specific pairs in the family and provides an overall rating of
functioning for each construct of the Process Model.

Task Accomplishment:

Measures task or problem identification, exploration of alternative
solutions, implementation of selected approaches, and evaluation of
effects between members of the dyad.

Role Performance:

Measures allocation or assignment of specified activities, agreement
or willingness of members to assume the assigned roles, and the actual
enactment or carrying out of prescribed behaviors within the dyad.

Communication:

Measures exchange of information essential to task accomplishment
and ongoing role definition, ability and openness of each person within
the dyad to receive communication, and the achievement of mutual
understanding between themselves.

Affective Expression:

Measures content, intensity, and timing of feelings involved between
members of the dyad.

Affective Involvement:

Measures the degree and quality of each member's interest in the
other, the ability of each member to meet the emotional and security
needs of the other member, and the flexibility to provide the support for
the other member's autonomy of thought and function within the dyad.

Control:

Measures the process by which each member influences the other.
Measures predictability versus inconsistency, constructive versus
destructive, and responsible versus irresponsible management style of
members withi{» the dyad.
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Appendix C (Cont'd)
Values and Norms:

Measures whether family rules, as expressed within the dyad, are
perceived of as explicit or implicit, the latitude or scope allowed for
the members of the dyad to determine their own attitudes and behavior and
whether family norms, as expressed within the dyad, are consistent with
the broader cultural context.

*Skinner, H, Steinhauer, P.D., & Santa-Barbara, J. (1983). The family
assessment measure. Canadian Journal of Community Mental Health. (2), 2.
91-105.
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Appendix D

Contents of Domains of

Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)
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Appendix D

Contents of Domains of
Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)

Content of each Domain *

Sociability. Refers to one's behavior in the presence of others. It is
tapped by items which suggest that one is fun to be with, that one likes
to meet new people, and that one is at ease with others.

Job Competence. Taps perceptions of competence in one's major
occupation, job, or work. Items in the Adult Profile refer to feeling
productive, competent, and proud of one's work.

Nurturance. Involves the process of caring for others. It is tapped by
jtems which refer to fostering the growth of others and caring for
children as a contritution to the future.

Athletic Abilities. Pertains to the concept of abilities related to
sports. Items tap one's sense of competence ir sports, one's willingness
to participate in and to try new physical activities.

Physical Appearance. Refers to the way one looks and is tapped by items
such as feeling attractive, being happy with the way one looks, and being
satisfied with one's face and hair.

Adequate Provider. Is defined as supplying the means of support for
oneself and one's significant others. Items refer to meeting one's own
material needs, as well as adequately meeting the needs of important
persons in one's life.

Morality. One's behavior based on standards of conduct, of what is right
and wrong. Morality refers to living up to one's moral standards and
feeling that one's behavior is ethical.

Household Management. Refers to guiding or handling activities 1in the
household. It is tapped by items such as being organized at household
tasks, being efficient, and generally keeping the household running
smoothly.

Intimate Relations. Implies close, meaningful interactions or
relationships with one's mate, lover, and/or very special friend. It is
described in the items as seeking out close. intimate relationships and
feeling free to communicate openly in a close relationship.

Intelligence. Is defined as the ability to learn and know. Items refer
to feeling smart, understanding things, and feeiing intellectually
capable.
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Appendix D (Cont'd)

Sense of Humor. Pertains to the ability to see the amusing side of
things. It is tapped by items which suggest that one has the abitity to
laugh at oneself and ironies of life, as well as finding it easy to joke
or kid around with friends and colleagues.

Global Self-Worth. One's global perceptions of worth, independent of any
particular domain of competence/adequacy. It is tapped by items such as
1iking the way one is leading one's life, being pleased with oneself, and
1iking the kind of person one is.

* Messer, B. & Harter, S. (1986). The Manual For The Adult Self-
Perception Profile.
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BOOKLET C - 1

"WHAT I AM LIKE"
(MOTHERS)



These are statements which allow peopie to descnbe themseives. There are no night or wrong answers since peagle differ
markedly. Please read the entire sentence across. First decide which ane at the twa parts af each statement best describes

Agpeniiz A

WHAT | AM LIKE

you; then go to that nde of the statement and check whether that s yusz sort of true for you or really wue ter you. You will
just check ONE of the four boxes for each statement

3

4.

