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ABSTRACT

INTEGRATION OF THE DEVELOPMENTAL THEORY OF CAROL GILLIGAN OF WOMEN'S
DEVELOPMENT WITH OBJECT RELATIONS THEORIES

By

Anne Cosgrove Cunningham

This research investigated the potential relationship, denied by
Carol Gilligan, that there is conceptual overlap between her ideas of
advanced foras of development of self in relationships with advanced
forms of self development in psychoanalytic object relations theories of
development. Specifically, the research compared two operational
measures of the highest perspective in women's development from
Gilligan's theory, "self in self's terms and other in the other's
terms™, developed by Jane Attanucci (1984), and "self and other chosen
freely,” a scale score of the Revised Relational Self Inventory
(Strommen et al., 1987; Reinhart et al., 1985; Pearson et al., 1985),
with a measure of "quality of object relations in early memories (Ryan,
1970, 1973, & 1974; Mayman & Ryan, 1973).

The research sample was composed of 28 middle-aged women, who are
students, exercisers, or both. The research results were reported for
the complete sample, and for a restricted sample excluding four women
who were identified as psychologically distressed.

The data show a positive relationship between Gilligan's highest
developmental perspective and levels of object relations. They also
indicate the possibility of different types of women who score highly on
"self in self's terms and others in others' terms,” and on "self and

other care chosen freely.” 1In the former case, there may be differences



based on whether women are in tramsition to a higher level. In the
latter case, there may be differences in women's views of "care"
depending on whether they choose mainly justice or care voices
(Gilligan, 1987).

The analysis was supplemented by examination of case material.
This reflects Gilligan's movement toward a more hermeneutic perspective.
It also includes a review of major themes summarized under issues of
"healthy” narcissism. These include: concern about authenticity of the
self; view of the possibility of further development; significant
transitions; re-assessment of the meaning of time; and coping with
losses and death. Overall findings are discussed from both theoretical

and measurement perspectives.
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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This research seeks to address the general question: what is
mature, consciously experienced self-love as it is subjectively felt by
niddle-aged women? The question, of course, can be addressed--and some
would address it--as an investigation of normal or healthy narcissism.
Nevertheless, this research also strives to address the question in a
contextual framework. Partly this is due to another concern--for the
work of Carol Gilligan and colleagues which proposes that women's growth
and developrent takes place in a context of relationships. Gilligan's
work leads one to consider that a woman can achieve an integrated, free
sense of care and responsibility for herself at the same time that she
cares for others in a relatively unanxious, yet responsible manner.

However, the kernel of these ideas, namely that a woman's personal
development takes place in relationships, and should be examined in that
same context, also appears in a very different intellectual framework,
that of psychoanalysis. Psychoanalytic theorists of the interpersonal
school, and, to some extent self psychology, and object relations
theory, also consider the importance of personal development in context.
The meaning of context can vary from the "real” interpersonal world
throughout infancy, childhood, and adulthood, to an intrapsychic
representation of self and other which takes on its own life independent

of the "real” world. To a certain extent, though, psychoanalytic
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theorists stress the function that persons in one's environment play in
one's growth and development. More recently some psychoanalytic
theorists have come to stress a mutuality of realistic perceptions and
empathic concern which characterize a developmentally advanced capacity
for object relations.

It is proposed that these two intellectual frameworks, the work of
Carol Gilligan in a developmental-contextual perspective and the work of
some psychoanalytic theorists in an object relations perspective,
converge on a single idea, namely, that personal growth takes place in
relationships which are mutually enhancing. Given this consideration,
it is possible to describe the proposed research in more specific
detail.

Middle-aged women who can be defined as involved in self care in
wvhat seems to be a responsible, healthy manner, were studied and the
meaning of their behaviors in the context of women's present conscious
experience of self and of recollections of past development and
relationships was investigated. This self involvement is
operationalized, for the purposes of this research, in two ways: first,
in terms of concern for developing oneself intellectually which may be
evidenced by engaging in academic studies; second, in terms of care for
one's physical well-being which may be evidenced by engaging in regular
physical exercise. BEngaging in these activities may precipitate a sense
of crisis about spending time on self rather than caring for important
others in some obvious way. On the other hand, these activities may
also be a response to an experienced crisis that the women are not
spending enough time on themselves. Both activities, studying and

exercising, are apt to be motivated by a complex range of reasons,
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engaging different levels of understanding. Women choosing such
activities may vell be quite conscious of at least some of these
reasons.

Baving set out the general purpose of this inquiry, it now remains
to investigate in some detail those considerations which bear on the
choice of a suitable form of research. To this end, interest is
directed to the work of Carol Gilligan and her colleagues who contribute
an important framework to consider female development. On the other
hand, Gilligan's work has not been integrated into the other,
psychoanalytic object relations framework, at this time. There have
been efforts by feminist psychoanalysts in this direction, however.

Gilligan's developmental theories are presented, her research
methods, and methods of those who tried to study her developmental
hypotheses. Object relations theories also present developmental models
for consideration, with the points of potential overlap of these two
types of theories focusing on advanced forms of personal development.
The review also touches the middle years for women from the point of
view of continued development of the self. These concerns are reviewed
under the conceptualization of narcissistic issues in the middle years
of life.

The review considers a broad scope of empirical measures extant
for measuring development in an object relations framework. However,
only one concept speaks to both concerns of healthy self interest and
mutuality with the other, Mutuality of Autonomy; thus measures of that

construct are is reviewed in some detail.
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Possible Overlap of Gilligan's Theories with Psychoanalytic Theories

Preudian models of human development have been subject to
criticism by psychoanalysts, especially for the unfavorable comparison
of female to male development of conscience. It occasions, therefore,
no surprise that psychoanalysts, particularly feminist therapists, have
seized upon recent work by Barvard developmental psychologist Carol
Gilligan to support their thesis that psychoanalytic theory is male-
dominated. Still, whatever the merit of their reasons, they have done
little to develop Gilligan's works, to appraise them, or integrate them
with other psychoanalytic constructs.

Gilligan had herself puzzled over Kohlberg's theory of moral
development which, in early studies, seemed to show that women
consistently reached lower moral cognitive levels than men; in her
developmental-contextual approach, she constructed an alternative to
Kohlberg's model. At first she - and later her students - examined the
conflicts experienced by adolescent girls and young women at important
times in their lives. In explaining women's moral development, Gilligan
retains as a key theoretical concept justice, the basis of Kohlberg's
work; but she also proposes development through care, as a second,
equally valid, theoretical concept which may in fact be more salient in
women's moral deeds than in men’'s. In works subsequent to 1982, she
develops both of these moral perspectives and the interplay between
them. BRach perspective, she observes, is subject to its peculiar
distortion: if the agent, in reasoning about justice, is able to ignore
the individuality of the other, the agent who reasons about care has the

potential to deny the individuality of his or her self. Rogers (1987)
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has reviewed the development of these perspectives and their
definitions, and her work will be referred to later in this review.

The "different voice” of women which Gilligan stresses does seem
to be one unappreciated by current psychoanalytic theories. Still, some
questions arise about her project. One may ask what overlap, if any,
exists between her descriptions about women's conscious experience and
various psychoanalytic theories which stress the unconscious. And, in
particular, one may look at her idea of women's highest form of
development, namely, the crowning achievement which integrates justice
and care towards both self and other, and question just how different
that is from the concepts of maturity which object relations theory has
advanced.

Gilligan has considered some of these matters, and she asserts
that object relations theory makes development hinge on separation and
individuation. As a consequence, object relations theory undervalues,
in her estimation, both one's connection with others and one's ability
to think and feel with others. 1Indeed, she affirms that the emphasis on
separation and individuation makes it theoretically impossible to value
a self which is experienced in the context of attachment with others;
and, she concludes, this in turn makes it theoretically impossible to
value her concept of human development. She comments that the approach
and terminology, beginning with the term "object” relations, is wholly
separate in perspective.

Purther, Gilligan claims object relations theories, which
enphasize the importance of selflessness, distort the role of mother.
Tying selflessness to motherhood, in her opinion, simply strips women of

their agency (Gilligan, 1987). What happens to a woman's own sense of
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self and personal goals when she responds to an imperative to be
"selfless” or "good-enough” for her infant? Finally, while
psychoanalytic theories value capacity to think objectively and fairly,
Gilligan proposes that such an attitude can be a form of detachment;
objectivity, in her view, can be a moral problen.

There can be little doubt that Gilligan has seized upon
significant issues--that she has pointed to some lacunae in
psychoanalytic theory, some unfortunate formulations in object relation
theory. However, psychoanalytic theory in general, nurtured by Freud
and others for close to a century and over several continents, is richer
than she suggests. And object relations theory, in particular, it is
submitted, is not as inimical to her project as she states. For
example, the mutuality in autonomous relationships on which Gilligan and
feminists rightly place high value also finds champions among object
relations theorists. Thus, if it is fair for Gilligan to catalog
disagreements with object relations theory, it is also just to
appreciate their agreements. In this way one can see that Gilligan, in
theorizing about moral development and the achievement of a balanced
care for self and others treads fields already worked by object
relations theorists.

It will be necessary to reviev in more detail the impact of
Gilligan's work on women's studies from an object relations perspective
in order to lay ground for my argument that, despite Gilligan's
reservations, there are some overlaps between her theory of women's
development and object relations theories of development.

Gilligan's work is frequently referenced in psychoanalytic

studies. A recently edited volume on women and psychoanalysis (Alpert,
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1986) contains twenty-four references to Gilligan. In many instances
her ideas are assimilated prematurely into psychoanalytic theories. For
example, in a chapter on masochism and love, Benjamin (1986) writes that
"...deflation of early omnipotence may be viewed positively as
generating the ego's capacities for sociability and sublimation (Roiphe
and Galenson, 1981; Gilligan, 1982)..." (p. 125). One may note that
Gilligan does not use the terms "ego,” "omnipotence,” "sociability,” or
"sublimation” in her work. Nor is she particularly concerned with the
phenomena these terms label. Another problem is that psychoanalytic
writers quote her inaccurately. For example, in that same volume,
Litwin, writing about female autonomy, comments: "Gilligan (1982) feels
that relationships take precedence over moral reasoning and logic for
women.” Litwin has misunderstood Gilligan: Gilligan's position is not
that relationships take precedence over moral reasoning, but that the
conflict between self and other constitutes the central moral problem
for women. Nevertheless, the large number of references to Gilligan in
this text--her ideas were cited more often than the developmental work
of Mahler--indicate that a desire and interest exist in utilizing her
theories to address issues with which feminist psychoanalysts grapple.
There is a need to study empirically the relationship of her ideas
to those of object relations theory; such is, in fact, the overall
intent of the present proposal. Before proceeding further, however, it
is necessary to review in some detail Gilligan's view, as of 1982, of

the central issues and factors in women's moral cognitive development.
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Gilligan's Theory of Moral Development

In 1982 Gilligan published In a Different Voice. In this book,

while arguing against views presented earlier by Kohlberg, she also
presented her own views of moral development of care in women which she
presented in terms of three moral perspectives. She distinguishes
between justice and care voices within these perspectives. Justice and
care voices may be distinguished as follows. When an individual speaks
from a justice voice, he or she sees inequality in relationships as
problematic, highlights moral concern for equality, fairness or justice,
and values rules and principles as protections of fundamental human
rights. When speaking from a care voice, an individual understands
relationships in terms of attachments and sees detachment and
abandonment as problematic. He or she highlights moral concerns of
caring, that is, of not hurting, paying attention, helping, and
sustaining connection, and values activities of care as responsive to
human needs (Rogers, 1988, p. 4).

It should be noted that Gilligan portrays these moral orientations
as asymmetrical, coherent perspectives, each representing a particular
vay to address moral problems (Rogers, 1987, p. 4). These voices denote,
however, the basics of human moral judgment which includes a
consideration of self, of others, and of the relationship between then.
If a moral voice shifts from justice to care, then the images of
relationship also shift from hierarchy or balance to network or web. If
and when they do change, there is a significant change in the whole
systea of perception.

There is an interplay between moral voices within the three moral

perspectives which will be discussed, for they show progression from
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lower to higher thought. Based on the work of Johnston (1985), Gilligan
concludes that moral judgment should not be mapped along a single,
linear, stage sequence. Gilligan's developmental model, of course, does
not speak to issues which are pre-verbal, although she does see
antecedents in early childhood relationships in experiences of
oppression and abandonment. These are the basis for subsequent
sensitivity to justice and care concerns (Gilligan, 1987). She presents
these issues as becoming salient in middle childhood. These are
presented in the following section.

The Three Moral Perspectives

These moral perspectives may be summarized as: (1) initial
concern with self and personal survival; (la) transition period (2)
focus on care for others as one's responsibility; (2a) tramsition
period,; and (3) care for self and others chosen freely due to
reflective understanding of care as the most adequate guide to the
resolution of conflicts in human relations (1982, p. 105). These
perspectives and the transition periods between them are nowv presented
in more detail.

The Pirst Perspective. In the initial perspective, the individual

focuses on care of self in order to ensure survival, feeling, at the
same time, a sense of aloneness. It is not so much that there are no
relationships in life, but "relationships are for the most part
disappointing.” Moral issues are not generally considered, unless the
question of serving one's own needs are in conflict. Then the
individual would have to decide which needs take precedence. There is a
feeling of lack of personal power which is caused, according to

Gilligan, by feeling disconnected from others (p. 75). This felt
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poverlessness extends to her moral code, which she feels imposed on
herself rather than freely embraced (p. 79). 1In addition, Gilligan says
that women in this perspective "in some instances deliberately choose
isolation in order to protect themselves against hurt" (p. 75).

This first perspective may be followed by a transition period in
vhich the woman is unable to integrate previous focus on self with a new
sense of responsibility to care for others. Her former focus on self is
nov judged selfish. 1In this transitional period, the new sense of
attachment to others is accompanied by a view of herself as a person who
is capable of doing "the right thing,” and who becomes a worthy member
of a community. She redefines her own self-interest based on a change
in priorities. 1In Gilligan's words: "the dilemma assumes a moral
dimension and the conflict (emphasis mine) between wish and necessity is
cast as a disparity between ‘'would’' and °'should.’' In this construction,
the ‘'selfishness’ of willful decision is counterpoised to the
‘responsibility’ of moral choice (p. 77).”

During the first transition period, the individual still desires
to take care of self; however there is a change in the way the
individual perceives her self--as a person who desires to do good for
others--and this new view brings with it “an enhancement of self-worth"
(p. 78). Without a move to a sense of social inclusion, there can be no
transition from the first to the second perspective. On the other hand,
the voman who seriously doubts her own goodness is blocked in her
transition to the second perspective (pp. 78-79).

The Second Perspective. The second perspective in women is

characterized by an overall sense of community with others which

necessitates care for others; in fact, the moral good is equated with
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such care. Gilligan says that the conventional feminine 'voice' is in
the second perspective, defining self and proclaiming her own worth on
the basis of the ability to care for and protect others. In the second
perspective the woman "validates her claim to social membership through
the adoption of societal values” (p. 79). This brings a sense of freely
choosing her moral values rather than having them imposed. On the other
hand, her personal survival now appears "to depend on acceptance by
others” (p. 79).

As Gilligan describes this position: "The strength of this
position lies in its capacity for caring; the limitation...lies in the
restriction it imposes on direct expression” (p. 79).

If there is a transition from the second perspective to a third,
it is caused by a woman's awareness of a new conflict: she may hurt
herself in the course of giving to others. There may come a time when
the woman believes that there is no option that is in the best interests
of everybody. By its nature, the conflict can be resolved by
regression, progression, or the individual may stay in the second
perspective, feeling paralyzed by personal dependence on others while at
the same time feeling the need to give to others. She is faced with a
dilemma: she is responsible for others, but she also wishes that others
take responsibility for her. She may become aware that this causes both
parties to feel "manipulated and betrayed™ (p. 82).

A wvoman may find it in herself to change, as she considers the
lack of justice in serving others but not herself. She may reconsider
and now begin to take on a new foram of responsibility to include her own
needs wvithin the "compass of care and concern” (p. 82). This

disequilibrium may cause a change to a new, integrated focus, in which
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the inequality between her former commitment to other and relative
neglect to self is addressed.

The Third Perspective. If there is a successful transition period
after the second perspective, the woman becomes able to separate her own
needs from those of others so that it becomes "possible to be
responsible to self as well as others and thus reconcile disparity
between hurt and care” (p. 82).

This final perspective appears to be balanced; it is also
characterized by a change in sense of self. As Gilligan puts it, there
is "an increasing differentiation of self and other..." (1982, p. 74).
There is a shift in the woman's values from a conventional moral sense
of goodness to one which acknowledges her own self and accepts
responsibilities for this self. Thus, the criteria for judgment of her
own actions moves towards honesty with herself rather than judging
herself by others' criteria. She becomes capable of assessing her own
intentions and now finds it important to try to assess the probable
consequences of her acts. Thus the criterion of honesty replaces the
criterion of goodness for judging her own actions (pp. 82-83).

In the third perspective "care then becomes a universal
injunction, a self-chosen ethic which, freed from its conventional
interpretation, leads to a recasting of the dilemmas in a way that
allows the assumption of responsibility for choice™ (1982, p. 90).

Transition Periods. Gilligan focuses on the importance of
transition periods in her perspectives. There are times when the
current way of viewing the world and one's place in it, one's rights and
responsibilities, is questioned because of a conflict that cannot be

resolved satisfactorily based on the current way of thinking. Such a



13

conflict occurs between perspectives two and three when a woman realizes
that there are things she needs, really needs, that no one other than
herself can or should do for her . This confluence of circumstances and
moral perspectives can occur at any time after the second perspective--
of care for others--is reached. In Gilligan's research it could occur
in women in their late teens and twenties when they are confronted
between care for self (have an abortion) and care for others (the fetus;
the father of the child; others). Speaking of the main study in regard
to which she discusses those stages, in which women were interviewed
while voicing their decisions of whether or not to have an abortion,
Gilligan writes:

The abortion study suggests that women impose a

distinctive construction on moral problems, seeing

moral dilemmas in terms of conflicting

responsibilities. This construction was traced

through a sequence of three perspectives,

each...representing a more complex understanding of

the relationship between self and other and each

transition involving a critical reinterpretation of

the conflict between selfishness and responsibility

(p. 105).