7.

9.

1Q.

Really Sort ov
True
for Me for Me

Truc

c

i

0

"

A

c

il

(1

11

So.ne adults like the wav
they are ieading therw lives

Some acults feel that they

are enjovaoie 0 be with

Some adults are not satistied
with the way thev co ther
work

Some acults see caning or
nurturing others 43 & contr-
bution to e future

In games and sports some
adults usually watch instead of
gclav

Some adults are happv with
the way they look

Some adults feei they are not
acequately supporung them-
seives and those who are
important to them

Some adults live up to their
own maral standards

Some adults are very happy
being the way they are

Some adults are not very -
organized in compieting
household tasks

Some adults have the .
ability to develop intimate
relationships

suT

suT

uT

BUT

aur

sUT

BUT

suT

BUT

suT

‘suT

Other aduits don't like the
way they are leading therr jives,

Qther aduits often question
whether they are emovabie
to be with,

Other adults are satsfied the
wav thev do their worx,

Other adulzs do not gain a
sense Of contrigution to the
future through nurtuning
otners.

Other adults usually play
rather than just watch.

Other adults are not hapoy
with the wav they look.

Other adults feel they are
providing adeguate susport for
themseives and others.

Other adults have trouble
living up to their moral
standards.

Other adults would like
to be different.

Other adults are orgasiized
in completing househoid
tasks.

Other adults do not find
it easy to develop intimate
relstionships.

True

r~

c

0

Sort of Really
True
for Me for Me

-—
o

n

n

)]

n




12.

13.

14.

18.

16.

18.

19.

a1.

Really
True

for Me for Me

-
=

N

1}

A

(3]

1}

Sort of
True

n

N

] ]

N

when some aduits don t
understana something. 1t
maiaes them feel stuped

Some aduits can really ‘augh
at themseives

Some adults ieel uncomfortadie
when they have 10 meet new
peopie

Some aduits feel they are very
£00C at their work

Some adults do not emjov
fostenng the growth or others

Some acults sometimes
Question wnether thev are a
worthwhnile derson

Some acults think thev could
do weil at (ust about anvy
new phvsical activity they
haven t tried betore

Some acults trink that they
are not verv attractive or
good looking

Some adults are satisfied with
how thev provide for the
important peopie n theiwr lives

Some aduits would like to be s
better person morally

Some aduits can keep therr
household runmng smoothiy

Some adults find it hard tO
establish inumate relationshipt

Some adults feel that they
are intelligent

suT

suT

sUT

BUT

BUT

BUT

3uT

BUT

SUT

LT

BuT

suT

1Y) ¢

124

Sort of Really
True True
for Me for Me

Other adults don t necessartly - -
feel stupid when they don ¢
understand

Other aduits have a hard time -
laugning at themselves.

Other aduits like to meet
new peopie

Cther aduits worry about -
whetner thev can oo their work

Other adults enjov fostering -
the growtn of others

Other acults ieei that thev
ate a wortnwhile persen

Other aciults are arraid they -
might not o well at phvsical
acivities “2ev haven't ever

tried

Other aciults think that they - -
are attrac:ine or good

fooking.

Other adults are dissatistied - -

with how thev provide for
these people

Other aguits think that they -
are quite moral

Other aduits have trouble -
keeping their househoid
running smoothly,

Other adults do not have Loy -
difficulty establishing
inimate relnithcps.
Other aduits question whether c -

they are very intelligent.
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a8,

30.

1.

32

n.

M.

3s.

3.

Really Sort of

Teue
for Me

c

n

n

UL

n

(o]

True
lor me
T Some acults ire disapponted
with themselves
L Some aduyles find it haed 0 act
n 4 joking or kidding manner
with inends or colleague
S Some aduits feel at ease
with othee peopie
S Someacuits are not verv

"

OIoguUCtIve n their work

Some aduits ieel they are
good at murtunng others

Some adules do not feel that
they ite verv good when it
comes 10 sports

Some icuits like therr phvsical
A0pEININCE the wiv 2 13

Some iduics feel they cannot
Drovide for the material
necessities of lile

Some idults are dissatisiied
with themseives

Some iduits ususlly do what
thev know s eorally rght

Some iduits are not very
erficient in managing
activites at home

Some prople seek out
close nlsttonships

Some sduits do not leel that
they are very intellectually
c3pable

wr

suT

T

sutT

sut

BUT

suT

suT

syt

suT

BUT

L 197

syt

Other idules are quite plessed
with themseives.