These progressions are not considered the universal experience of
women, and even movement from perspective one to perspective two is not
thought to occur in every individual. Thus, this is perhaps the weakest
of her claims. One could guess that her theory of the progression from
perspective one to perspective two reflects her earlier dependence on
Kohlberg's developmental stage sequences which she has now moved beyond.
This progression, though, can be compared to psychoanalytic theories of
development which posit an initial narcissism beyond which an individual

progresses in normal developaent.
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Gilligan's Research Method

One may turn now to the consideration of the empirical methods
Gilligan used to develop her developmental perspectives of justice and
care. "These different views of care and the transitions between them
emerged from an analysis of the ways in which the women used moral
language - words such as "should, ought, better, right, good, and bad,"
by the changes and shifts that appeared in their thinking, and by the
way in which they reflected on and judged their thought” (Gilligan,
1982, pp. 73-74). Thus, her methodology marks a shift from the
Kohlbergian structured method of scoring moral thought to a more
hermeneutic methodology. Her rationale for making this shift was that
the truth of women's voices was lost in a pre-formed set of criteria
that sifted through the moral words of women and let slide through the
sieve those ideas which did not comprise a part of the sequence in the
male (Kohlbergian) viewpoint.

As part of her shift in methodology she began to ask women to
describe in their own words what they defined as moral dilemmas, rather
than decide this for them.

At the time she used this methodology, her ideas were themselves
in transition. She began to de-emphasize the organic model behind her
thinking in a developmental framework, and to emphasize more the
contextual model toward which she was moving. In a paper presented
during the Murray Lecture Series at Michigan State University, April 8,
1988, Gilligan offered her research model as the hermeneutic one of
studying women's self in relationships in a care voice. A hermeneutic
method assumes that a person’'s orientations to structure of

relationships and to conflicts are to be discovered by clarifying the



15
explanatory framework, or context, which then reveals the person's
meaning. In this new methodology, those narratives which describe
relationships in teras of attachment or detachment are called care
narratives. Those which describe relationships in terms of inequality
or equality or reciprocity are called justice narratives. Both
narratives deal with perceived vulnerability; care narratives reveal
vulnerability to abandonment, while justice narratives reveal
vulnerability to oppression. If everyone is vulnerable to both
oppression and abandonment, then this is why the two moral visions recur
in human experience.

The reader may infer intuitively that there is some overlap
between Gilligan's progression and some theories of development extant
in psychoanalysis. Since self is the sole object of concern in the
first perspective, this perspective might be comparable to a stage of
narcissistic preoccupation, which would also imply that the individual
experiences only poor object relationships. The "selflessness"” of the
second perspective could be viewed in a number of ways, including
empathy, on the positive side, or as resulting, on the negative side,
from a form of masochism. The final perspective could be compared to the
achievement of ego identity--achieving a healthy sense of self, but also
participating in relationships in which the person works for the
enhancement of the well-being of the other who is perceived as a complex
individual in his or her own right. The individual serves the needs of
the other in a richer fashion, one that is not tied to the previous less
complex view of the other and of his or her needs. Although the first
perspective in Gilligan's theory and the third stage appear comparable

to the beginning and end stages of development in object relations
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theories, the explanation of what takes place in between obviously
differs. Still there is one additional point of overlap, for
psychoanalysis also appears to be moving towvards an integration of an
organic developmental model with a contextual (relational) model of
personal development.

In the next section, the review turns to a more complete
discussion of psychoanalytic object relations theories of development as
they concern the potential to develop the capacity for what Gilligan
calls a new potential to integrate the interconnection between self and
other, in which there is concomitantly a new differentiation of self and

other and a growing comprehension of the dynamic of social interaction.

Object Relations Theories of Human Development

Psychoanalytic theorists call the capacity for experiencing human
relatedness the capacity for object relations. Past relations between
self and others, it is assumed, give rise to the development of internal
psychic structure. There are, in fact, several distinct theories, each
of which may correctly be termed object relations theory. Depending on
which particular theory is used, the model of the internal psychic
structure changes. 8till, all models generally presume that
relationships in the external world have internal representation in both
conscious and unconscious forms. Purther, the models presume that
present relationships are interpreted by the self in light of its
internal organization of all past experience, particularly early
childhood experience. In sum, models of internal psychic structure

propose to explain how individuals organize and understand the cognitive
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and affective components of their relationships with others (Urist,
1980) .

Vhile Gilligan claimed to discover her perspectives of the self in
the larger meanings reflected in narrative, the object relations
theorists fashion from persons’ words and actions theories about their
capacity for object relations and the internal structure in which these
capacities are aligned. 1Indeed, to assess this capacity is to assess
“"the ways in which feelings and conscious and unconscious ideas about
the self, about other people, and about the relations between self and
others are organized in an individual's mind” (Urist, 1980, pp. 821-
822).

The capacity for object relations, it is presumed, is complex,
composed of several related capacities. Its developmental progression
corresponds to the increased complexity of internal mental structures
(Kernberg, 1966). In general, the outcome of development is normally
considered to be autonomy (Winnicott, 1960; Mahler, Pine, & Bergman,
1975). The child's development is largely the outcome of the context in
which he or she develops. The parental figure(s) must respond
appropriately to the changing needs of the child in order for the child
to gradually build up the necessary psychic structure to both take care
of self and relate successfully to others; otherwise, less than optimal
developaent ensues.

Although relatively unknown in larger psychoanalytic circles,
psychologist Jeffrey Urist's theorizing about object relations is
revieved next for the reason that he is the originator of the concept of
mutuality of autonomy, which is central to this research, and he has

also written reviews of object relations theory for psychologists
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(Urist, 1980). Urist based his model of developmental progression in
object relations which culminated in achievement of mutuality of
autonomy mainly on Kernberg (1966) who postulated an initial stage of
introjection, in which mental images are organized as self or not-self,
depending on their potential for comfort or discomfort. The second
stage concerned identification; it is here that early, split-off, and
affectively opposite self and object fragments begin to achieve some
degree of cohesiveness. Increased structuralization thus enables
specific functions, which hitherto had been performed by the external
object, now to become part of the capacities of the self. The third
stage is that of ego identity; it culminates with the achievement of
what Urist calls "mutuality of autonomy.”

Kernberg's overall model is similar to others which Jacobson
(1964) and Mahler (1971) have developed. Of course there are
differences in the timing of developmental shifts and in relative
emphasis each places on various cognitive, affective, or instinctual
considerations. Still, it is evident that all these combined models use
concepts drawn both from ego psychology and object relations theory.

The work of Kohut, especially that produced between 1965 and 1971,
belongs in this camp. Subsequent to 1971, Kohut moved some distance
from an ego psychology-object relations view to formulate his own views.
After 1971 he did not, for example, view narcissisam as the earliest
stage in object relationship, rather he considered narcissism and object
love to establish distinct developmental lines. Where Freud had a line
of development from autoerotism to narcissism to object love, Kohut,
writing of "The FPormation of the Self,” postulated something which would

look like a side by side development of archaic object love (parts) to
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archaic whole object to mature object love as a model to consider.
Concurrently there developed autoerotism (archaic parts) to nuclear self
(archaic narcissism) to mature self (mature narcissism). That is, Kohut
believed that the capacity for regulation of self-esteem (and self care)
developed separately from the ability to love others (Kohut, 1974/1978,
p. 765.

Kohut's theorizing focused particularly on the developmental
precursors of inadequate self esteem and various problems in the adult
person’'s capacity for self care. Kohut postulated that these result
from various developmental deficits due to inadequate responses from
parental figures. His theoretical work no longer focused on potential
to achieve mature object love. It focused, instead, on the development
in the narcissistic (self care) line, and later, on the development of a
healthy self. Kernberg, on the other hand, stayed within an object
relations-ego psychology framework.

Thus, in summary, object relations theories in psychoanalysis
focus on the subject's inner world of self and object representations,
and how these develop.

Having completed reviews of both Gilligan's theories of female
development, and object relations theories of human development, it is
appropriate to turn nowv to empirical concerns. Here several questions
suggest themselves. To what extent have Gilligan's theories on
development of self in connection with other been tested - especially
wvith samples of adult women? To what extent have object relations
concepts of development been tested, especially as they relate to

mutuality of autonomy? The review found that there were only two
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empirical studies which addressed Gilligan's model in this developmental

framework, and they are reviewed next.

Empirical Study of Gilligan's Developmental Perspectives:

Attanucci's Study

One of Gilligan's students, Jane Attanucci, researched adult
women's perspectives on self and mothering. Since her work comes closest
to the conceptual framework which the present study adopts, it will be
reviewved in some detail.

Attanucci studied adult women in her doctoral dissertation in
terms of their relationship to themselves and their relationships to
others. She conceptualized her research as a bridge between the work of
Lyons (1983) and another way of viewing justice and care perspectives.
She began with a "logical” set of categories, two of which referred to
self and two to the other. She analyzed interviews of mothers of young
children to more clearly define their care perspective towards self and
other, specifying to which "other” the statements referred. Her work is
important for the present research because her methodology is directly
applicable to this research.

Attanucci defines the feminine self not solely in terms of the
internal organization of qualities and dispositions but also in terms of
the interpersonal reality of ongoing relationships” (1984, pp. 2-3).
Thus, Attanucci defines self not only intrapsychically, or in an object
relations perspective, but also interpersonally, from the viewpoint of
role theory.

Attanucci considers that her research builds upon the work of

Chodorow (1982), who called for research on the experience of conscious,
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planned mothering, as well as speaking to Gilligan's call for studies of
women in women's own terms. (Gilligan, 1982, p. 90).

Attanucci based her dissertation on her own earlier study (1982)
of young mothers' responses to the question: "How would you describe
yourself to yourself?” Attanucci expected that these women would define
theaselves predominantly in terms of others. However, she also found
that they described themselves in ways previously attributed to men in
the work of Lyons (1982), that is, in terms of the separate, objective
self. Therefore, it was necessary to develop a model which showed not
only women's development in the care perspective but also their
development in the justice perspective (see definitions of these
perspectives on pp. 7-8). This, among other things, led to her
subsequent four category model, which is presented in Figure 1
(Attanucci, 1984, p. 104). It should be recalled that these were
presented as "logical” categories at which she looked to see where
women's responses would cluster.

Categories In Attanucci's Model

Category I. When self description reveals an understanding of
self and other in reciprocal roles, the self and other are described
from an objective, third person perspective. No distinction is made
between self and role, or other and role. This understanding is
conveyed as mutually reciprocal and functioning in a rather closed and
static system. Conflict between self and other is not explicitly
acknowvledged. (Attanucci notes that it cannot be concluded from the
interview material in her study if this self description truly
represents the women's understanding of self in relation to others, or

indicates an unelaborated response not adequately probed and pursued.)
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Figure 1

Attanucci's Nodel of Women's Development (from Attanucci, 1984, p. 104)

Self instrumental to Self in self's
others teras
Perspect- |Others "in their own Others in their
ive teras” own teras
11 Iv
tovard
Self instrumental "Self in self's
others to others teras”
Other instrumental Other instrumental
to self to self
I 111

Perspective Toward Self

In sum, persons show reciprocal roles, and the self is
instrumental to others, and the other instrumental to self. There is an
unreflective and unelaborated quality about the relationship. Also, the
woman does not acknowledge any conflict between self and other caused by
different roles.

Subsequent to Category I come Categories II and III. Bach of
these has a positive and negative side, and neither is projected to be
developaentally superior to the other.

Category II. This category shows the feminine role of self
subordinated to the needs, demands and expectations of others. Aware of
the expense to themselves, women often describe the backfiring of their
generous intentions to respond to the other in the other's terms. This
resulted in hara to themselves and ultimately to the other. "Other in

their own terms” placed in quotations indicates the failure to express
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authentic care and also failure to acknowledge their own responsibility
and power in a relationship.

Another aspect of this category is that a woman denigrates the
self for failures in fulfilling the requirements of the selfless role;
the other can be seen to eclipse the self.

Category III. Self description in this category is both self-
assured and self protective. Others seem to be instrumental to the self
rather than persons in their own right. Women take a stand against
others who might seek to dominate, use or abuse them. However, their
uncompromising stance is described as threatening to the relationship,
denigrating the importance of the other. The woman in this position is
vulnerable to losing sight of the other person and the relationship they
share.

This position is described as "self in self's terms" in quotations
to emphasize that "when the self's terms emerge to the contrary of the
other's terms (or unaware of them), they are not an authentic
representation of the self.

Category IV. Self description in this category reveals an
understanding of self and other in a relationship that requires dialogue
between the two for consideration of each other's terms. Self
description in this category recognizes self and other each in their own
personal terams. Women describe themselves honestly as neither selfless
nor selfish, Attanucci asserts. They see themselves both as being
capable of hurting others and being hurt, and strive to minimize such
hurt.

The virtue of this position is authenticity, a self-in-relation-

to-others perspective, and reflectivity.
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Attanucci's Research Design

Citing criticisms by Bromley (1977) and others of existing methods
of research, she proposed his option of studying persons in case studies
which delineate person’'s "ordinary language.” Specifically, she
utilized an open-ended, unstructured approach to research interviewing
involving home visits. Her subjects were 20 women who were presently
part of a longitudinal study of parenthood and child development over an
approximately six month period. Women were recruited through
pediatricians when their infants (their second, third, or fourth born)
were either 4 or 10 months of age.

Infants were 10-16 months old at the time of the last interview
which provided data for her research. Women were an average of 31 years
old, ten years married, and had 2-4 children.

Interviews were made by an independent interviewer (who appears to
have been a graduate student) who developed the format for the final
interview, and included Attanucci's questions as part of the final,
terminating interview. Those questions which pertained to this research
are listed in Appendix F, Interview 1, questions 2-6, 10-23. In general,
they ask women directly about their experience of self in important
relationships (self in relation to husband, children, own mother, etc.).

Coding of data was done from transcriptions of interviews in which
the specific types of self statements were identified and classified
according to what person they refer to (husband, child, etc.) in a
relationship with the self (in which category they fall). Since this
method will be used in the present research, it will be reported in the

subsequent "Methods"™ chapter.
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Attanucci's Research Results

A cluster analysis found three clusters in the data, which were
Category I statements (cluster 1), Category II and III statements
(cluster 2) and category IV statements (cluster 3). Thus, her data
support the notion of a developmental progression in three broad stages.

Cluster 1 finds maternal self description in the idealized terms
of reciprocal roles. Cluster 2 is characterized by the conflict between
self and other, the dilemma of in whose terms the self will be defined.
Cluster 3 features a perspective on self and other based on dialogue and
mutual recognition of terms. She proposes that there is a movement in
self description from reciprocal roles (Category I) through a
transitional conflict concerning roles (Categories II and III). The
author compares Category III responses to the liberated woman's
insistence on her own needs and rights, which may lead her to lose of
sight of the other. On the other hand, the traditional mother suffers
from the loss of sight characteristic of Category II. She notes that
persons who use solely category II or III statements to describe their
relations with their husbands appear clinically depressed. Those who
achieve the final level show a new perspective including self and others

(Category 1IV).

Empirical Study of Gilligan's Developmental Perspectives: Based on use

of the Revised Relationship Self Inventory

The Relational/Connected Self and its variants was studied by a
research group from Michigan State University which developed a pencil-

and-paper self-report instrument, the Revised Relationship Self
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Inventory. The first version of this instrument was presented to
colleagues in a set of two papers presented several years ago (Reinhart
et al., 1985; Pearson et al., 1985). At that time it contained scales
measuring the Relational/Connected self in women, as well as the
developmental perspectives of: (1) Self Care from Need, (2) The
Primacy of Other Care, and (3) Self and Other Care Chosen Freely. The
instrument was developed from responses of a sample of 525 women ranging
from ages 21 to 83 who were primarily married. At that time the
instrument contained 27 items and items which were developed to measure
Gilligan's model of the separate/objective self did not measure
consistently any concept meaningful to their sample. Thus, such items
were not included in the original version of the RSI. At that time, the
"Self and Other Care Chosen Preely” variable was found to be more
characteristic of separated or divorced women than for married women.
Pearson and colleagues concluded that: "...some women, regardless of
marital status, perceive themselves to be in more than one focus area at
the same time. Although these data are cross-sectional in nature, one
implication is that Gilligan's developmental sequence is not a stage
sequence. Second, neither Gilligan's data nor ours tell us if a life
transition causes a change in perception of care, or a change in
perception of care precipitates a life transition.” (Pearson et al.,
1985, p. 3).

After the initial work with the RSI, its item pool was expanded
and nev items were written which might be expected to tap the
Separate/Objective orientation. It was then administered to a large
sanple of more than 1000, about two-thirds of whom were women. Based on

inter-item and inter-cluster correlations, and on Cronbach's alpha, the



217
researchers then retained 60 items which clustered in four scales: (1)
the Separate/Objective Self (18 items), (2) the Relational/Connected
Self (12 items), Primacy of Other Care (14 items), and Self and Other
Care Chosen Preely (16 items). The researchers note that: "The scale
Self Care from Need was dropped from the revised RSI for several
reasons. Relatively few items fell into this cluster, and its
reliability was below acceptable levels for either men or women. Items
expected to make up this scale clustered instead with Separate/Object
Self and (to a lesser extent) with Self and Other Care Chosen Freely.”
(Strommen et al., 1987, p.2).

The internal consistency of this instrument and scale
reliabilities for men and women were quite adequate and are reported in
the subsequent "Methods"” Chapter, as this is one of the instruments used
in the present research. The RRSI is presented in the Appendix I along
with its scales and scoring. The researchers found that "at all ages,
correlations between Separate/Objective Self and Connected/Relational
Self are negative and weak; and correlations between Primacy of Other
Care and Self and Other Care Chosen Freely are positive but moderate...”
(Strommen et al., 1987, pp. 2-3).