Qrher Wults find it verv oty
TO joke or ikad around wath
friends ind collesgues.

Otherao.'ts are quite
shy,

Other duits are very
producive :n havr wark,

Other asuits are not very
nursurant

Other aduits feel thevy do
very well 3t all kinds or sports.

Other aduits do not like ther
physical sopearance.

Qther adults feel they do
adequiteivy provide ior the
material necessities of life.

Other aduits are satisfied
with themseives.

Other adults often don't do
what they know 15 morally
nght.

Other adults are efficient
in managing activities
& home.

Other pertons shy away from
close relatonships.

Other adults feel thatthey are
intellectuslly capable.
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a.

4.

4.

4.

a.

4.

Really
True
lor me

0

0

«©

(8

n

Sort ¢
True
for Me

(4]

[ )

i

n

Some idults feel they have
a good sense ot umor

Some iduits are not very
sociable

Some aduits are proud of
ther work

Some aduits like the kind
ar person they are

Some aduits do not enjov
nurtunng otners

Some iduits feel they ave
berrer thin others therr age
at sports

Some aduits are unsatistied
with something about there
face or har

Some adults feel that they
prowvide ictquately for the
neegs of thase who are
imporant 1o them

Some adulls often question
the morility of thetr behawior

Some adults use ther ime
etficiently 2t household
Ktivaties

Some adults v cfose
relationshipy have a hird time
communicaling openly

Some adults feel like they are
just as smart as other idults

Some adults feel that they
ue often (00 senauys sbout
thete life

sut

BUT

BUT

suTt

suT

BUT

BUT

suT

BUT

suT

uUT

T

T

AApe 0t Marier, AIT Self-Prrten Pretie, Unroaeany of Ormuee, 1964 (R}

Other adults wesh their sense
ot hymor was better

Other adults are soclble.

Other adults are not verv
proug ot what thev do

Qther adults would like to
be someone eise

Other adults enjov bemng
nurturant,

Other adults don t ieel they
Can piav as weil

Other adults like ther face
and haer the wav they ife.

Other acults feel thev do
not provice adecuately for
these needs

Cither adults feel that therr
behavior s usually monl.

Other adults 0 not yte thewr
time erfsciently

Other aciuits in close
relations hups feel that itis
ey to commumcate openly

Other aciuits wonder if they
are ds semart.

Other actuslts are able to find
humae sex tha life.
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BOOKLETC - 2

“INPORTANCE RATINGS"
(MOTHERS )




Appendix F
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DORTANCE RITDNGS

Hw DFXIANT ISIT TO Y47 VERY RETTY  ONLY SCRT OF NOT VERY

l.

2.

10.

11,

To be sociable/at
ense with others

To be goxed at yoxar work
(hov did you define works
_Jjob __homemalaing)

. To care £zr others
. To be god at physical

acovities
To be good leddng

To be an adequate
provider

+ To bemoral
. To be god at

housenld maragement

. To have intimte

relationships
To be Lizelligent

To have a sense of humr

Mest Important

DERTANT MPORIAT DMRORINT DMECRIAT
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Appendix f

Childrens' Subjective Rating form,

“Competence Ratings for Your Mother"
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COMPETENCE RATING
FOR YOUR MOTHER

A) HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR MOTHER'S COMPETENCE /SUCCESS IN THE
FOLLOWING AREAS ?