Two interesting aspects are noted about the revised instrument.
Pirst, it now contains a way of measuring the Separate/Objective Self,
an mode of relating that is considered to be more characteristic of men
than women. Second, it has dropped the scale measuring "Self Care from
Need.” This was for statistical reasons as results suggested that this
earlier scale was not statistically distinct from Separate/Objective
Self. However, it is interesting that Attanucci also dropped a mode of

measuring this perspective in her research plan. It might be that
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researchers coming from different ways of measuring Gilligan's
developmental ideas were in fact moving away from thinking of this as an
initial stage, but were not yet ready to openly contradict Gilligan.

The RRSI contains the following means and standard deviations for
the entire sample and for women in the age group of 30 to 78 as shown in
Table 1. It should be noted that the Relational/Connected Self is the
orientation most clearly embraced by women. The researchers report that
their results continue to support the concept of the
Relational/Connected Self and its importance for women. At all ages
they found a negative relationship between the two major orientations,
that of Separate/Objective Self and Relational/Connected Self (Strommen
et al, 1987, p. 3). 1In their 1987 presentation of results, they do not
comment specifically on the relevancy of Gilligan's developmental
perspectives to their work.

A recent study connected with the use of the RRSI was that of
Blank (1988) in her doctoral dissertation on the relational self in
women. Her sample contained over 300 persons, composed mainly, for
validation studies, of women attending an on-campus enrichment program.
She studied persons who attained a minimum score of 3.5 on the scale
measuring Relational/Connected Self, which was liberal, because the mean
for the entire sample was about half a scale point higher. Her research
raises questions about the meaning of being simultaneously "low" or
"high” on POC and SOCCF. She raises several possibilities. One is that
these foci are so important to women that they have trouble saying
clearly how they make distinctions in care for self and other. Another

is that the women in her sample may be caught between what might be seen
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Table 1

Revised Relationship Self Inventory: Scale means and Standard
Deviations ®

Separate/ Relational/ Primacy of Self and

Objective Connected Other Care Other Care
Group Self Self Chosen
Freely
Whole Sample
(N = 600)
Mean 2.6 4.1 3.2 3.9
SD 0.53 0.51 0.50 0.49
Women Ages
30 - 718
(N = 320)
Mean 2.5 4.1 3.2 3.8
SD 0.51 0.56 0.53 0.54

2 Prom unpublished data provided by Ellen Strommen, 1989.
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as a socially traditional role for women, the POC focus, and what she
called a more feminist position, the SOCCF focus. Women may find
trouble synthesizing these positions, which might explain the high
incidence of depression in women who are high on both scales. She also
suggests that the perspective used, focus on care for self or care for
both self and other, may be context-specific, or relationship-specific,
and thus any attempts to measure a general orientation which guides
actions will fail.

In her review of the research using the RRSI, she concluded that
"the data suggest that women perceive themselves to be in more than one
focus area [developmental perspective] at the same time. This implies
that the developmental sequence is not a stage sequence. It is also not
clear whether a life transition causes a change in perception of care
and/or such a change precipitates a life transition” (Blank, 1988, p.
20) .

In conclusion, the empirical studies from Gilligan and her
students at Harvard do not rule out the possibility of a developmental
stage sequence in women comparable to that suggested by Gilligan in
1982, while the work emanating from Michigan State suggests that these
perspectives, while important, do not form a developmental sequence. It
would be useful to combine both types of research on a single group of
women and to see if the results can clarify the issues.

Baving reviewed Gilligan's theories of development of the care
perspective, and the two sources of empirical studies of the connected
self, we now turn to diagnostic issues in object relations theory, and a

brief review of projective tests (content and structure of object
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relations) and non-projective tests which are used to study object

relations in general, and mutuality of autonomy in particular.

Empirical Study of Development in Object Relations Theory

Those diagnostic instruments which exist for describing a
subject’'s inner world of self and object representations represent
general ideas unless they are specifically cited as built upon a certain
theory. In general, those projective tests that have described ego
functions and defensive operations (the Rorschach, the Thematic Aptitude
Test [TAT), Human Figure Drawing Test, and Early Memories Test) have
been adapted to the more phenomonological requirements of object
relations theory. Most research comes from two main sources, namely,
researchers connected with Martin Mayman at the University of Michigan
and researchers working with Sidney Blatt at Yale. The categories used
for review are: (1) projective measures of content of object
relations; (2) projective measures of structure of object relations;
(3) measure of ego development and object relations; and (4) non-
projective measures of object relations. Finally, one particular
theoretical model which has been adapted to several specific
instruments, is presented--the model and measure of mutuality of
autonomy developed by Jeffrey Urist (1973, 1980).

Projective Measures of Content of Object Relations

Mayman (1967) outlined the use of the Rorschach for explaining
self and object representations. He also developed The Barly Memories
Test (1968) to elicit a more subjective sense of the meaning of the

individual's experience of self and other. He conceptualized object
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representation as internalized images of the self and of others around
which the phenomenological world is structured and into which ongoing
experience is assimilated. He proposed that the manifest content of
dreams, early memories, and Rorschach tests was more than a screen that
both expressed and concealed deeper and more significant levels of
unconscious meanings. He argued that the manifest content could reflect
levels of ego functioning, the capacity for object relations, and the
nature of interpersonal strivings. This is based on his argument that
the ambiguity of the projective test situations calls forth the
individual's expected way to experience his or her phenomenal world, and
that persons' first impressions tell much about the inner world of self
and object representations and the quality of relationships between
then.

Mayman's methodology was applied by different students of his at
the University of Michigan to autobiographical material, dream
interpretation, and to new ways of scoring the TAT and Rorschach (Krohn,
1972; Urist, 1973; Ryan, 1973).

Projective Measures of Structure of Object Relations

The other main academic source of work on assessing object
relations in a projective manner came from colleagues of Sidney Blatt at
Yale, with the exception of a few unrelated studies. Coonerty (1986),
for example, developed a scale for measuring Separation-Individuation
Themes on the Rorschach based on Mahler's developaental model. Her work
shoved impressive ability to distinguish borderline froa schizophrenic
responses. The major source of work on the structural dimension of the

object representation comes from Blatt and colleagues. Their attention
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has focused, for example, on the establishment of ego boundaries between
self and nonself, and between fantasy and reality (outside and inside).
Thus, they have researched boundary disturbances in schizophrenics and
in neurotics. They have also studied capacities for reality testing,
quality of interpersonal relations, and nature of object
representations. Blatt, Brenneis, Schimek, and Glick (1976) developed a
method to rate Rorschach responses based on their interest in boundary
disturbances. This is called The Concept of the Object Scale. The
system calls for scoring human responses in terms of differentiation,
articulation, and integration. These, in turn, are each rated as in a
continuum based on developmental levels. Although the work of Blatt and
colleagues could be described in more detail, because of the initial
conceptual interest differences between Blatt and Gilligan (boundary
disturbances versus continuity in relationships), this will not be done
at present.

Measures of Ego Development and Object Relations

Some would consider the work of Jane Loevinger with the Sentence
Completion Test (SCT) in the realm of assessment of object relations.
Her work spans that of ego psychology and object relations theory (which
is also true of the work coming from the University of Michigan and from
Yale). Since she emphasizes the conscious presentation of self as seen
in the individual's response to the semi-structured foram of her sentence
stems, her work would seem to be closer to the phenomenological
interests of Gilligan. Nevertheless, although the recent doctoral
dissertation by Rogers (1987) bridges Gilligan's theories with

Loevinger's, the specific method used by Rogers would be inappropriate
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to the present study. Specifically, Rogers developed a method to score
a response on the SCT as in either the justice or care orientation of
Gilligan. However, her analysis involved counting the number of
responses in either justice or care orientations, rather than an
analysis of the greater or lesser developmental maturity of the
response. Thus, this work, while providing an important linkage of
Gilligan's work to psychoanalytic theory, does not address the questions
of the present research.

Non-Projective Measures of Object Relations

Working from Bellak and colleagues' description of levels of
object relations functioning (1973), Bell, Metcalf, and Ryan (1979,
1980) developed a true-false self-report questionnaire composed of items
adapted from patients experience of their experience of relationships
and their characteristic patterns of relating.” (p. 734). After
extensive development, a factor analysis produced four factors in the
final scale, which are: alienation, insecure attachment,
egocentricity, and social incompetence

They used their instrument to differentiate between borderlines
(vho show relatively high scores on alienation, insecure attachment, and
social incompetence) and other types of personality disorders. They
report that the instrument has been used to document improvement in
interpersonal relations before and after therapy. Scores on this
instrument show a "strong linear relationship...between the severity of
eating disorder and degree of object relations pathology in bulimic

college women" (Bell, Metcalf, and Ryan, 1986, p. 734).
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The Comprehensive Object Relations Profile (CORP) developed by
Burke and colleagues (1986) is a semi-structured projective test that
asks a subject to answer specific questions about the relationships
depicted in six specific stories. This instrument measures three
dimensions: object constancy, object integration, and empathy. Burke
and colleagues report that the empathy dimensions are the most sensitive
to group differences. This instrument appears to show considerable
promise in general, but as an instrument to be used in comparison with
Gilligan's work, it would be less appropriate than a mode of inquiry
which gave individuals the opportunity to speak from their own
experiences.

Measures of Mutuality of Autonomy

Although important aspects of object relations were measured by
these already-mentioned projective and non-projective tests, for our
purposes it is only that aspect of object relations,the Mutuality of
Autonomy, developed by Urist (1973), which is relevant to the present
research plan. Thus it will be summarized here. Urist developed a
scale based mainly on the conceptual framework of Kernberg (1966). He
clearly thinks of object relations as a multi-dimensional capacity, but
he devised a separate scale to measure one aspect of it, mutuality of
autonomy. This seven point ordinal scale is described as follows
(Urist, 1980, pp. 830-831).

1. Relationships are characterized by a clear sense.of the autonomy of
each of the partners, where the overall tone is one of mutual respect.
Interactions are portrayed as mutually enhancing; the autonomy of the

partner is appreciated and valued.
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2. Relationships reflect a sense of individuals mutually interacting,
but the emphasis is on a goal rather than on the relationship itself.
People are clearly perceived as separate.
3. There is no serious disparagement of mutuality or of the autonomy of
individuals, but there is no consistent, enduring sense of engagement.
Relatedness fluctuates back and forth with more functionally defined,
need-satisfying level of relatedness.
4. Relationships reflect an underlying functional orientation, with the
emphasis on the function rather than on the person. Helping others is
seen as a justification for making others provide a function for the
self.
5. People are portrayed as getting along with each other only insofar
as they are alike. This implies more than shared appreciations but the
tone is of people needing to act as reflections of the other.
6. Relationships are characterized by an overriding absence of any real
sense of people as active, autonomous agents in relations with each
other. A predominant theme is one of coercion, manipulation, or
control. Helping others is experienced as a justification to control
then.
7. Relations between people are portrayed in terms of malevolent,
overpovwering envelopment. Autonomy is deteriorated to the level of an
experience or fear of incorporation.

The Mutuality of Autonomy Scale as measured on the Rorschach has
been correlated with independent measures of the same dimension by
written autobiographies, and behavioral ratings of ward staff (Urist

1973). Correlations for highest mutuality scores ranged from .09 to
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.40; correlations for lowest mutuality scores ranged from .09 to .63.
(Ryan, 1973, p. 100)

Looking at a combined sample of inpatients and outpatients, Urist
found that scores of object relations on the Rorschach tended to be
lower; he said that “"particularly in the case of the healthier
outpatients, the Rorschach tended not to be the most representative
measure of the integrity factor, since it was prone to give a somewhat
sicker picture of object relations. The problem for measurement of
relatively healthy object relations as one might expect for the
outpatients was that his scale has little discrimination on the healthy
end in its present form.

Another researcher who did his doctoral work at the University of
Michigan, Edward Ryan, developed the Quality of Object Relations in
Barly Memories Scale with a broad range for measuring object relations
including Mutuality of Autonomy. The scale may be described as a
measure of the quality of the object relationships through an analysis
of the person’'s early memories. This is a 20-point scale, with five
points within each of the four categories. The low point of the scale
describes a quality of object relations in which the object world is
unreal, nightmarish. The approximate mid-point involves a depiction of
other persons in the life space as important, but their characters are
defined almost solely as need-satisfying or need-frustrating objects or
beings. The high-point involves multiple, bilateral role relationships
with a variety of different people, with a clear articulation of the
distinct individuality of the self and others in these relationships.
There is a sense of belonging to a community of separate individuals,

and a spirit of positive interaction; even negative aspects are
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presented in a wider context of mutual trust, acceptance, regard or
affection. Please refer to Appendix B for the instrument, Quality of
Object Relations Scale for Early Memories.

This scale has been used less than Urist's scale, but it has
several advantages for the present research. First, it is an advantage
to measure mutuality of autonomy by scoring early memories as if they
were projective materials. This means that the method is more simple
than administering the Rorschach. Second, the Rorschach measure of
mutuality of autonomy is biased in favor of a lower clinical range.
Third, the greater scale range of the Ryan scale makes it more
applicable to less psychiatrically disturbed populations.

In the pilot stages of scale development, Mayman and Ryan
independently rank ordered the earliest memories of 28 randomly selected
patients for "quality of object relations.” The reliability coefficient
was found to be .86 (p ¢ .005).

More specific information about the Ryan scale will be presented
in the "Methods" chapter.

This completes the review of empirical measures for Gilligan's
theories and for object relations theories. The instruments of choice
for women's perspective on self and other, are the Attanucci research
protocol and the Revised Relationship Self Inventory. There is one
additional consideration about the Attanucci measure, and that is that
her questions were embedded in a larger study of women in relationships
and that she coded responses from these questions as well as from her
own. This leaves a vacuum in the present study: what questions should
be used to £fill in the gaps using her method? One answer suggested

itself: namely, to devise questions to reflect issues and concerns
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about the self that have been identified by Colarusso and Nemiroff
(1981) and Kernberg (1975/1985) as narcissistic issues of the middle
years of life. The concerns they raise can be summarized under the
following categories: (1) Significant transitions and re-assessment of
relationships; (2) Concern about authenticity of the self;
(3) Experience of change in one's body; (4) View of oneself around the
possibility of further development; (5) Presence or absence of [female]
mentors; (6) Re-assessment of the meaning of time; and (7) Coping with
losses and death.

The object relations measure of Mutuality of Autonomy which
appears most appropriate for this purpose is the Quality of Object
Relations in Barly Memories Scale. We turn next to the specific

research question, and subsequently, the research method.

Research Question

To what extent are achievements of "Self and Other Care Chosen
Freely,” the epitome of development according to Gilligan, and
“Mutuality of Autonomy,” the epitome of development in one model of
object relations, related, in middle-aged women?

Basically this question assumes that healthy self care in middle-
aged women is addressed from a viewpoint of the context of
relationships. Two major and heretofore not related theoretical
viewpoints converge in addressing the question: the developmental-
contextual work of Carol Gilligan, and an object relations perspective
which describes mutuality of autonoamy.

The specific plan is to study middle-aged women who are engaged in

some activity which could be defined in a relatively clear fashion as
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doing something for the self. For our purposes, this is defined by
engaging in academic studies, and engaging in regular physical exercise.
The question of the present research concerns the possibility for
balance: to what extent can these women care for self and at the same
time, care for the other in a mutually enhancing manner?

A group of 28 women will be studied in depth, providing an
opportunity to look at answers to this question in both a quantitative
and qualitative manner. As an adjunct to the question, some women who
score either relatively high or lov on the measures of interest will be
described in some further clinical detail. Pinally, some general
concerns will be addressed which are considered salient for middle-aged
women from an object relations framework, based on narcissistic themes
of the middle years. More specifics about the research method are

described subsequently.



RESEARCH METHOD

Overview

Middle-aged women who can be defined as involved in self care in
vhat seems to be a responsible, healthy manner, were studied, and the
meaning of their behaviors in the context of the women's present
conscious experience of self and of recollections of past development
and relationships were investigated. The research is composed of
individual interviews with 28 middle-aged women. Research subjects were
identified through advertisements and offered a modest stipend for
participation.

The selection criteria targeted women betveen the ages of 35 and
55 who have ever had children, and who are now either students or
exercisers. Persons were selected through a telephone screen;
volunteers subsequently were interviewed twice. The second interview
vas spaced tvo weeks to one month from the first. Questions about the
conscious experience of the self and of relationships, in the past and
in the present, were asked by the interviewer following a general
protocol administered in an open-ended clinical fashion. Participants
completed a general information form and the Brief Symptom Inventory
(BSI) at the time of the first interview, and completed the Revised
Relational Self Inventory (RRSI) at the second interview.

Interviews were audiotaped and information pertaining to the
research study was transcribed. All identifying information was removed

or changed in transcripts and written materials. There were two coded

41
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transcripts per case. One had the Early Memories responses; the second
had the responses to the Attanucci protocol plus some additional general
interview questions. The additional interview questions were developed
to reflect those issues and concerns about the self that were identified
by Colarosso and Nemiroff (1981) and Kernberg (1975/1985) as
narcissistic concerns of the middle years of life.

The instruments for studying the women's "care for self and other
chosen freely” are: the Attanucci research question protocol and the
Revised Relational Self Inventory. "Mutuality of autonomy in object
relations” is investigated by the Quality of Object Relations in EBarly
Memories Scale.

The research question comparing developmental level in Gilligan's
theory and in object relations theory is addressed by examining the
relationship between membership in the categories in the Attanucci
model, in perspectives on the RRSI, and membership in levels in the Ryan
Quality of Object Relations Scale. Pearson Product Moment Correlations
were used, as well as cluster analyses.

Case material provided some additional descriptive information of
the women in this pilot research. Some themes common to the women's
self descriptions were also investigated. More specific information

about this research plan is provided subsequently.

Subjects

Selection of subjects

Twenty- eight middle -aged women were selected from two
categories: women who are intellectually doing something for

themselves, that is, women who are going back to school; and women who
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are physically doing something for themselves, that is, women who are
doing regular physical exercise. The important issue was that women
were doing something for themselves, not which kind of activity they
engaged in. If women were both students and exercisers, they were
accepted as subjects.

Women chosen for this study were in the age range of 35- 55 years
of age. Mature women were selected since it seems more likely that they
would more consciously consider they are doing something for themselves
when they go back to school or exercise, since both of these activities
are less common in this age group than among younger women.

Students were identified through their participation in community
college or university classes. Exercisers were located through their
participation in either organized physical exercise programs or personal
fitness activities, either using local community services programs,
including health clubs, or utilizing the physical fitness facilities at
their college or university.

Persons were asked to participate in a study of normal, middle-
aged women; and they were told that the study involves two individual
interviews, totaling between two and four hours.

Individuals were offered a small financial incentive to
participate. Fliers were distributed asking for volunteers and also the
study vas advertised in a campus newspaper (see Appendix C).

The researcher used a telephone screen to take phone numbers and
demographic information and to rule out persons who did not meet study
criteria. Persons who were suitable were given information about amount
of time entailed and amount of personal revelation required. The

personal nature of interviews was explicitly stressed so that callers
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could make informed choice about further participation. The telephone
screening protocol is presented in Appendix H.

Demographic Description

Twenty-eight women were selected into the study from the 42
persons who responded either to posted notices or to a campus newspaper
advertisement. The average age of these women was in the forties;
ranging between 36 and 45 years of age. Twelve of the 28 women were
both students and exercisers. Table 2 provides a summary of demographic
information about the sample.

It should be also noted that four of the 28 women were later
excluded from some analyses due to their high scores on one or more
subscales of the Brief Symptom Inventory. The women who were excluded
included persons who were both students and exercisers, and did not
appear demographically unusual in terms of education or occupation. The
demographic description of the restricted sample of 24 women (excluding

the four women) appears in Appendix D.

Instruments

Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI).

For the purpose of further identifying the subjects of this study
as "normal,” persons were asked to fill out a copy of the Brief Symptom
Inventory. This is an abbreviated form of the Symptom Checklist 90
(Hale, Cochran, & Hedgepeth, 1984). A pencil-and-paper instrument, it
takes about 10 minutes to complete. It provides information on nine
scale scores indicating some aspect of psychological distress. It was
standardized on a sample of middle-aged adults, and so is appropriate

for use in the present study. Although the instrument is not provided
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Table 2

Demographic Description of the Sample (N=28)

Mean Range

Age (years) 43 36-55
Number of years married 19 9-35
Number Percent

Student 3 11
Exerciser 13 46
Both 12 43

Currently married
1st marriage 21 15

2nd marriage 3 11
Currently divorced or separated 4 14
Bducation

High school or less 1 4

Some college 8 29

College graduate 4 14

Some graduate study 6 21

Graduate or professional

degree 9 32
Occupation?

Homemaker 5 18

Education, research 8 29

Management 8 29

Sales 1 4

Secretarial 2 7

Other health and

human services 2 7

Student 14 50
Religion

Protestant 12 43

Jewish 4 14

Roman Catholic 4 14

Other 2 1

None 6 21

Note. All women were married at least once.

2pased on most recent employment, or on any employment in the past 10
years. Some persons indicate more than one occupation, thus percents
total greater than 100%.
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Table 2 (cont'd.)

Number of male children?

Age of male children
(years)

Number of female children?

Age of female children
(years)

Husband's (former husband's)
education
Bigh school or less
Some college
College graduate
Some graduate study
Graduate or professional
degree

Husband's (former husband's)
occupation)

Bducation, research
Managerial, administrative
Health and human services
Skilled trade, factory work
Blectronics & computer
Law or criminal justice
Student

Mean Range
2 0-4

23 3-34

1 0-5

21 3-35
Number Percent
4 14

4 14

4 14

3 11

13 46

6 21

8 29

2 7

4 14

2 7

2 7

4 14

ATncludes adopted and step-children.

Although a person may have no

children of one sex, they may have one or more of the other.
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Table 2 (cont'd.)

Number Percent
Perceived health status
of subject
Good 26 93
Average 2 7
Poor 0 0
Perceived health of
mother
Good 8 29
Average 6 21
Poor 5 18
(not applicable-
deceased) 9 32
Perceived health of
father
Good 10 36
Average 4 14
Poor 1 4
(not applicable-
deceased) 13 46
Perceived health of
husband/forrer husband
Good 20 71
Average 7 25
Poor 1 4
Perceived health of
children (by family)?
Good 24 86
Average 4 14
Poor 0 0

27ncludes adopted and step-children. Most mothers globally rated their
child(ren)'s health in one category.
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Table 2 (cont'd.)

Number Percent
Exercise frequency
3x/week or more 20 71
1 - 2x/week 5 18
No regular exercise 1 4
(did not answer) 2 7
Type of exercised
(of those who do exercise)
Aerobic type 22 79
Strengthening 5 18
Toning 11 39
Other (such as golf,
bowling) 3 11
Reasons for exerciseP
Enjoyment of physical
movement 19 68
Health (weight control,
stress reduction, etc.) 23 82
Social reasons 14 50
Competition 4 14
Other responses 2 7
(Did not answer) 3 11

%persons may indicate more than one kind of exercise done on a regular
basis, so percents add up to more than 100 %.

Dpersons checked all that applied, so percents add up to more than 100%.
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here, because of copyright restrictions, it is available, along with
directions for scoring, through its author (Derogatis, 1977).

Clearly any person could volunteer for this project for many
reasons; thus, the mere fact that a woman exercises now or is a student
now does not preclude her from feeling significant psychological
distress. But such stressed persons were assumed, before the study, as
unlikely to achieve higher levels on either the Gilligan measures (the
Attanucci categories or the RRSI) or the object relations measure.
Therefore, the BSI was used as a conservative measure of the likely
"normality,” at least compared to the norms for other middle-aged
persons, of the women in the sample. Persons who scored three standard
deviations or more above the standardized norms for persons aged 46
(Hale, Cochran, & Hedgepeth, 1984) on at least one subscale of the BSI
were considered psychologically distressed as compared to the other
women. The process identified four of the twenty-eight subjects in this
category. Subsequent analyses were then conducted with and without the
data from these four women, and were so labelled in the results.

Information on the results of all subjects on the BSI compared to
standardized norms is given in Table 3.

Attanucci interview measures of

"Self in Relation to Others”

Attanucci's open-ended questions were designed to elicit
information about the person's conscious view of her self and of current
and past relationships with important persons in her life. For the
purposes of this study, the same questions were asked of middle-aged
women participants. Attanucci's questions were included in a longer

interview, and she coded relationship statements that were elicited in
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Table 3

Comparison of Scores of Full and Restricted Samples to Norms for Persons
with an Average Age of 46 on the BSI

Full sample Restricted sample Norms?

(N = 28) (N = 24) (N = 565)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Subscale?
SOMA .21 .23 .20 .24 .43 .47
OB-COMP 1.08 .84 .85 .58 .44 .49
INT SENS .68 .68 .50 .53 .35 .43
DEPRES .51 .58 .36 .33 .46 .52
ANX .60 .58 .45 .43 .37 .43
HOSTIL .64 .58 .53 .54 .33 .42
PHOB ANX .17 .36 .06 .22 .19 .37
PARAN ID .48 .42 .38 .34 .34 .46
PSYCHOT .44 .59 .23 .29 .15 .25
Grand
Total (GSI) .53 .39 .40 .24 - -

¥pased on noras provided by Derogatis, 1977, as presented in Table 1 of
Hale, Cochran, & Hedgepeth (1984, p. 321).

bithere:

SOMA = Somatization

OB-COMP = Obsessive-compulsive

INT SENS = Interpersonal sensitivity
DEPRES = Depression

ANX = anxiety

HOSTIL = Hostility

PHOB ANX = Phobic anxiety

PARAN ID == Paranoid ideation
PSYCHOT = Psychoticism
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answer to other questions as well as her own. The same procedure was
followed in this research, except that the "other questions” were the
ones that were designed by this researcher about issues in the middle
years of life. The Attanucci questions are presented in Appendix A.
The coding procedure is presented next.

Coding Procedure. All initial interviews were transcribed and

coded using Attanucci's coding manual which provided the basis for
coding open-ended questions into relationship categories, I to IV, which
she argues reflect the developmental perspectives of Gilligan (1982).
Transcriptions contained the subjects' responses to the Attanucci
questions and the other questions as adapted for middle-aged women.
Identifying information was changed or deleted. Two undergraduate
research assistants were trained in coding according to the Attanucci
manual; they completed this task, as described next, in a six month
period, along with the researcher. One assistant received academic
credit for two quarter terms for her time; the other assistant devoted
similar amounts of time, but did not take it for credit as she was
graduating that term and did not need it for graduation. Approximately
tventy-five hours of discussion were devoted to the use of the manual
prior to its application to the first pilot subject. The manual appears
in Appendix A.

It should be noted that the researcher attempted to contact Dr.
Attanucci for further clarifications, but Dr. Attanucci was unable to
provide more time than one phone conversation. Thus all procedures are
based on what was spelled out in the Attanucci dissertation supplemented

by vhat seemed reasonable.
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The researcher and the research assistants read the protocol of a
pilot subject (whose data was not included in subsequent analyses).
First the transcription was read through as a whole. Next it was read
looking for relationship statements which dealt with husband, mother,
child, and "other.” These are the same categories which Attanucci used.
However, since the interview was a clinical one, the relationship
statements were not all together in one place, and it was necessary to
decide what was the beginning and end of a codable unit. Bach person
tried to define codable units, and this process was discussed, with a
final decision on codable units reached by consensus. Clarifications or
elaborations were added to the original coding manual. These may be
seen in Appendix A, along with the original manual.

Next, each person coded the units according to the decision rules
given by Attanucci in her manual. Again, there was a general
discussion, and again the final decision on appropriate coding was
reached by consensus. Finally, results were transferred to a data
summary sheet. At this point the researcher divided subsequent
interviews into codable units; the research assistants confined
themselves to checking her accuracy, and did the actual coding in the
agreed-upon method.

All three persons coded the next interview. This was, in fact,
the first one actually used in subsequent data analysis. Final
decisions on coding were made after discussion and gaining consensus.
Then each assistant wvas assigned one interview to code on her own; the
researcher also coded it. The separate codings were discussed, and

disagreements were resolved by consensus. Percent agreement was
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calculated for two pilot interviews for the research assistants vs. the
researcher.

The basis for calculating agreement arose naturally from
Attanucci's work. The cluster analysis she planned for her data turned
simply on whether any statement of a Category I through IV occurred at
all in describing a relationship (and not the frequency of its
occurrence) .

Table 4 shows the person-by-category-of-relationships scheme
according to which data were coded. Reliabilities were calculated on
agreement between coders in locating subjects’ responses in these
categories.

The data reduction, then, took place in two steps. First, each
research assistant and the researcher independently coded the codable
units (which varied, of course, in each subject's interview). Then they
recorded their own responses. Where there were disagreements, they
discussed the unit and came to a consensus. In some cases this involved
a double-coding, such as coding a unit as both a Category II and a
Category III example. This could not be avoided because often
descriptions are quite complex. In addition, at times two persons are
referred to in the same or almost the same codable unit. For example, a
wvoman might refer to an incident which involved relating to both her
husband and her child. In such cases, the codable unit is presented
once under all the units referring to the husband, and repeated again
under the listing of all units referring to the child. Attanucci used a
similar method for coding.

The first coder achieved a 75 percent agreement overall with the

researcher; the second, an 81 percent agreement overall. This seemed
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adequate and research assistants were randorly assigned the subsequent
interviews to code. One exception to the randomness was that the
student graduating at the end of Spring term, pressed for time, had to
be relieved of one coding. The other research assistant coded that as
well as her own set.

The research assistants did not code all transcripts independently
of the researcher. This procedure, which would result in a "blind"
analysis, was not done because the process of discussion appeared
invaluable.

Reliability was calculated differently from Attanucci's method.
Attanucci had used Cohen's Kappa, but this process is not appropriate
for the type of data obtained. Cohen's Kappa should be used when units
are assumed to be independent (Cohen, 1960, p. 38), which is an
untenable assumption in the present research because the comments about
any one person are not independent, nor is it reasonable to assume that
relationships are independent of each other. 1In addition, the
interrelationship of units to be coded made for different assumptions
about the meaning of chance agreement, and also of perfect agreement,
than the assumptions made by Cohen.

Data obtained. Thus the final data set for each subject was a set

of 16 scores, as previously shown in Table 4. Por analyses comparing
Gilligan's highest level of development as measured by Attanucci's model
with its operational measure in the Revised Relational Self Inventory
and with the Quality of Object Relations in Barly Memories, a summary
score for Category IV was used. This variable was created by counting
the total number of relationship areas in which there was the presence

of a Category IV response. Thus this variable could range from 0 to 4.
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Table 4
Schema for Data Obtained from the Coding of Attanucci Categories for

Self in Relationship for Research Women

Category of relationships
described by research women

I II III IV
Person
in
relationship
Husband a a a a
Mother a a a a
Child a a a a
Other a a a a

Note. Where: a = present (1) or absent (0)

And:

Category I = Self instrumental to other, other instrumental to self
Category II =Self instrumental to other, others "in their own terms"”
Category III ="Self in self's terms,” other instrumental to self

Category IV =Self in self's terms, others in their own teras
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Prior to the final step, percent agreement for each item in each
category was calculated. Por the final 16 scores, percent agreement was
calculated on presence or absence of the four categories within the four
types of relationship.

Purther information on the coding process and the calculation of
reliability overall appears in Appendix A. That appendix also contains
the enlarged coding and training manual based on conventions used to

decide ambiguous coding questions.

The Revised Relational Self Inventory (RRSI)

This instrument is used to assess Gilligan's model. The RRSI was
designed to measure concepts such as the connected or separate selves
described by Gilligan (1982) and her colleagues, as well as variants of
the connected self. A pencil-and-paper instrument, it consists of 60
items to which the respondent can agree or disagree on a 5-point Likert
scale ("like me"” to "not at all like me;" see Appendix I).

The RRSI can be scored to obtain scale scores on
Separate/Objective Self, Relational/Connected Self; Primacy of Other
Care; and Self and Other Care Chosen Freely. The Separate/Objective
Self describes a "justice” orientation in which a self is defined
through individual achievement and objective reciprocity. The
Relational/Connected Self orientation is one in which the self is
defined through connection with others, and concerns of "care" are
central. Reliabilities and scale intercorrelations for men and women
are presented in Table 5. Item-scale total correlations are presented
in Appendix I. The instrument appears to have an adequate face

validity.
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The most important RRSI variable, for this research, is the
measurement of "Self and Other Care Chosen Freely,” a variant of the
Connected Self, and a construct descriptively similar to what was
measured by Attanucci more clinically in her coding for Category IV,
"self in self's terms and other in other's terms.” Within the overall
framework of a relational or connected self, there is a particular way
of viewing the world which can be described by another variable,
“primacy of other care.” This appears to be somewhat comparable to
Attanucci's Category II, while the view of the Separate/Objective Self
appears to approximate Attanucci's Category III.

This instrument is self-administered, and took about 20 minutes to
complete. It was given at the end of the second interview.

Data obtained. The RRSI produces 4 scale scores which are for:

Separate/Objective Self (SO), Relational/Connected Self(RI) , Primacy of
Other Care (POC), and Self and Other Care Chosen Freely (SOCCF).

The Quality of Object Relations in Early Memories Scale

Quality of Object Relations (including Mutuality of Autonomy) is
scored from early memories using the Ryan Scale (Ryan, 1973). BEach
point in the 20-point scale represents a salient quality of object
relations. The 20 points are divided into four main categories (each
containing five graded levels). The complete scale and directions for
scoring are given in Appendix B.

The following abbreviated description of scoring categories is given in
Ryan and Bell (1984, p. 211):

A. (Levels 1-5): Prototypes of severe disturbances in object
relatedness, such as occur in psychotic or borderline states.

B. (Levels 6-10): Prototypes of disturbances characteristically
more nearly representing depressed or pathologically narcissistic
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Table 5
Revised Relationship Self Inventory (RRSI) Reliabilities and Scale

Intercorrelations

Reliabilities (alpha)

Separate/ Connected/ Primacy Self and
Objective Relational of Other Other Chosen

Self Self Care Freely
Women .17 .76 .68 .18
(N = 930)
Nen
(N = 228) .85 .76 .67 .17
Scale Intercorrelations P
Separate/ Connected/ Primacy Self and
Objective Relational of Other Other Chosen
Self Self Care Freely
Separate/ 1.00 € .23 .09 .40
Obj. Self
Con./Rel. -.33 1.00 .56 .52
Self
Primacy of -.01 .13 1.00 .10
Oth. Care
Self & .26 .58 .19 1.00
Oth. Chos.
Freely

2 prom Strommen et al., 1987, Tables 2 and 3.

b Intercorrelations for women above the diagonal; for men, below the
diagonal.

C Corrected for attenuation.
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states, such that no vestige of a sense of good objects appears in
the subject's inner world.

C. (Levels 11 - 15): Prototypes of neurotic-level disturbances
in relatedness, such that people do appear as important foci in
these memories, but relationships are childishly conceived, self-
centered, and limited.

D. (Levels 16-20). Prototypes of more nearly normal, mutual
interactions.

According to Ryan and Bell, the continuum depicts the emotional quality
of the representation of the self and others, the integrity of these
representations, and the quality of the interaction between self and
others. "At each level, qualities of object relations in the OR scale
are consistent with the dimensions described by Urist (1980) in his
review of object-relations measurement instruments: richness and
complexity of representations, quality of differentiation and
individuation among them, and degree of mutual respect that exists in
the depiction of the self-object world” (Bell and Ryan, 1984, p. 210).

In the pilot stages of scale development, Mayman and Ryan
independently rank-ordered the earliest memories of 28 randomly selected
patients for "Quality of Object Relations.” The reliability coefficient
was found to be .86 (p ¢ .005). Subsequent ratings of the scale have
shown adequate interrater reliability. In a recent study, raters
trained on practice sets of memories and then scored (blind) a sample of
80 transcripts. Rater reliability among three raters using interclass r
wvas .86 (Ryan and Bell, 1984, p. 211).

In the present study, the researcher and another advanced
clinical psychology graduate student trained themselves in the rating of
the memories by first obtaining the most recent version of the EMS
manual from Dr. Ryan. His advice was to train on some early memories

obtained through our own resources, and to arrive at conventions and
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clarifications through this process, as he was unable to provide sets of
menories for training purposes.