VERY PRETTY ONLY SORT oF NOT VERY
COMPETENT COMPETENT COMPETENT COMPETENT
1. SOCIAL EASE
"ITH OTHERS ;e e o - e e e

2. CARING FOR
OTHERS o ——coma—

3. ATHLETIC

ABILITIES et Lodolnded il 1L - o e e -—es o ah e ap

k. PHYSICAL

APPEARANCE - mooees - e o e w - e oo ar

S. J0B COMPEIENCE  =meceese rmm——- ccecm—— ——enm—
6. ADEQUATZ PROVIDER =cmeauece= eem——— csememm ——nm———
7. CONDUCT/MORALITY =~weee-= S —— JE—— ——ecmm—
8. HOUSEHOLD

MANAGEMENT ————eee B ——mm - SE——
9. CLOSE

RELATIONSHI?PS cmmmane - P —ne———
10. INTELLIGENCE PR S J— P
11. SENSE OF HUMOR eewe--- S S —_— ———amm—

B) On the lines below list the 3 areas from above in which your
mother is the most competent and list 2-3 areas in which she
is least competent.

Most competent Least competent
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COMPETENCE RATING FOR YOUR MOTHER (CONT'D)

C) Please rate your perception of your your pother'’s overall
Worth as a perscn on 2 sScale of 1 to 9.

{1 means you think very highly of her, while 9 means
that you do not think bighly of her at all.)

Lt d ounw -—ee - - - - o - s

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
High regard Low regard
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Appendix G

Four Factor Index of Social Status

Rat ing Form
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SES RATINGS

HUSBAND

Factor Scale Score Factor Weight Score x Weight

occupation S

education 3

Total Score

, WIFE
q :
; Factor Scale Score Factor Weight Score x Wei ght
l
i

occupati on S

education 3

Total Score

FAMILY SES =
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Apperdix H

Letter of Explanation of Research
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EXPLANATION OF RESEARCH PROJECT
BACKGROUND

My primary research interest concerns how people ia families
view themselves. I will be focusing on mothers and their
children. I will not be asking about marital relationships,
in-laws, or other relatives. The study focuses on family life
in general.

Each person will receive an envelope containing separate
booklets which have the same general ques+<tions. They ask about
your family, parent/child relationships, and how you wview
yourself as a person. The questions are all straightforward, and
have been adjusted for your particular age group.

QUESTIONNAZRES AND CONFIDENTIALITY

I will be taking great care to protect the privacy and
confidentiality of each and every person who agrees to
participate. This means that no family members will be given
access 10 any other family members’ questionnaires. For example,
I will not discuss teenager’'s or children’s answers with mothers,
nor will I tell teenagers or children what their mothers have
answexred. I will be +the only person who will have access to your
names, and these will not be used in analyzing and reporting the
results.

PROCEDURE

I will be asking each one of you to sit in a separate roonm
while answering the questions.

Each booklet takes appoximately 10 -15 min. to answer. The
total time involved will be approximately 45 minto 1 hour. I

will be around in case you need help.

After you have been given your envelope with the Qquestion
booklets inside, please wait for me to read the instructions for
the first booklet 40 you (individually) before you begin.

Please stop at the end of each booklet and wait for me <to
read the instructions for the next bocoklet before you continuve. I

will come as soon as you call my name. (Esther)
Please answer the guestion boocklets in the order that they

are given. ¢

Your comments and suggestions after you have finished will be
most welcone.

You may withdraw from the study at any time.
. Esther Spector (688-~8789)
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Appendix 1

Consent fForms

a) Mothers and Children

b) Adolescents 18 Years and Over
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CONSENT FORM
[mothers & children)

I have read the accompanying information sheet describing
this project and understand its goals and methods. 1 agree that
] as well as my son(s)/daughter(s) will participate in this study.

I understand that all information will remain confidential,

anéd that I hawve the right to withdraw from the study at any time.

LB -2 o= H 0T - 1S
Name (please print).. ....cc it o it cunnn

Children's Names & Ages (please print)...........

If you would like a copy of any published results of this
study please indicate by signing your name and providing your

address and phone number.

Signature...................................-......

7 - = 1= C o

® * @ 0 0T P ® @ T T @ PP S W B I T @ m TP @ 0t ®m g g s o

Phone No... o iive i ittt cettemnssoeoesnseastomancos e
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CONSENT FORM

1 have read the accompanying information sheet describing this
project and understand its goals and methods. I agree to participate in
this study.

I understand that al1 information will remain confidential, and that

I have the right to withdraw from the study at any time.

Signature..-...-..o.....----...n.-.f..--....--.