In order to achieve reliability, 65 earliest memories in written
form were obtained as pilot data from a larger study being conducted by
Drs. Strommen, Donelson, et al., of which this researcher was a
participant member. These memories were divided into three sets in
which the memories appeared to have roughly the same range of potential
scores. This first division was made by the researcher based on a quick
assessment of scores which used roughly the criteria of the Ryan Manual.
These three sets were scored independently, and, when scoring differed,
results were discussed, with final scores for individuals achieved by
consensus,

The memories were then re-arranged in a single set of 65 written
memories in order of the scores they had received (in a scale from 1 to
20, with highest possible score a 20), as suggested by Ryan in his
scoring manual. These were then re-scored. There were still
differences in opinion from the original scores, and between raters, and
again final scores were arrived at by consensus.

The results of this second scoring were graphed, and visual
inspection of the graph of number of persons receiving any single score
reveals what appears to be a normal curve, with the mode at 11. This
would be scoring in the "neurotic™ range.

The earliest memories from the pilot subject (one woman) in the
present research were discussed and then coded. There was some change
in length of the protocol, due to the fact that these memories were
elicited in an interview and transcribed from an audiotape.

Consequently, this and all other earliest memories were longer than
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those coded for the pilot, and more complex. In addition, there were
three “earliest memories™ elicited in the actual research: earliest
memory, then separately "earliest memory of mother” and "earliest memory
of father.” When an individual had referred to mother and/or father in
the "earliest memory,” she was asked for another specific "earliest
menory” for that parent.

Four additional subjects' sets of early memories were coded next.
These were the four subjects whose Brief Symptor Inventory Scores led to
their being labelled as psychologically distressed, and not likely to
produce "normal” protocols in the present research. Earliest Memory,
Barliest Memory of Mother, and Earliest Memory of Father were all coded
and reliabilities of the average of two raters were calculated on this
small sample. They ranged from .82 to .97, well within the range of
acceptability.

The earliest memories were then arranged for the 24 remaining
research subjects in random order and scored in three sets of nearly
equal size. In each case a record was kept of the initial score of each
rater, as well as a consensus score, when that was necessary. The
reliability for Earliest Memory was .75, for Barliest Memory of Mother
wvas .48, and Earliest Memory of Pather, .67. Due to the rather low
reliability of the Barliest Memory of Mother, subsequent analyses used
the consensus score rather than the average score of two raters.

Data obtained from EBarly memories. Coding resulted in three

scores (1 through 20) which indicate Quality of Object Relations for:
Barliest Memory, Earliest Memory of Mother, and Barliest Memory of
Pather. Higher scores indicate higher levels of quality of object

relations.
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Case Material

Case material is presented for women who scored either relatively
high or low compared to other women in the sample on both the Attanucci
category IV measure and higher levels of object relations, compared to
other women in this sample. Basically this is to provide some
descriptive, clinical information about the kind of person who scores
highly on both measures; it may assist in descriptively evaluating the
hypothesis that Category IV and Mutuality of Autonomy in Object
Relations might refer to similar phenomena.

Data obtained

The data were clinical vignettes which were sought to clarify the
possible nature of the relationship (or lack thereof) between constructs
coming from Gilligan's perspective and constructs in object relations

theory.

Content Themes about Issues in the Niddle Years of Life

Semi-structured questions about life history and significant
transitions were included in the interviews, as a qualitative adjunct to
the main research question. The researcher developed these questions to
reflect narcissistic issues of the middle years of life as defined by
Kernberg (1975/1985) and Colarusso & Nemiroff (1981). The questions
were designed to elicit concerns about: authenticitf in the nature of
the adult self, reassessment of the meaning of important relationships;

reassessaent of the meaning of time; attempts to cope with losses and
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death; concern with shift in time perspective; and facing the limits of
one’'s own creativity.

Data obtained

Bach woman's transcript was reviewed for the presence or absence
of reference to the hypothesized themes for narcissistic issues in the
niddle years of life. Where an issue was clearly addressed, the woman's

own words are presented to describe the issue as she sees it.

Process

Recruitment of Subjects

Women responded to the posted notices and to an advertisement in a
campus newvspaper; and they were given a brief explanation of the purpose
of the study and what would be expected of them, as indicated in the
telephone screen protocol given in Appendix H. At the beginning of the
study, some subjects were accepted immediately, based on the phone
screen, and their first interview scheduled. Five women scheduled for
an initial interview failed to show up or cancelled. It should be noted
that every woman who came to the first interview showed up for the
second.

On the other hand, some women who appeared to be suitable were not
scheduled for interviews. These were women who called the researcher
rather late in the process and after most women had already been
interviewed. At this time these women were told that their names would
be kept on file, and if additional funds were procured, they would be
called for an interview. (The researcher was unsuccessful in obtaining
additional funds, and so some women were not accepted into the study who

appeared quite appropriate.)
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Two women were not accepted into the study because they seemed
inappropriate. One woman described herself as literally as a "bag
lady," going around a university campus and taking things out of trash
cans. She described this activity as exercise, but this activity was
not accepable for the purposes of this study. A second woman was not
accepted because she was the sister of another subject. Sometimes one
subject would suggest to a friend that she volunteer for this project.
This was not a cause to eliminate a subject, but it did seem that
sisters would share too much of the same type of life story, and so this
woman was not accepted.

Contact 1

The first interview began with explaining consent forms (Appendix
G), obtaining signatures, and the completion of a general information
form (Appendix E) and the Brief Symptom Inventory. All interviews were
conducted by the researcher. The interview started with broad questions
designed to help the subject introduce herself to the interviewer. It
proceeded to other questions designed to help her present her conscious
views of her self and of her relationships - the "Attanucci” questions -
about relationship to husband/former husband, mother, child or children,
and "others.”

There were certain questions which ideally would all be asked in
the first interview, but the interviewer proceeded in a clinical manner,
which meant that if the subject showed considerable interest in pursuing
a certain question in detail, the interview then went in the direction
of the subject's interest. The ideal format for the interview is given
in Appendix A, Interview I. At the end of the first interview, women

were thanked and the second interview was scheduled.
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Contact 2

The second interview began by requesting the woman to bring up any
issues that seemed important from last meeting. If the woman had no
issue to raise, then the interview proceeded. The second interviews
were more free-flowing, with the content to some extent dictated by any
material that had been omitted in the first interview. Women were also
asked to give their early memories in the manner described by Ryan. The
ideal form for a second interview is given in the Appendix A as
Interview II. The RRSI (Appendix I) was administered at this time.
The subject was thanked at the end of the second interview, and informed
how she may receive general results of this study if she desires thenm.
The subject was then paid a ten dollar stipend. The researcher

administered and audiotaped both interviews.
Data Analysis

The research question is: To what extent are achievements of the
epitome of development according to Gilligan, and the epitome of
development in one model of object relations theory, related, in middle-
aged- women? The research hypothesis is that they are positively
related and that this relationship will hold true both for the measure
of Gilligan's highest developmental level in the Attanucci measures of
“Self in Relationships” and in the measure in the Revised Relational
Self Inventory. MNore specifically, the hypotheses are:

1. "Self in self’'s terms and other in other's terms” will be positively
associated with "Mutuality of Autonomy,” an aspect of quality of object

relations.
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2. "Self and Other Care Chosen Freely” will be positively associated
wvith "Mutuality of Autonomy,” an aspect of quality of object relations.

To examine the research question comparing the highest
developmental level in Gilligan's theory and in object relations theory,
tvo methods were used. The first was examination of Pearson Product-
Moment correlations which were computed between assignment to Category
IV (and the other categories) of the Attanucci measure, of choice of
“Self and Other Care Chosen Preely” in the Revised Relationship Self
Inventory as self-descriptive, and of membership in higher levels of the
Quality of Object Relations in Early Memories Scale. The second method
was examination of cluster analyses for women's results on these
variables. No further explanation is needed for the correlation
procedure, but some comments on the process of cluster analysis appear
germane to the present research.

Attanucci's analysis involved an investigation of category scores
through a cluster analysis, and she came up with clusters which
supported Gilligan's developmental hypothesis. For each case (person)
there was a vector of single scores to represent presence (1) or absence
(0) of statements in each of the four categories (I to IV) for each
relationship (husband, children, own mother, and others). She reported
using Ward's method of cluster analysis. This method begins with each
case as a cluster and produces a hierarchical tree structure building
from each subject as a separate unit to the top where the sample is one
cluster.

The purpose of cluster analysis is to identify a set of
characteristics that can significantly differentiate between the groups.

The procedure begins with computing a similarity matrix. Then the
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matrix is searched for the most similar pair. These are merged to form
a cluster. The matrix is searched again for the next closest pair.
This process is followed until all entities are in one cluster.

There are several ways to perform a hierarchical cluster analysis.
The two preferred methods suggested by Milligan and Cooper (1987,

p. 351), are VWard's method and the Group Average method. Both were used
in the present study.

Attanucci used Vard's method only and she reported her results by
means of a dendrogram. Visual inspection of the dendrogram provided the
initial support for three groups of women: women mainly characterized
by category I responses (Self instrumental to others; others
instrumental to self); women categorized by both use of category II
(Self instrumental to others, others "in their own terms”) and III
responses ("Self in self's terms,” other instrumental to self), and
women mainly characterized by category IV responses (Self in self's
terms, others in their own terms). She further investigated differences
among these groups by means of analysis of variance.

Hierarchical cluster analytic techniques are frequently used to
test developmental hypotheses. However, the method may produce clusters
based on criteria which ultimately produce practically meaningless
clusters (Borgen and Barnett, 1987, p. 461; Blashfield, 1980, p. 457).
To avoid this problem, clusters are frequently made using several
different methods to see if the same clusters are produced. In
addition, there is a problem of deciding which clusters or groups of
clusters in the analysis are really meaningful ones. Any person who

uses this method must decide how many clusters should be made from the
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input data, and come up with a rational decision rule about how many
clusters to examine.

Since Attanucci used Ward's method of cluster analysis, this was
chosen as principal method for the present research, using the
statistical package in SPSS-X. Attanucci did not report the resemblance
coefficient used, although presumably it was the squared Buclidean
distance, which is the method recommended when using Ward's method of
cluster analysis (SPSS-X Users Guide, 3rd Edition, 1988, p. 406). There
is one problem, though, about Ward's method, which Attanucci does not
address. The problem arises from the kind of input data, which in her
case (and in this case, at least for one analysis) is binary. There is
a set of sixteen scores per person which indicates presence or absence
(0 or 1) of categories I to IV relationships within each person category
(husband, mother, child/children, other). According to Romesburg
(1984) , when working with binary data such as in the present case, one
should investigate the value of using a special type of similarity
coefficient for qualitative data. It is also justifiable, according to
him, to use one of the more general methods without making any special
accommodations for binary data.

The data in the present research were grouped and analyzed by case
(Q-analysis), which is the same method as used by Attanucci. However, in
the present research it was decided to use three methods for cluster
analysis for one set of clusters investigated, those for the sixteen
zero or one scores for each person. Additional anai}ses were done using
twvo methods. First, the analysis was done with Ward's method, using
squared Buclidean distance as a resemblance coefficient. Next, the

analysis was done by first using the Jaccard coefficient of resemblance,
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which is appropriate for binary data (Romesburg, 1984, pp. 143-144).
The Jaccard coefficient indicates maximum similarity when two objects
have identical values, and maximum dissimilarity when there are no 1-1
matches. The cosine of vectors of variables is another pattern
similarity measure appropriate for use with binary data, and this was
used vith the Group Average method of cluster analysis (it would not be
appropriate to use with Ward's method).

Because the data set was small, no attempt was made to eliminate

outliers. This meant that there should be some tolerance in the number
of clusters investigated, and no more than six clusters per analysis
were selected by visual inspection of data output. In the present case,
decisions were made by visual inspection of the vertical icicle plot.
It should be noted that in some cases, clusters were formed based on a
single case, and there was no practical way to decide if these single-
case clusters were outliers or were theoretically meaningful clusters,
but under-represented in the present sample.

Romesburg (1984) suggests presenting results of a cluster analysis
by giving the mean and standard deviation of the data for each cluster,
which is done for the present analyses, although Attanucci did not
provide this. Attanucci, rather, provided histograms of the proportion
of cases in each cluster that use statements from the four categories.

The cluster analysis was not followed by an analysis of variance,
as Attanucci did for "confirmation” of clusters, because when these
analyses [discriminant analysis, MANOVA, or multiple univariate F tests]
are performed on the variables originally used to form the clusters, the
results have no meaning. The reasoning behind this is that if, for

example, the cluster solution implied a certain number of clusters which



70
were known to have no meaning, "a one-way analysis of variance on these
three groups...[will find] the F test will be highly significant, even
though no true clusters exist in the data.” (Blashfield, 1980, pp.
457-458).
Cluster analyses were also used to investigate the clusters which
aight be formed from the RRSI variables and the Early Memories

variables. The was by Ward's method and the Group Average method.

Additional Results

The followving were also be investigated in an exploratory manner:
a. Case material from interviews for persons who score highly on the
Attanucci measure of Gilligan's highest perspective as well as on the
object relations measure.
b. Case material from interviews for person who score relatively low on
both the Attanucci measure of Gilligan's highest perspective and on the
object relations measure.
c. Themes in the middle years of life related to issues around
"narcissism.” Basically this was an investigation of interesting or
particularly well described responses to the questions about normal
narcissistic concerns in the middle years of life, and the ebb and flow

of these concerns in relationships.



RESULTS

Relations between Highest Levels in Gilligan's Theory and Object

Relations Theory

The research question is: To what extent are achievements of the
epitome of development according to Gilligan, and the epitome of
development in one model of object relations theory, related, in middle-
aged women? The research hypothesis is that they are positively
related, and that this relationship will hold true both for the measure
of Gilligan's highest developmental level in the Attanucci measures of
“Self in Relationships” and in the measure in the Revised Relational
Self Inventory. More specifically:

1. "Self in self's terms and other in other's terms” will be positively
related to "Mutuality of Autonomy,” an aspect of quality of object
relations.

2. "Self and Other Care Chosen Freely” will be positively related to
"Mutuality of Autonomy,” an aspect of quality of object relations.

To address the hypotheses, first we look at the results of a
Pearson Product Moment correlation analysis examining possible
significant relationships, and then we look at cluster analyses
including all three measures.

The Attanucci method of arriving at category scores provides four
scores for each of the four categories. These 16 scores were collapsed

over persons in relationship, giving a summed score for each

71
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developmental perspective category. The rationale for collapsing the
scores is that Gilligan's theory does not assume that any specific
relationship should be at a higher or lower level than other
relationships. It seemed likely that a weak effect for a Category IV
relationship, if present, would be assisted statistically if these were
summed into a single variable. Summations resulted in four variables
named Sum I to Sum IV. Table 6 presents the intercorrelations for these
sunmed scores with the RRSI and Barly Memories scores. Table 7 presents
the results for the restricted sample excluding wvomen who scored three
standard deviations or above on any scale of the Brief Symptom
Inventory. Probability levels of .05 or less were required for
considering a relationship significant.

Bypothesis 1

The first hypothesis was not rejected in that Sum IV was
positively correlated with one measure of Quality of Object Relations in
Barly Memories, that of Barliest Memory of Father.

Hypothesis 2

The second hypothesis was rejected, in that "Self and Other Care
Chosen Preely”™ was not correlated with any of the measures of Quality of
Object Relations in Barly memories.

These findings hold both in the complete and restricted samples.

In a parallel examination of relationships, cluster analyses were
run for scores from the three instruments. The Attanucci variables were
Sum I to Sum IV, as they were in the correlations. The analyses used
squared Buclidean distance coefficients of similarity matrices as input.
Results for coamplete and restricted samples are shown in Tables 8 and 9.

The first cluster in Tables 8 and 9 shows high early memory scores, Sum
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IV of over 2, and "Self and Other Care Chosen Freely"™ (SOCCF) of a value
equal to or lower than SOCCF in any other cluster. On the other hand,
the final cluster in both tables consists of very low early memories
scores, Sum IV of less than one, and a high SOCCF (compared to all other
clusters). Similar patterns are found when the cluster analyses were
done by the Group Average method (UPGMA) as shown in Appendix J.
However, in one case, that of the restricted sample (J-2), a six cluster
solution was chosen. This had the same pattern of results in that the
first two clusters had the same pattern as compared to the last cluster.

The intermediate clusters contained what might be called a "mixed
bag” of results: with both high and low results for the Attanucci Sum
IV and EMS scores. However, the cluster analyses confirm the hypothesis
of relationship between Attanucci Sum IV and Quality of Object Relations
in Early Memories Scores, but do not support the hypothesis of
relationship between "Self and Other Care Chosen Preely” and Quality of

Object Relations in Early Memories.

Other Findings of Interest

The first set of additional findings refer to the correlations
(Tables 6 and 7). Within the EMS scales the different scores (earliest
memory, earliest memory of father, earliest memory of mother) all
correlate with each other, which is expected. Within the RRSI scales,
howvever, some interesting findings occur in both complete and restricted
samples. PFirst of all, score on RI correlates with score on POC. This
is not surprising, either, because persons whose way of thinking comes

from a relational framework would be expected to include some persons
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Table 6

Pearson Product Noment Correlations for Summed Attanucci Categories,
Summed RRSI Scale Scores, and Quality of Object Relations in Early
Nemories Scores (Complete Sample, N = 28)

SuaT SuaII  SumIIT  SumIV SO RI
SUNT

SUMTI -.26

SUNTIT -.08 .15

SUMIV .00 .14 -.12

s0 -.31 .05 .07 -.18

RI .17 -.15 -.16 -.04 .18

POC .33 -.01 .08 -.03 a7 .55t
SOCCF -.29 .00 .00 .00 49* 37
1| .08 .06 -.10 11 .29 .08
EM-N .02 .35 -.19 .25 .18 .05
EN-F .11 .21 .29 .56** -.23 .07

Note. Two tailed. And the following abbreviations were used:

Sum I =Summed score for Category I statements (Self instrumental to
other, other instrumental to self)

Sum IT =Summed score for Category II statements (Self instrumental to
other, others "in their own terms”

Sum IIT =Summed score for Category III statements ("Self in self's
teras,” other instrumental to self)

Sum IV =Summed score for Category IV statements (Self in self's teras,
others in their own terms)

SO =Separate/Objective Self score

RI = Relational/Connected Self score

POC =Primacy of Other Care score

SOCCF =Self and Other Care Chosen Freely score

EN =Barliest Nemory score

EN-N Barliest Memory of Mother score

EN-F =Barliest Memory of Father score

®
’*R

p ¢ .05
p ¢ .01
st p < .001
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Table 6 (Cont'd.)

POC SOCCF  EEM EN-MOM
soccr .12

4| -.12 -.17

EM-N -.11 -.23 .63***

EN-7 -.11 -.30 .53***  _70***

Note. Two tailed.
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Table 7

Pearson Product Noment Correlations for Summed Attanucci Categories,
Summed RRSI Scale Scores, and Quality of Object Relations in Barly
Nemories Scores (Restricted Sample, N = 24)

SumI SumII SumIIl SumlV SO RI
SUMT
SUNIT -.20
SUNTII -.08 .27
SUNTV .07 -.02 -.08
SO -.23 -.03 .03 -.15
RI .14 -.15 -.20 .01 .21
POC .38 .08 .04 .08 .07 .s50**
SOCCF -.27 .15 -.06 .07 48" 4"
4] .27 -.25 -.07 -.03 .25 .19
EM-N .13 .12 -.14 .13 .22 .11
EN-7 .36 -.10 -.27 41 -.30 .31

Note. Two tailed. And the following abbreviations were used:

Sum I =Summed score for Category I statements (Self instrumental to
other, other instrumental to self)

Sum IT s=Summed score for Category II statements (Self instrumental to
other, others "in their own teras”

Sum III =Summed score for Category III statements ("Self in self's
teras,” other instrumental to self)

Sum IV =Summed score for Category IV statements (Self in self's teras,
others in their own teras)

S0 =Separate/Objective Self score

RI = Relational/Connected Self score

POC =Primacy of Other Care score

SOCCr =Self and Other Care Chosen Freely score

EN =Barliest Nemory score

EN-N Barliest Memory of Mother score

EN-F =Barliest Memory of Father score

*
p ¢ .05
::. p ¢ .01
p ¢ .001
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Table 7 (Cont'd.)

POC SOCCF  EEM EN-MOM
soccr .06

4.} -.07 -.20

EM-N .02 -.16 .54**

EN-F .16 -.28 .50** .60**

Note. Two tailed.

®
’R
RAR

.05
.01
.001

99%
AA A
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Table 8

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories, Summed RRSI scale
scores, and Quality of Object Relations in Barly Memories Scores -

Vard‘'s Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient - Complete Sample,
N =28

Cluster SUMI SUMII SUMIII SUMIV SOCCP SO RI POC
Cluster 1

(N=13)

Mean 2.8 3.3 3.6 2.4 3.97 2.72 4.26 3.11
SD 1.2 1.0 0.6 1.2 0.45 0.35 0.42 0.31

EM-F EM-M EM

(Cont.'d)
Mean 11.0 11.8 11.8
SD 1.1 2.0 0.9
SUMI SUMII SUMIII SUMIV SOCCF SO RI POC
Cluster 2
(N=5)
Mean 2.8 3.8 3.6 3.2 3.97 2.36 4.02 3.16
8D 1.2 0.4 0.8 0.7 0.51 0.56 0.49 0.36
EM-F EM-M ENM
(Cont.'d)
Mean 11.0 10.4 5.8
8D 1.1 0.8 0.7
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Table 8 (cont'd.)

SUNI SUMII SUMIII SUMIV SOCCF SO RI POC

Cluster 3

(N=5)

Mean 3.2 3.6 4.0 3.0 4.00 2.43 4.13 3.34

SD 1.0 0.5 0.0 1.1 0.11 0.25 0.36 0.39
EM-F EN-M EM

(Cont.'d)

Mean 9.4 6.2 8.2

SD 0.8 0.4 2.4
SUMI SUMII SUMIII SUMIV SOCCF SO RI POC

Cluster 4

(N=5)

Mean 2.4 2.6 4.0 0.8 4.25 2.67 4.15 3.18

SD 1.4 1.0 0.0 0.7 0.30 0.38 0.39 0.42
EM-F EM-M EN

(Cont.'4q)

Nean 3.4 4.0 4.2

L)) 1.0 1.1 1.2

Note. The following abbreviations were used.

Sum I =Summed score for Category I statements (Self instrumental to
other, other instrumental to self)

Sum IT =Summed score for Category II statements (Self instrumental to
other, others "in their own teras”

Sum IIT =Summed score for Category III statements ("Self in self's
terss,” other instrumental to self)

Sum IV =Summed score for Category IV statements (Self in self's teras,
others in their own terms)

SO =Separate/Objective Self score

RI = Relational/Connected Self score

POC =Primacy of Other Care score

SOCCF =Self and Other Care Chosen Preely score

EN =Earliest Memory score

EN-N Barliest Memory of Mother score

EN-F sBarliest Memory of Father score
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Table 9

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories, Summed RRSI scale
scores, and Quality of Object Relations in Early Memories Scores -
Vard's Nethod, Squared Euclidean Distance Coefficient - Restricted
Sample, N = 24

Cluster SUMI SUMII SUMIII SUMIV SOCCF SO RI POC

Cluster 1

(N=12)

Mean 2.9 3.3 3.6 2.3 3.92 2.67 4.26 3.08

SD 1.1 1.0 0.6 1.2 0.42 0.30 0.44 0.31
EM-F EN-M ENM

(Cont.'d)

Mean 11.0 12.0 11.8

SD 1.2 2.0 0.9
SUMI SUMII SUMIII SUMIV SOCCP SO RI POC

Cluster 2

(N=5)

Mean 2.8 3.8 3.6 3.2 3.97 2.36 4.02 3.16

SD 1.2 0.4 0.8 0.7 0.51 0.56 0.49 0.36
EM-F EM-M BN

(Cont.'dq)

Nean 11.0 10.4 5.8

SD 1.1 0.8 0.7
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Table 9 (cont'd.)

SUMI SUMII SUMIII SUMIV SOCCF SO RI POC

Cluster 3

(N=5)

Mean 3.2 3.6 4.0 3.0 3.97 2.46 4.11 3.38

SD 1.0 0.5 0.0 1.1 0.10 0.28 0.40 0.43
EM-F EM-M EM

(Cont.'d)

Mean 9.4 6.2 8.2

SD 0.8 0.4 2.4
SIMY SUMTT SIMTIIT SUMIV SOCCF SO RY POC

Cluster 4

(N=2)

Mean 1.0 3.5 4.0 0.5 4.22 2.67 3.79 2.75

Sh 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.41 0.34 0.21 0.04
EM-F EM-M EM

(Cont.'d)

Nean 4.0 3.5 3.5

SD 1.0 0.5 0.5

Note. The following abbreviations were used.

Sum I =Summed score for Category I statements (Self instrumental to
other, other instrumental to self)

Sum II =Summed score for Category II statements (Self instrumental to
other, others "in their own teras”

Sum III =Summed score for Category III statements ("Self in self's
teras,” other instrumental to self)

Sum IV =Summed score for Category IV statements (Self in self's terms,
others in their own teras)

SO =Separate/Objective Self score

RI = Relational/Connected Self score

POC =Primacy of Other Care score

SOCCF =Self and Other Care Chosen Preely score

EN =Barliest Memory score

EN-N Barliest Memory of Mother score

EN-F =Barliest Memory of Pather score
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vhose form of relating is at what Gilligan calls the conventional
feainine mode - that of Primacy of Other Care.

However, some other interesting patterns occur. Persons whose way
of thinking comes from a relational framework also include persons whose
form of relating is at the level of "Self and Other Care Chosen Freely,"”
but this holds only for the restricted sample which excludes persons
vith indicators of psychological distress. In both restricted and
complete samples, there is a relationship between holding to a
Separate/Objective mode of thinking and to endorsing "Self and Other
Care Chosen Freely, " which was an unexpected finding. This raises the
question that, at least in this group of women, they may hold both kinds
of beliefs simultaneously. Of course, if this were so, then RI should
correlate with SO. Although scores on SO and RI do not correlate
significantly with each other, they are in the same direction ( r = .18,

complete sample; r = .21, restricted sample).

Descriptive Statistics

After examining the main results of the cluster analyses, it
seemed useful to look at the women's scores on these measures in more
minute detail. What, for example, is the average score of women on each
variable used in the analyses? The tables 10-12 provide descriptive
statistics. The average score on Sum IV was 2.4 (2.5 in the restricted
sample). Average ENS scores in the three categories were between 8.8
and 9.4 in the complete sample, and between 9.1 and 10.1 in the

restricted sample. It is somewhat surprising that these women score
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Table 10
Comparison of Summed Category Scores for Attanucci Variables Between

Complete Sample (N = 28) and Sample with High Symptomatic Scores
Excluded (Restricted Sample, N = 24))

Mean SD Range
Sum I
Complete sample 2.8 1.2 0-4
Restricted sample 2.8 1.3 0-4
Sum II
Complete sample 3.3 0.9 1 -4
Restricted sample 3.5 0.8 1 -4
Sum III
Complete sample 3.8 0.6 2 -4
Restricted sample 3.6 0.6 2 -4
Sum IV
Complete sample 2.4 1.3 0-4
Restricted sample 2.5 1.3 0-4

Note: Sum I = Summary score for Category I relationships (range 0 - 4);

Sum II = Summary score for Category II relationships (range 0 - 4);
Sum III = Summary score for Category III relationships (range 0 - 4);

Sum IV = Summary score for Category IV relationships (range 0 - 4).
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Table 11

Comparison of RRSI Scale Scores between Complete Sample (N = 28)and
Sample with High Symptomatic Scores Excluded (Restricted Sample, N = 24)

Mean SD Range

soccr

Complete sample 4.03 0.42 3.25-4.69

Restricted sample 3.97 0.42 3.25-4.69
SO

Complete sample 2.60 0.42 1.72-3.39

Restricted sample 2.55 0.40 1.72-3.39
RI

Complete sample 4.17 0.44 3.25-4.92

Restricted sample 4.14 0.46 3.25-4.92
PoC

Complete sample 3.17 0.37 2.43-3.93

Restricted sample 3.12 0.36 2.43-3.93

Note. SOCCF = Self and Other Care Chosen Freely
SO = Separate/Objective Self
RI = Relational/Connected Self

POC = Primacy of Other Care
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Table 12

Comparison of Quality of Object Relations in Early Memories Scores
between Complete Sample (N = 28) and Sample with High Symptomatic Scores
Excluded (Restricted Sample, N = 24))

Mean SD Range

Barliest Memory

Complete sample 8.8 3.4 3 -13

Restricted sample 9.1 3.2 3-13
Barliest Memory of Mother

Complete sample 9.2 3.5 3 -15

Restricted sample 9.8 3.3 3-15
Barliest Memory of Pather

Complete sample 9.4 3.0 2 - 13

Restricted sample 10.1 2.2 3 -13
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below the expected averages of about 11 to 13 which Ryan found in his
work using this scale.

It can also be seen that the relational perspective (and "Self and
Other Care Chosen Preely”) are much more clearly embraced by these women
(both samples) than is the Separate/Objective perspective. The fact
that women, on average, clearly embrace "Self and Other Care Chosen
Freely” but score below what would be expected in early memories, is
puzzling.

Cluster Analysis of Attanucci Categories

Cluster analyses were run based on the 16 scores as used by
Attanucci (4 categories by 4 types of relationship), but the results are
reported in terms of means and standard deviations for summed categories
I - 1V. Because the former involved binary data (1 for present, 0 for
absent), the analysis was tried a few different ways to see if the kinds
of clusters formed would vary by method. The two methods used were
Ward's method (used by Attanucci) and the Group Average method. Several
wvays of forming similarity matrices were tried, as recommended by
Romesburg (1984). Tables 13 and 14 show the results using Ward's
method, choosing four cluster solutions. (Appendix J, tables J-3 to J-
6, contains results from the Group Average method, and using similarity
coefficients more specific to binary data. These provide five and six
cluster solutions. The first cluster (Tables 13 and 14; Ward's method )
has a Suam IV of IV. In the UPGMA methods in Appendix J, the first
cluster contains a Sum IV that ranges from 3 to 4. However, in the
supplementary methods, one other cluster would have a Sum IV of 3.
these clusters (fifth on J-3; fourth on J-4; sixth on J-5, and fifth on

J-6) had a Sum I of 4 (high), but relatively lower sums II and III
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(compared to the first cluster). Are these different types of women?
Since Sum III tended to be high in most clusters, this might indicate
two types of persons who score highly on Sum IV, those who are also high
on Sums IT and III, but not on Sum I, vs. those who are lower on Sums II
and III, but high on Sum I. In a practical sense, this might mean that
people who are in a transition period to more completely acting at a Sum
IV level (still high on Sums II and III) would show up in the first
cluster, while those who have more completely integrated Sum IV behavior
shov up in the later cluster in the additional analyses.

Cluster Analyses of RRSI variables

Another type of comparison looked at the clusters formed by the
RRSI scale scores (Tables J-7 to J-10 ) for the complete and restricted
samples, using the Ward's and UPGMA methods, and four and six cluster
solutions. In the Ward's method, the first cluster had the highest
value for SOCCF, while the fourth cluster had the highest SOCCF in the
UPGMA method. The UPGMA method showed lowest values of Primacy of Other
Care (POC) in the same cluster that had the highest value for SOCCF, but
this was not so for results using the Ward's method. But in the Ward's
method, the lowest values for SOCCF were in the last cluster, which also
had lowest values for the Separate/Objective Self. There were
differences in values of the Relational Self and Primacy of Other Care
between the complete and restricted samples, with restricted samples
having higher averages on these variables.

Cluster Analyses of the Two Measures of Gilligan's Highest Perspective

Tables J-11 through J-14 (Appendix J) show cluster results of
analyses of summed Attanucci Categories and RRSI scale scores. In each

case the first cluster has the highest value of Sum IV, and also a high
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Table 13

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories, Nard's Method, Sgquared
Buclidean Distance Coefficient, Complete Sample (N = 28)

Cluster Sum I Sum II Sum III Sum IV
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Table 14

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories, Ward's Nethod, Squared
Buclidean Distance Coefficient, Restricted Sample (N = 24)

Cluster Sum I Sum II Sum III Sum IV
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value of SOCCF. Then there is another cluster, the last or next to
last, vhich has the lowest value of Sum IV, but it will also have a high
value of SOCCP. The implication here is that persons who score high on
SOCCF seem to be of two types - those who would also score high on Sum
IV, as expected from the theoretical comparability of those variables -
and also of another type, which is composed of persons who score quite
low on Sum IV. These persons may be persons who want to score high on
SOCCF, who value such an attitude highly, precisely because it is so
hard to achieve at this time. This is speculative, of course.

Cluster Analyses of Sum IV and Quality of Object Relations in Earliest

Memory of Pather

Finally, Tables J-15 to J-18 show cluster results of analyses
comparing Sum IV to scores on Quality of Object Relations in Barly
Memories. It is interesting to note that one cluster which has the
highest value for Sum IV (Table J-15, cluster 4; Table J-16, cluster 3;
Table J-17, cluster 4; and Table J-18, cluster 3) has also an Barly
Memories of Pather score of about 10. On the other there is another
cluster in each table which has a low Sum IV of one or less (Table J-15,
cluster 6; Table J-16, cluster 4; Table J-17, cluster 6; and Table J-18,
cluster 4), but which also has a very low Early Memories of Father score
(of 4 or less). This final cluster is the only one which has a very low

score for Early Memories for Father.

Case Studies

Some case material is presented for women who placed in the
highest category of "Self in Relation to Other” in the Attanucci scoring

system, and who also were in higher levels of object relations, compared
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to other women in the study. In addition, women who score lowest in
both categories, compared to other women in this sample, are
investigated further.

The highest level of "Self in Relation to Other” is defined as
achieving Category IV, "Self in Self's Terms and Other in Other's
Terms,” in all four types of relationships. And since the cluster
analyses shoved in both complete and restricted samples that there was a
significant relationship between the score on Category IV and the score
for Earliest Memory of Father, that score was taken as the criterion for
the object relations measure. Persons who scored above 10 on that
measure (which puts them in the "neurotic to normal”™ range) were
considered "high,” for the purposes of this study. Four women met these
criteria. Table 15 presents a summary of their scores.

Another four women are presented for contrast; two scored in the
lowest categories of the Object Relations in Barly Memories scale and
also had no score in the Category IV range of the Attanucci measure
(Table 16). The results of two additional women are presented in Table
17 because they scored high on the BSI (an index of psychological
distress), lov on object relations, and relatively low on Attanucci
Category 1IV.

Some brief case material follows from the interviews of the women
who scored the highest on Attanucci Category IV and on the score for
Barliest Memory for Father. The excerpts are intended to provide
information on the complex ways that women describe important
relationships.

#53 is a highly verbal, married, professional woman in her early

408 wvho describes her relationship with her husband as follows:
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Table 15

Summary of Scores for High-Scoring Women for the Attanucci Category IV
(Sum IV = 4) and for Quality of Object Relations in Early Memories

EN-F ENi-M EM SUMI SUM II SUM III

Subject
No.
53 11 11 11 3 3 4
SOCCF SO R1 POC
4.19 2.78 4.67 2.93
EN-T EN-M EM SUM I SUM IT SUM III
Subject
No.
55 11 13 13 3 4 4

soccr SO RI POC

3.15 2.72 3.92 3.07

Note. The following abbreviations were used.