Name (please Print).c..iiececiiececeiiteeaniies

If you would 1ike a copy of any published results of this study,
please indicate by signing your name and providing your address and
telephone number.

SignatUYe.cicecaeerrocacrisencirteccasssssacsetacs
AdAreSS e ccervoccastooscnaersoncersrsaccsssnccsrsone

...l.......l..........cposta] Code.....l..'

Phone No..totto..lo.l.o..c.n...o!ct...Qllo...C.l..
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Appendix J

SES Information Questionnaire
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SES Information Questionnaire

Mother's General Information Sheet

Subject #..veenrenniecnnns
Family Name....ocececccccscacosonse First Name....cceceococscccecenes
Marital Status: Married....Divorced.....Separated....Widowed...Other...
FATHER:

Who Tives in the home? Father of Child? YeSeeeeeee NOcoevoeroes
Age: cecesseseccscenns
Education: Elementary 123456 7
Secondary 8 9 10 11 12
C.E.G.E.P. 123
University 12 3 4
Post Grad. 12345

Job Description..cceveeescceccrecscscscscossesens

200600000 000¢0 0500000060000 00000¢00 0

Father's Prestige Score ( )
MOTHER:
Who 1ives in the home? Mother of Child? YeSeeeeoes o JA R,

Age:...l Birth Date.t..llBirth Order *e 2000 0
Education: Elementary 1234567

Secondary 8 9 10 11 12
C.E.G.E.P. 123
University 12 3 4

Post Grad. 12345

J°b Description:....I................l..."....

Working Hrs/WKseeeeeeeeceecncaens ceeirvescscncne

5800 2808000200000 0AcscssssBo S

Mother's Prestige Score ( )

EthniCity: R Y R R N NN RN RN NE N NR NN NNNN
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Appendix K

Mothers with High Scores in

Social Desirability and

Defensiveness Scales




Mothers with High Scores in Social Desirability and Defensiveness Scales

Appendix K

Family ID Social Desirability Defensiveness
Scores * Scores +
¥ 72 60 50
# 56 60 39
# 18 60 35
# 41 63 62
# 81 63 54
#79 63 50
# 78 68 58
# 58 68 77
# 65 71 73
#17 73 81
#71 79 54

* Normal Range
+ Normal Range

(25 - §7)
{31 - 58)
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Appendix L

lero-Order Correlations Between Mothers' Perceptions

In 11 Domains of Self-Concept, Global Self-Worth (ASPP)

and Mothers' Social Desirability Scores (GS).
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Appendix L

Zero-Order Correlations Between Mothers' Perceptions

In 11 Domains of Self-Concept, Global Self-Worth (ASPP)

and Mothers' Social Desirability Scores (GS).

Variables Mothers' Social Desirability Scores (GS)
and Mothers' Ratings for 11 Domains
of Self-Concept, Global Self-Worth (ASPP)
(n = 51)
Sociability .33
Job Competence .00
Nurturance -.06
Athletic Ability .12
Appearance .22
Adequate Provider .23
Morality .26
Household Management .24
Intimate Relations 29 *
Intelligence -.00
Sense of Humor .13
Global Self-Worth .18
**k = p < 001
¥ =P< .0
*=pP< 05

Note: Coefficients with a + indicate significance at the .05 level
according to Bonferroni's criteria.

hias
B
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Appendix M

Intercorrelations for Mothers' Evaluation of the

Quality of Their Relationship with Their First Born

Children in the Seven Domains of the Dyadic

Relationship Scale (DRS)
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Appendix N

/ Intercorrelations for First Born Childrens' Evaluation of the

Quality of Their Relationship with Their Mothers in the Seven

Domains of the Dyadic Relationship Scale (DRS)

me v
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Appendix O

Mothers' Rank Ordered Choices

For Domains of Most Importance in the

Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)




First Choice

Appendix 0
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Mothers' Rank Ordered Choices

For Domains of Most Impoitance in the

Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)

Domain (n = 8/11)

Frequency of
Choices (n = 51)

Second Choice

Morality
Nurturance

Job Competence
Intimate Relations
Sociability
Provider, Humor
Intelligence

Domain (n = 10/11)

2 (for each domain)
1

Frequency of
Choices (n = 51)