Sum I =Summed score for Category I statements (Self instrumental to
other, other instrumental to self)

Sum II sSummed score for Category II statements (Self instrumental to
other, others "in their own terms”

Sum IIT =Summed score for Category III statements ("Self in self's
teras,” other instrumental to self)

Sum IV =Summed score for Category IV statements (Self in self's terms,
others in their own teras) '

SO =Separate/Objective Self score

RI = Relational/Connected Self score

POC =Primacy of Other Care score

SOCCF =Self and Other Care Chosen Preely score

EN =Earliest Memory score

EN-N Barliest Memory of Mother score

EN-F =RBarliest Memory of Father score
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EM-F EN-X EM SUM I SUM II SUM III
Subject
No.
64 13 11 12 2 4 4
soccr SO RI POC
4.50 2.51 4.33 3.43
EM-T EM-M EM SUM I SUM IT SUM III
Subject
No.
67 11 10 5 2 4 2
SocCr SO RI POC
4.69 2.50 4.58 3.21
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Table 16

Summary of Scores for Low-Scoring Women for the Attanucci Category IV
(Sum IV = 0) and for Quality of Object Relations in Barly Memories

EN-F ENi-M EM SUM I SUM II SUM III

Subject
No.
52 5 4 4 2 4 4
soccr SO RI POC
3.81  2.33 3.58 2.1
EM-T EN-M  EM SUM I SUM IT SUM III
Subject
No.
73 2 6 7 3 3 4

soccr SO RI POC

4.13  3.22 4.50 3.NM

Note. The following abbreviations were used.

Sum I =Summed score for Category I statements (Self instrumental to
other, other instrumental to self)

Sum II =Summed score for Category II statements (Self instrumental to
other, others "in their own terms”

Sum ITT =Summed score for Category III statements ("Self in self's
terms,” other instrumental to self)

Sum IV =Summed score for Category IV statements (Self in self's teras,
others in their own teras)

SO =Separate/Objective Self score

RI = Relational/Connected Self score

POC =Primacy of Other Care score

SOCCF =Self and Other Care Chosen Preely score

EN =Earliest Memory score

EN-N Barliest Memory of Mother score

EN-F =Barliest Memory of Father score
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Table 17
Summary of Scores for Low-Scoring Women for the Attanucci Category IV

(Sum IV = 1 or 2), for Quality of Object Relations in Early Nemories,
and high score on Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI)

EN-T EN-M EM SUM1I SUM II SUM III

Subject
No.
60 4 4 5 3 1 4
soccr SO RI POC
4.56 2.50 4.00 3.07
EM-¥ EM-M EM SUNI SUM II SUM III
Subject
No.
66 3 3 3 4 2 4

soccr SO RI POC

4.13 2.28 4.67 3.64

Note. The following abbreviations were used.

Sum I =Summed score for Category I statements (Self instrumental to
other, other instrumental to self)

Sum IT =Summed score for Category II statements (Self instrumental to
other, others "in their own teras”

Sum IIT =Summed score for Category III statements ("Self in self's
terms,” other instrumental to self)

Sum IV =Summed score for Category IV statements (Self in self's teras,
others in their own terms)

SO =Separate/Objective Self score

RI = Relational/Connected Self score

POC =Primacy of Other Care score

SOCCF =Self and Other Care Chosen Preely score

EN =Farliest Memory score

EN-N Barliest Memory of Mother score

EN-F =Barliest Memory of Father score
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My husband is, um, is brilliant. He's, um, (pause), has much
greater capacity for patience than I. He's much more patient.
Much lower key. I would describe him as laid back. Um, what
makes me feel guilty is that I have progressed more quickly than
my husband has, uh, academically. He's older than I am, but, but,
he's a lower faculty rank because he has never, he hasn't
published anything since he published his book. But his book was
published by ([prestigious publishing house]. I could never
publish a book with them.

Um, and, you know, it was a brilliant book. He just really has
made a choice not to get into the academic rat race.

So he is different in that respect, uh. You know, he teaches his
classes, he's very sensitive, um, and he's great. I know he is.
He's very good as well, as being a good teacher, and a, and having
a marvelous mind. He's also very good, good with his hands. He,
um, completely renovated a house, an old house that we bought.
And, um, he's good at carpentry work. And I've talked to other
women about this, by the way, uh, who have husbands like mine, uh,
to some extent, like mine. And we find that very attractive, very
sexy. It's one thing for someone to be a carpenter by trade.

It's another thing for someone to be an intellectual and also to
be able do certain kinds of, of carpentry work. And that I find
very attractive. Umm, even the plumbing. (laughs). So....

Um, on the other hand, I get very impatient with my husband. He,
uh, he, at the same time as I admire his decision not to, to
pursue academic (unintelligible), um, he, uh (pause), he does, um,
he's very introverted, or, uh, he does a lot of analysis. Self
analysis....[on the other hand, I find it very frustrating....that
he's not a kind of go-getter.

I like, I like certain aspects of him, and they certainly smooth
me down, but they also ruffle my feathers, too. Um, he's a late
night person, and I tend to go to sleep a little bit earlier than
him. I'm a morning person. So we're not exactly on the same
schedule. Um, I'm much more of a socializer, than he is.
Although he has his friends, too, and enjoys them, and is a very
good entertainer when we have people over. Very charming and
funny, um, so, but that's pretty much hov I would describe my
husband.

[Interviever] And your relationship with him?

My relationship with him, you know, is kind of hot and cold.

There are times...hot and cold are extreme words...there are times
wvhen wve go for long periods of time where we're, we're very
intensely related to each other, and, um, that may or may not be
sexual, uh, intensity. There are times when we are um, often
somevhat indifferent to each other. And there are times when
there's some hostility, either that I feel or that he feels, and
if one of us feels it, it ends up being both of us. But we do try
to talk it out...
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#55 is a highly verbal married woman who is employed part-time and
values her family above her need for a career. She describes her

present interaction with her mother as follows:

Yeah. Yeah, well, um, my mother is interesting. My mother used to
alwvays say vhen we were kids, if you can't say something nice,
don't say anything. And yet, the older she gets, the more she
kinda looks for the negative. And we had the first grand
children, we had the only grandchildren at the time. And we got
along beautifully with my family. We would go over there at least
once a veekend, take all whoever was a baby and whoever. We had
cribs over there and diapers and everything. And we'd spend at
least Saturday, maybe Saturday and Sunday, um, got along fine.

Once we moved here, as soon as we moved here, my dad had died, and
my mother has since come here every year except for last year when
we went to visit her.

«++.My mother has moved into a real nice, um, retirement place,
and a lot of the people there are very, you know, dress nicely and
all. My mother never cared that much about it.....[And] this
Christmas when she came, I was going to take her shopping, and she
ended up getting sick right on Christmas. She got a real bad
cold.

But I had bought her a sweatshirt, and she insisted she wore
large. But when she tried it on, of course, it didn't fit. And I
finally said. I'm going back to the store. I'm going to keep the
large for ayself. I will go to the store. I said, Mom, you don't
wear a large swveatshirt, you need an extra-large. And I said, why
don't we just face that and I will go and get one. And I thought,
oh, that was terrible to do.

And she wrote me a letter later. She said, I know I'm hard to
shop for. And I thought, (makes noise of aggravation) ....But,
uh, I try to be tolerant. (laughs). 1It's hard, though.

Especially when you see the mother-child relationship turning
around.

#64 is a highly verbal woman also, married, in her 50s, who does
volunteer work, although she has some professional training in her
field. She describes her relationships with her children as follows:

I think [I was] overprotective and judgmental. Uh, yeah, I think
somevhat of a perfectionist, maybe. I had really high goals for
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these kids. I mean, you know hov you always hear that you don't
know how it is until you finally experience it (laughs)....

Well I think I learned some hard lessons being a mother, in that
respect. That your children are not perfect, even though you
think they are. Uh, and that the more praise you give them, the
more response you get. But if you're judgmental, you're not going
to get any response.

But I'm not sure when that all evolved. I really enjoyed my
children. I'm not sure that I enjoyed babies. Babies are kind of
blah. But I really, vhen they were about 4 or 5, I think I, and
through their teenage years, we had a great time, a really good
time. I think I wanted them to talk back to me. I think that's
when I first started really liking kids, when they could respond.
And talk to me and do things.

Cause I had a good time with my kids, I really did. Really
enjoyed them. Um, I liked to read, and so we went to the library
from day 1. Everybody. And my kids were all avid readers. I
mean, they were all reading by the time they were 5, and they
knevw...

And T think its because we all went to the library and I read.

And if I couldn't read my Robert Ludlum (refers to book on table),
which wasn't out on that time, but I mean, I read my books to them
in order to read. And so it wasn't always their books that got
read. (Both laugh). I was a little self-centered at times. Uh,
and ve would take walks.

Well, you gotta win somehow. But we did a lot of camping with our
children when they were young. Did a lot of things out doors.
Things that didn't cost anything, because we didn't really have a
lot of money when they were young.

#67 is a divorced woman, highly verbal, in her early 40s, who has
this to say about relations with her former husband as they tried to
raise their sons:

But getting to the way my ex-husband was a father, he felt like,
well, it's so hard during different stages of my boys' lifes, you
know. I think of them in terms of their teenage years cause that
was the most recent. But, um, growing up he wasn't with them a
lot or when they were very small, he was around them a lot and
catered to them a lot. I think during a lot of their more
impressionable years, he wasn't around a lot to, to do a whole lot
with them. He was busy with ball and all this stuff.

Un, but he was, he vas a good father. I mean, he wasn't a drinker
and he wasn't a womanizer, and when he was there, he, um, he often
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had, you know, he had a temper, and he would often, I think, over
reacted I think to some of their situations, but then, so 4id I.

Un, but I think he wvas a much better father to them during their

high school years.

He's always there for advice and support, and he's not, he's a
very good father now. MNuch more so than when the kids were
younger. He sees...he sees the importance of being there and
being, serving as an advisor. And that's a difficulty that we
both had to assume as serving the role of advisor instead of
punisher or making sure that they did what we told them to do.

Un, I would tell them something to do in their teenage years, and,
you know, I just had to follow through with it, that they did it.

And now I had to realize that my role as they got older was to
give them advice. And if they didn't take it, they had to assume
the consequences of their actions, whereas, before it was always
me assuning the burden of them not doing their homework, not doing
this. If you don't do this. But that was hard to let go of them.
And Joe is learning to do that, to let go, serve as advisor to
them, give them counsel. If you don't do this, then you're
assuming that now. You're an adult. You're 18, 20. 1It's
important that you assume that responsibility.

And I think that as a parent, that's important, that we let go of
thean and not always assume the responsibility for their actionms.

The two women who had no responses which could be coded IV in the
Attanucci coding system are presented next in terms of some of their
discussions of relationships.

#52 can be described as "forty-something;"™ she is married and has

a family. S8She describes her relationship with her mother as follows:

Ch. Um, my mother, I just have a, um, have always been at odds
with. We have never had a good relationship. I don't like her as
a person. Um, I envy her energy and her talent, um, I don't like
her disposition. I don't like her attitude. I don't like her,
um, the wvay she thinks about other people. I don't like the way
she looks bodywise. I think she's, um, I don’'t know. I don't
like her in a lot of ways. It's been difficult.

I would like to know her and get a relationship with her. She's
not at all interested in that. She's never been. Um, she does
not want to have a friend or a relationship. She's, she, um, not
sure she even wants to be a mother. She likes to dominate people,
but she, um, she won't even let people a crack into her own life.
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I mean, uh, vhen I was 20, I'd say I knew nothing about her former
life at all. Um, I knew she was a seamstress , and, because when
I was in my 20s she went back to work (laughs). I didn’'t know
that before. Um, she never told me anything about her romance
life. The only thing I knew of her life was that her mother had
died of cancer when she was 10. her father had re-married a woman
who bad an illegitimate child. The woman was [religion], and, um,
ay mother totally hated this woman. She claimed the woman was
really mean. Um, and that's all I know about her whole life.

Un, I sort of put things together through the years, but it's all
speculation. If I try to ask my aunts or anyone, they'll change
the subject. They won't tell me anything. So I don't know her.
What I do know about her is that she, she's got an incredible
amount of hate in her that's always been expressed. Its seething
under the surface all the time. Um, I just don't like her at all.

$#73 is a married woman, in the process of getting a divorce, with
teenage children. As a child she wvas a victim of incest by her

stepfather. She discusses her current attitude as follows:

Un, I wanted to survive. I just felt like it was something in my
life that stopped...was stopping me. Like I couldn't really go
out and be what I really wanted to be. You know, until I could
clear everything. It is kind of hard to describe. Um, oh, I
don't know, it is just very hard to describe.

Uh, I think the big...the biggest thing that started it was that
it came out in the family. Uh, my brothers found out and one of
By brothers confronted my father and, uh, its...there now is a lot
of splits in the family. It's caused a lot of problems. We were
never really close--any of us. I have seven brothers and two
sisters. Uh, there is only eight of us left living now. (Clears
her throat.)

But, all through my life it was like something that stopped me.
You know, I could never get close to my sisters. Um, my brothers
were more like just somebody else that lived there. Ve were never
really close or anything. But when this came out, uh, my sister
felt she had to tell one of my brothers--is how the whole thing
came out. Who was contemplating...uh, he's retired from the army.
He has two sons and a daughter. They were going to move next door
to my moma and dad.

And my sister out of concern for my brother's daughter, felt she
had to tell him. And I backed her. I fully supported her, up to
the talking to my brother about it. I told her, I said, "I will
do anything but I cannot talk to him about it. But I will support
you, you know.”
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And, uh, we didn't realize at the time that he would confront my
father with it. And this was my dad's favorite son. And just
totally destroyed the family. And was just...we are not...we were
not close and we are even farther apart now.

#60 is a divorced student with teenage children who also was a

victim of incest as a child. She talks about her relationship with her

teenagers as follows:

Um, we had a real difficult during the divorce and since then.
And, you know, just, things were in turmoil. I was crazy (laughs)
for a long time, I really vas. I was not helpful to them, I don't
think. I tried to be, but I was so emotionally drained and
distressed and a combination there that, uh, I feel like I didn't
help them a lot adjusting to the divorce. I did what I could.
But, on the other hand, we've talked about it since then and
looked back over the last two years, and we said, well, we got
through it. And wve all helped each other out at different times.
And that's made us all a lot stronger, I think, as a family.

I think we're all, it changed our relationships, I think, a lot.
but I think we've all kinda grown from it. Grown and grown up.

Yeah, I just...woke up one morning very literally and said, this
is it, I don’'t want to be married any more. And I called my
friend who works for an attorney and I said, give me the names of
some lawyers, and I called, and got an appointment, and that was
it. I just, that's the way it happened. (laughs).

And, uh, I think that was kinda the catalyst for all of this. And
it wvas just like...that. And I didn't really think about the
incest or anything, for quite some time, until I started therapy.
actually, in which..you know, and the sequence of events. There
wvas this turmoil, and I felt very unhappy, and I knew I was
unhappy, but I didn’'t know why. And I didn‘'t know...anything
about it. 8o I just tried to continue on with my life...and, but,
I just kept realizing that I was more and more and more unhappy.

#66 is a woman in her late 30s who is a married student, going for
advanced degree. She describes some of the relationships in her life
follows:

Un, I don't get close to people very easily. I've had some bad
experiences that have caused me to be very, um, non trusting--I
guess that is probably the best way to put it. Um, (sighs), I was
very naive when was 18 and went away to school. Remember I had
had one date. I mean, I had dated for two years but it was
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really, um,...I went avay from home at 18 to school I had only
dated one person. And they had been very limited in the double
dates or him coming to my house was all that I had done. 8o you
nov have the freedom of supposedly a curfew but I learned how to
break the curfew really quick.
ee..80 it ended up giving me more freedom than I knew how to
handle. 8o I had a lot of passing, not friendships,
acquaintances, a lot of people I got to know because of this new
freedom, you know, that I didn't know how to handle. I never had
a close girlfriend.
(And about her experience of her woman's body when she was an
adolescent:)
When my father noticed that I was blossoming, I felt dirty and
ashamed. And I can remember being, 13 or 14, I filled out quite
young. And he would make a comment, and I felt very bad.

In summary, women who score relatively highly on the Attanucci
measures of Sum IV,"Self in self’'s terms, others in their own teras,”
and also on Quality of Object Relations in Early Memories, describe
relationships with others in complex teras, but inevitably as
contributing both to their own sense of self and to the well-being of
the other. Women who score relatively low on these same measures
describe relations with others that reveal frustrations and emotional
turmoil. Two women descridbed no relationships with anyone that met
criteria for Category IV. Two other women had some Category IV
responses, but had low Quality of Object Relations in Barly Memories
Scores and were high scoring on the Brief Symptom Inventory. These
women had described very difficult, even abusive, relationships with
their parents when they were growing up. One of the two women was

currently in therapy, and the other wvas focusing intensively on her

graduate school career.
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Qualitative Analysis of Themes of the Middle Years of Life

Although interview questions were developed to reflect the
narcissistic issues which may be salient for the middle years of life,
based on the analytic writings of Kernberg (1975/1985) and Colarusso &
Nemiroff (1981), in fact the interview process became much less
structured than the protocol might indicate. Consequently some persons
spoke at length on certain issues, and, for the sake of time, other
questions which could have been asked were omitted. The review of
interviews for material on these issues then was considerably
complicated. 1In addition, it became evident that to do justice to the
way one woman might describe significant transitions in her life, and to
compare it with the way another would do so became a Herculean task.
The overall plan to analyze the content of the interviews then became
streamlined to reflect instead a broad general overview of those issues
vhich were described well in at least some interviews.

It became obvious that one issue which perhaps is more a male
issue was not dealt with at all: that is, women did not address in any
way a concern with facing limits of their own creativity. In general,
vhen asked if they were still developing as women, they tended to say
either "yes” or else that they wanted to do this.

Women tended to discuss significant transitions in their lives in
most interviews, but these transitions were frequently tied up with
changing relationships. Por example, several women noted that they
became more assertive in their relationships taking more time to meet
their own needs, and that their husbands (or other important persons in

their lives) adjusted in certain wvays, usually positively. One woman
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talked eloquently about how she was sure that her husband was proud of
her when she left her full-time homemaking activities and went out into
the work force.

One of the issues which Kernberg and others mention as appropriate
to mniddle aged persons is that of coping with losses and deaths. This
issue did come up, of course, with a number of women, but the losses
they talked about were not necessarily ones which happened recently.
They might easily be very much moved by losses which occurred some years
ago.

One rather discouraging finding is the relative scarcity of women
talking about female mentors (or even male mentors) who helped them at
different points in their lives.