Third Choice

Nurturance

Morality

Job Competence,

Intimate Relations Provider
Intelligence, Humor
Appearance, Sociability,
Athletic Ability

Domain (n = 11)

21
7
6 (for each domain)
4
2 (for each domain)
1 (for each domain)

Frequency of
Choices (n =51)

Intelligence

Intimate Relations

Job Competence

Humor, Morality, Nurturance
Sociability, Provider
Household Management
Athletic Ability, Appearance

for each domain)
for each domain)

(
(
(

for each domain)
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Appendix P

) Mothers' Rank Ordered Choices

For Domains of Least Importance in the

i Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)
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Appendix P
Mothers' Rank Ordered Choices
For Domains of Least Importance in the

Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)

Domain (n = 8/11) Frequency of
Choices (n = 51)

Second Choice

Athletic Ability 22

Appearance 16

Household Management 4

Humor 3

Sociability 2

Morality, Intimate Relations, 1 (for each domain)
Intelligence

No Choice 1

Domain (n = 10/11) Frequency of

Choices (n = 51)

Third Choice

Athletic Ability, 12 (for each domain)
Household Management

Appearance 9

Provider 7

Humor 3

Sociability, Nurturance, Morality 1 (for each domain)
Intimate Relations, Intelligence 1 (for each domain)
No Choice

w

Domain (n = 8/11) Frequency of
Choices (n =51)

Household Management, 5 (for each domain)
Intelligence

Athletic Ability, Appearance 4 (for each domain)
Sociability 2

Provider, Intimate Relations, 1 (for each domain)
Humor

No Choice 28
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Append ix Q

Daughters' Rank Ordered Choices

For Mothers' Most Competent Domains in the

Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)
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Appendix Q
Daughters' Rank Ordered Cho¥ ces
For Mothers*® Most Competent Domairws in the
Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)
First Choice
Domain (n = 10/11) Freqquency of
Choi ces (n =52)
Nurturance 25
Sociability 6
Job Competence, Morality, 4 (for each domain)
Intimate Relations
Athletic Abi1ity 3
Householu Management, Humor 2 (for each domain)
Provider 1 (for each domain)
Second Choice
Domain (n = 10/11) frequency of

Choi ces (n = 52)

Nurturance 10
Household Management, Intelligence 8 (Tor each domain)
Intimate Relations 8 (for each domain)
Job Competence 7
Sociability 4
Athletic AbiTity, Morality, 2 (for each domain)
Provider 1

Third Choice
Domain (n= 11) frequency of

Choi ces (n =52)

Household Management 9
Humor 7
Morality, Intimate Relations 6 (for each domain)
Sociability, Nurturance, 5 (for each domain)
Inte11igence

Job Competence
Appearance, Provider

(for each domain)
Athletic AbiTdity

— R D
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Daughters' Rank Ordered Choices

For Mothers' Least (ompetent Domains in the

Adult Self-Perception Profi1e (ASPP)
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Appendix R
Daughters' Rank Ordered (hoices

For Mothers' Least Competent Doméins in the

Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)

First Choice

Domain (n= 8/11) Frequency of
Choices (n = 52)

Athlet ic Ability 30

Humor 8

Job Competence, Appearance 2 (for each domain)
2 (for each domain)
1
4

for each domain)

Provider, Household Management
Sociabi 1ity, Intelligence
No Choice

Second Choice

Domain (n = 10/11) Frequency of
Choices (n = 52)

Appearance 11
Humor 10
Athletdic Ability 6
Provider 5
Househo 1d Management 3
Sociabi1ity, Job (ompetence 2 (f
Morality, Int imate Relations, 1 (f
Inte11igence

No Choice 10

or each domain)
or each domain)

Third Choice

Domain (n = 10/11) Frequency of
Choices (n =52)

Provider, Humor 5

Soclabi 1ity, Job Competence 3 (for each domain)
Morality, Intimate Relations 3 (for each domain)
Nurturance, Appearance 1 (for each domain)
Househo 1d Management, 1 (for each domain)
Intell i gence

No (hoice 26
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Sons' Raink Ordered Choices

For Mothers' Most Competent Domains in the

Adult Self-Pirception Profiie (ASPP)
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Third Choice

158
Appendix S
Sons' Rank Ordered Choices
For Mothers Most Competent Domains in the
Adult Self-Perception Profile (ASPP)

Domain (n = 8/11) Frequency of

Choices {(n = 50)
Nurturance 18
Household Management 16
Job Competence 5
Sociability, Morality 4 (for each domain)
Int imate Relations, 2 (for each domain)
Intelligence, Humor
Athletic Ability, 1 (for each domain)
Provider, Appearance

Second Choice

Domain (n = 10/11) Frequency of

Choices (n = 50)
Int imate Relations 10
Job Competence, Household 6 (for each domain)
Management
Provider 5
Nurturance, Athletic Ability 4 (for each domain)
Morality, Intelligence 4 (for each domain)
Sociability 3
Appearance, Humor 2 (for each domain)
Domain (n = 10/11) Frequency of

Choices (n =50)
Nurturance 8
Provider, Household Management 6 (for each domain)
Sociability, Job Competence, 5 (for each domain)
Morality
Int imate Relations, Intell4gence 4 (For each domain)
Humor 3
Appearance 2
Athletic Ability 1
No Choice 1



159

Appendix T

Sons' Rank Ordered Choices

For Mothers' Least (ompetent Domains in the

Adult Self-Perception Profile




First Choice

Appendix T
Sons' Rank Qrdered Choices
For Mothers Least Competent Domains in the

Adult Self-Perception Profile

160

Second Choice

Domain (n = 8/11) Freguency of
Choices (n = 5Q)

Athletic Ability 27

Inte11igence 8

Sociability 4

Provider 3

Appearance, Household Management 2 (for each domain)
Intimate Relations, Intelligence 2 (for each domain)

Domain (n = 9/11) Frequency of
Choices (n = 50)

Humor 12

Athletic Ability 8

Job Competence, Provider 5 (for each domain)
Appearance 4

Sociability, Household Management 3 (for each domain)
Intel1dgence 3 (for each domain)
Morality 1

No Choice 6

Third Choice
Domain (n = 9/11) Frequency of

Choices (n =50)

Appearance, Humor
Athletic Ability

Job Competence, Intimate Relations
Provider, Morality
No Choice 2

for each domain)

for each domain)
for each domain)

6 (
4
Sociability, Intelligence 3 (for each domain)
2 (
1 (
2
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Appendix U

Intercorrelations, by Birth Order of Child,

Between Childrens' Perceptions of their Mothers' Competence

and Overall Worth (ASPP), and Childrens' Assessment

of the Quality of their Mother/Child Relationship (DRS).
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Appendix U

Intercorrelations, by Birth Order of Child, Between Childrens'
Perceptions of their Mothers' Competence and Overall Worth (ASPP),
and Childrens' Assessment of the Quality of their Mother/
Child Relationship (DRS).

Self-Concept Domains First and Second
Born Children
(n = 51)
Sociability -.14
Job Competence .20
Nurturance .20
Athletic Ability 55k
Appear-ance Lagrrnt
Adequate Provider .08
Morality -.01
Household Management .20
Intimate Relations -.14
Intel 1 igence .09
Sense of Humor .18
Overall Worth -.06
Quality of Relationship L45xxxt
** = p <,001
* = p< ,01
*=p< .05

Note: Coefficients with ¥ indicate significance at .05 level according
to Bonferroni's criteria
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Appendix V

/ Mean Scores for Mothers in the

12 Domains of the Adult

Se1f-Perception Profile (ASPP)




Mean Scores for Mothers in the 12 Domains of the Adult

Appendix V

Self-Perception Profile (ASPP) (n = 51).
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Sel1f-Concept Mothers' Standard
Domains Mean Score Deviation
Sociability 3.00 (.586)
Job Competence 3.23 (.453)
Nurturance 3.47 (.519)
Athletic Ability 2.31 (.766)
Appearance 2.80 (.642)
Adequate Provider 3.26 (.569)
Morality 3.48 (.461)
Househcld Management 3.17 (.749)
Int imate Relations 3.07 (.699)
Inte1ligence 2.84 (.718)
Sense of Humor 3.13 (.635)
Global Self-Worth .10 (.625)