Some women talked about the changing experiences of their bodies,
but they tended to talk about changes experienced in adolescence rather
than more recently. Some women, however, talked about how their bodies
were in better shape in recent years (because of exercising) than they
were when they were in their 20s. One woman talked about changes she
experienced when she 1lived through cancer surgery, and another talked
about losing her teeth and getting dentures, which she found a horrible
experience. Almost all of the women talked about changing relationships
with family members - husbands, mothers, fathers, and children.

A sample of some of the particular comments follows.

Significant Transitions and Re-Assessment of Relationships

#69 comments on how she went from an unhappy childhood into an -
unhappy marriage. BEventually she started working outside the home and

asked herself: "Why am I always putting up with this for?”
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Subsequently she and her husband went to a religious-based group
experience called Marriage Encounter, and she said about that
experience: "We just came back different people.” During the Marriage
Encounter itself and later they worked through issues around
faithfulness to the marriage and to a more satisfying (for her) sexual
relationship.

$68 said she has been in her second midlife crisis. Her divorce
when she was in her early 30s was the first crisis. The second is
because "The relationship with my husband is changing somewhat, and
that's really...I think it has to do with the fact that he's getting
older....I feel like my life is sort of on hold.”

She reported that her life was very tuiultuous this past year.
Her mother had a stroke, and the woman herself was diagnosed with high
blood pressure and cholesterol. Her husband has an ulcer and "he has
this and he has that....I don't like not being 100 percent well. I
think what's getting to me is his telling me over and over again he's
getting old, he's getting old, and he's always sick. And if you tell
yourself that long enough, you're going to be that way."” At a later
point in the interview she predicted that, despite her desire to avoid
it, this second marriage too might end in divorce. But she has
considerable reservations: "Only the older you get, the harder it is to
do that....because you have to really take stock of yourself and say,
OK, are you going to spend the rest of your life alone? 'Cause that's
what it nowv comes down to. And am I ready for that? And I am not sure
I am ready for that. I have to feel 100 percent ready to do that
because if I left this husband....I would definitely face the rest of my

life by myself. First of all, I...don't have the energy to get, try and
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find another relationship. And at (age), it's not very easy to
do....I'm not there yet, not, not, not by a long shot.”

"I do look for satisfactions. And so far its working."”

$#67 discussed positive transitions. In the last few years she
says she has grown a lot and gained in confidence. She used to doubt
she could handle things that take a lot of juggling - through the man
who is in her life now she has gained confidence in herself. She also
feels proud being a student, more than she did in her former job which
was part-time and low-paying. Another transition was recovering from a
devastating blow to her relationship with the current man in her life;
she found out that he had considered asking another woman to marry him
very shortly before he asked her to marry him. She felt that this meant
a lack of real commitment on his part, and she then cancelled their
present marriage plans. She describes a happy relationship with him in
the present, but does not know if they will ever eventually marry.

#67 had divorced her first husband after a series of trial
separations. Her decision came when she felt "like I was in limbo
constantly.” She described this feeling as "married, but I wasn't
married.” She described how her first husband became afraid of being
emotionally hurt and pulled back away from a deeper involvement with
her. Then she would pursue him. At times they would reverse roles and
she pulled back and he pursued her. After some time this seemed to
become an insurmountable problem, and they divorced, but in a friendly
fashion.

#65 spoke dramatically of how she came to love her first
horse. She said that in her early 20s that her horse encompassed her

entire life at that age. She discussed also the dramatic loss of her
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horse by accident due to the fault of a drunk driver. She said about
her horse: "You can never replace them."

§#64, a woman in her 50s, talked about her changing relationships
with her mother, who is in her 80s. She described her attempts to get
her mother to be "more verbal” in telling her that she loves her. She
also talked about her lifelong sense that her mother thought that a
sister was more intelligent and more accomplished than she was.

Finally, she said, her mother realized that she had done well with her
life, had married a fine man and raised a family to be proud of, and her
mother became able to praise her, also.

$#63 discussed hov she adjusted to the lower sex drive of her
husband than herself.

#60 discussed her transition from marriage to the status of single
parent. She described the relations with her mother and former husband
deteriorating at around the same period of time. In terms of
transitions, she says: "What has shaped my life is the fact that I am a
victim of incest.” She discussed how a stepfather molested her, and,
when she had finally told her mother (as a child), the molestation
stopped, but her mother "never came back and talked to me or anything at
all...then it was totally ignored...” 1In recent years she has entered
therapy and worked through a number of issues around the incest and its
lasting effects on her.

#59 describes a change in the relationship to a teenage daughter.
She spoke of a particular occasion on which she lost.her temper, to her
considerable shame and embarrassaent, and how she and her daughter
talked about their mutual responsibility to avoid such heated exchanges

in the future.
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These are not, of course, all the issues described by all the
women, nor even necessarily the most dramatic ones. They do show,
hovever, that change in relationships and personal transitions are very
salient issues. The changes, however, do not seem to be a simple result
of chronological age, but rather the outcome of working through issues
with important persons in their lives.

Concern about Authenticity of the Self

#57, a divorced woman, discusses how she wants to be her "own
person.” This came after a lengthy discussion of the problems in her
former marriage and how she had consistently taken care of others: her
husband and her children, without really taking care of herself and her
own needs. She describes herself at this time, however, as "selfish”
because she is taking care of her own needs.

#52 describes how she wants to find out what it means to be a
woman. She describes a difficult relationship with her mother, and how
she is trying to find role models of feminine behavior that differ from
that of her mother, whom she describes as selfish. To some extent she
has been successful, finding role models in women's literature and
biographies.

$#69 descridbed how her experience at Marriage Encounter made her
ask herself: "What is your meaning of life? Why are you living?"

Women were less likely to ask themselves in a theoretical way if
they were authentic than to ask themselves if their relationships were
authentic, and to seek to make relationships better.

Experience of Change in One's Own Body

Some women, such as #64, talked about pleasure in how their bodies

are now functioning. #64 said she is more physically active and
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energetic now than she wvas in her 20s. She attributes this to becoming
a runner in her 30s, and continuing this habit for about 20 years. She
also changed the exercise habits of her husband and children to one of
regular physical exercise. Now joint exercise is a way of life for
herself and her husband.

#68, however, said about her body: "I sure remember not feeling
terrific about the body that I was blessed with....at 13 I weighted 160
pounds....so that was not a beautiful body as a child.” This woman, now
in her 40s, currently appears to have a lean, muscular body. She talked
about loosing her teeth and having to wear dentures. This she found one
of the most devastating events of her life.

#67 said that how her body looks and feels has a great influence
on hov she perceives her self and on her self image and confidence. She
said that only after the age of 30 did she really enjoy sex. Now she
says that she "totally enjoys sex,” unless she is really tired or there
is something on her mind. This woman has successfully lived through
cervical cancer surgery and recovered her sense of pleasure in her body.

Again, not all comments are reported here. It is clear, however,
that the body is clearly a source of both pleasure, when it is
functioning (and looking) well, and of pain (because of illness or some
losses in function). Women who exercise regularly appear to have more
pleasure in their bodies, on the whole, than those who don't, in the

middle years.

View of Oneself around the Possibility of

Further Development as a Woman
Women seem considerably optimistic about the possibility of

further development. They conceptualize development both in terms of
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personal experiences: "I can always learn something more...." or in
teras of development in relationships. Only one woman said that she
thought that her time of further developaent was over, and that she had
"peaked” in her mid 30s.

# 51 said: "I never stop learning and stop changing. Never. I
see myself as being a better Mom.” (Because she has learned to balance
her busy schedule of work with the demands of her teenagers.)

#55 says: "Oh, yes, definitely. [Bvery year she finds things she
vants to do.] She has learned that: "I need to do something for
myself. My weight is going crazy, and I'm riding my broomstick a
lot...I found that once I start doing the exercise, it gets rid of a lot
of that....If I can get that two or three times a week, it really helps
me keeping myself on a more even keel....And I feel like I'm doing
something for myself. I said I don't look any better, but I feel a lot
better, you know. I feel like I'm taking care of myself and more and
doing this for myself.”

$#67 says: "Yes. I've just learned not to care what other people
think of me and it's such a liberating feeling....But things seem to
work out much better for me when I adopt that attitude....I guess I just
have more confidence as a person and I feel that I am more worthy than I
used to be.”

Presence or Absence of Female Mentors

Very few women mentioned female mentors, although this may be a
related to the small number of women who were in either high corporate
levels or else in advanced ranks in an academic profession. One woman
called a woman friend who helped her at the time of her divorce from her

first husband a "mentor,” but this would not be the ordinarily accepted
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meaning of mentor by most women in the study. One woman described her
mother's influence on her in such a way that this might be seen as the
equivalent of a "mentor.”

Re-assessaent of the Meaning of Time

Only one woman, $#65, talked in any detail about re-assessing her
use of time. She talked about trying to make priorities among the
current professional activities in her life, and especially trying to
make time to do the fun things that she and her husband wanted to do
some years ago. Other than that, only one woman mentioned time, and
this was in regards to trying to figure our a new career for herself
when she retires from her current one which she enjoys but which she
plans to retire from in about ten years.

Coping with Losses and Death

This was an issue that most women discussed, but the losses were
not necessarily connected with their age. The deaths of parents,
siblings, or friends at any age brought forth significant feelings of
mourning. Losses in relationships due to separations and divorce were
also discussed, as were losses of bodily functions. Nevertheless, this
was not as central an issue for this sample of women as one might
expect.

In summary, many of the issues raised as salient for middle-aged
persons by Kernberg and others were in fact discussed by the women in
this sample, but the issues did not seeam to be strongly correlated with
just chronological age, but, rather, certain events needed to happen to
precipitate these issues. A death of a loved one, for example, can
happen to any one at any age, although women are more likely to lose

persons of the older generation when they are themselves in their middle
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years of life. It is an empirical question, not answered by the present
inquiry, if the same content would be elicited from younger (or older)
women, or if the pervasive importance of the theme in a woman's life
sade her look back on examples of it in her former life because it is

salient nov in her present state of mind.



DISCUSSION

This research studied middle-aged women who were involved in self
care in what seems to be a responsible, healthy manner. It investigated
the meaning of their behaviors in the context of the women's present
conscious experience of self and of recollections of past development
and relationships. The research was composed of individual interviews
with 28 middle-aged women between the ages of 35 and 55 who have ever
had children, and who are now either students or exercisers (or both).
The subjects were selected through a telephone screen and subsequently
interviewved twice. The second interview was spaced two weeks to one
month later than the first.

The first interview began with administration of a general
informational form and the Brief Symptom Inventory. Questions about the
conscious experience of the self and of relationships, in the past and
in the present, were asked following a general protocol administered in
an open-ended clinical fashion. Participants completed the Revised
Relational Self Inventory (RRSI) at the second interview, which also
involved open-ended questions about issues considered salient for the
middle years of life.

Based on examination of BSI results, four persons were identified
as psychologically distressed, and of questionable i;clusion in a group
which is hypothesized to possibly exemplify "normal"” development.
Results were subsequently reported both with and without the scores of

these four women.
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There were two coded transcripts per case. One had the BEarly
Memories responses; the second had the responses to the Attanucci
protocol plus some additional general interview questions which were
developed to reflect those issues and concerns about the self that were
identified by Colarusso and Nemiroff (1981) and Kernberg (1975/1985) as
narcissistic concerns of the middle years of life.

The research question addressed the potential relationship between
the highest form of development in Gilligan's model (1982) of the
developaent of care in women and the achievement of advanced forms of
relationship in psychoanalytic object relations theory. The two
specific hypotheses varied the mode in which Gilligan's highest
perspective was measured.

The Attanucci research question protocol and the Revised
Relational Self Inventory (RRSI) provided the means of studying the
women's highest developmental perspective from Gilligan's model (1982).
The Quality of Object Relations in Barly Memories Scale (Ryan, 1973)
provided the measurement of "Mutuality of Autonomy in Object Relations,”
which was hypothesized to be similar to Gilligan's highest perspective.
The analysis of some case material provided some additional descriptive
information of the women in this pilot research. Thematic material was
reported in clinical fashion.

A correlational analysis revealed that Sum IV (which is the total
of types of relationships which can be described as containing the
perspective of "Self in self's terms and other in their own terms”) does
correlate significantly and positively with one measure of object
relations: "Quality of Object Relations of Barliest Memory of Father.”

This finding was true for both the complete sample and the restricted
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sample, which excluded the women with high psychological distress. This
provided some confirmation for the first hypothesis. This measure of
¢illigan's perspective does not, however, correlate with the two other
object relations measures: "Quality of Object Relations of Barliest
Memory” and "Quality of Object Relations of EBarliest Memory of Mother."

No person in the sample achieved an object relations score in the
range of 15 to 20, which is the range in which "Mutuality of Autonomy”
is proposed to occur. Those relatively healthy scores that were
obtained were in the 10 - 15 range, which would be considered "neurotic”
rather than "normal.” Thus, there is support for stating that
Gilligan's highest developmental perspective does relate to higher forms
of object relations.

"Self and Other Care Chosen Preely,” Gilligan's highest
perspective as measured by the RRSI, does not correlate with any object
relations measure. Thus the second hypothesis was rejected.

Cluster analyses were done with the two Gilligan measures and the
object relations measure. Analyses of the Attanucci category scores
suggest that there are two types of persons who score highly on Sum IV:
women who are also high on Sums II and III, but not on Sum I; and women
who are lower on Sums II and III, but high on Sum I. This suggests that
women vho are in a transition period could show behaviors at several
levels, while there are also some women who show more consistent
relationships at the highest level, where they have presumably
consolidated their capacities.

Cluster analyses of the RRSI variables gave mixed results, not
clearly supporting a developmental hypotheses. When the two measures of

Gilligan's highest perspective were examined in cluster analyses, an
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interesting pattern emerged. There appear to be two types of women who
score highly on SOCCF: women who are also high on Sum IV, and women who
score quite low on Sum IV. The latter may be persons who want to score
highly on SOCCF because they value such attitudes highly, but this may
be precisely because they are having difficulty achieving Self and Other
Care Chosen Freely at this time. This is speculative, of course.

FPinally, cluster analyses of Attanucci categories and scores on
Quality of Object Relations in Barliest Memories of Father show clear
differences between persons who score highly on both types of variables
and who score very low in early memories.

The data are preliminary, but support theoretical overlap of
Gilligan's highest developmental perspective and advanced foras of
object relations. The findings can be discussed from both theoretical
and operational perspectives.

It is fascinating to consider why women's conscious ability to
relate in a caring way both with self and other might be related to the
quality of her object relations with her father, as she remembers them
in her earliest memory of him. Pirst of all, I am sure it does not mean
that the woman's relationship with her mother is unimportant. I presume
that a good relationship with her mother is necessary for the woman to
develop her capacities for object relations. Nevertheless, it might be
easier for her to have good object relations with a wide range of people
if she had not only a good relationship with her mother, but also a good
relationship with her father. There might even be a qualitative
difference between the ability to care for and relate to persons like
oneself (one's mother) and the ability to care for and relate to persons

who are different from oneself (one's father). If there are problems in
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relating to the person who was (hopefully) closest to you, but different
(one's father), then it might be extremely hard (but not impossible) to
develop the capacity to relate to a wide range of different people as an
adult. I say "wide range”™ of people because the measure, Sum IV, refers
to all the kinds of relationships discussed by women.

There are other theoretical concerns which relate to the object
relations’' measure and its problems in administration and scoring.

First of all, it was not possible to obtain standardized early memories
to train with, and so the raters used a pilot set of early memories from
a written portion of another research project. Although the
reliabilities on this pilot study were quite acceptable, when the raters
turned to the transcriptions of early memories in the research sample,
reliabilities went down. Specifically, there was some concern about the
low level of average of two raters for scoring of Quality of Object
Relations of Barliest Memory of Mother, and the consensus score was used
in lieu of an average score. This appeared to be a result of the fact
that the early memories in the research study were obtained from
transcription of interviews and were rich and complex (and ultimately
harder to score than the more simply phrased set of written memories on
which training took place).

Another theoretical issue was that the object relations measure
showed a variability across its three components: frequently there was
as nuch as a five or six point spread in rating across the different
memories. What does this mean in a theoretical sense? Is this then
measuring something which is not stable? Can one's level of object
relations vary depending on who one is in a relationship with? It was

assumed in the present research that it should be relatively stable.
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Hovever, the data are more consistent with considering object relations
a function not only of the individual's inner object world‘but also of
the person with whom one is in interaction.

Theorists who score the object relations content of Rorschach and
TAT protocols come up with a range of from lower to higher functioning,
and those who rate the manifest content of dreams (which has been coded
by other students of Mayman for level of object relations) also find
variations and fluctuations. It is not unusual for persons to show a
range of possible scores on object relations measures in different
instruments, especially projectives, and researchers have argued that
it is useful to consider median scores rather than to accept any one
score, or to decry the range of scores. Thus, in the present case, it
might have been preferable to use a median score as a single object
relations score. This was not done in the present study, as it seemed
to imply a vaste of what could be other rich data for interpretation.
After all, the early memories question and its answer takes very little
time to administer, in a practical sense, compared to the lengthy
Attanucci protocol.

There are other theoretical considerations which should be
addressed. Why do the operational measurements of the Gilligan
perspectives not correlate with each other? Both of these place
importance put on the woman's conscious (as opposed to unconscious)
experience of her phenomenal self. Cluster analyses indicate that there
are some women who score highly on Sum IV as well as on SOCCF, but
results are difficult to interpret because there are also some women who

score highly on SOCCF but low on Sum IV. It is possible that the latter
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group of women are persons who value SOCCF as an ideal, but have not yet
achieved it.

As a beginning mode of addressing this issue, some problems with
coding the Attanucci categories are addressed. Clearly the Attanucci
measures take the woman at her word: if she says there is a mutual
respect and care-taking in a relationship as well as mutual healthy care
for self, then it is so coded. (This is true for other measures of less
interest in the Attanucci coding, except it is not true of the coding of
Category I, which is a rater judgment of a stereotypical role response).
However, it is harder to give a rounded out presentation of mutuality in
a relationship than it is to check off a behavior on a questionmnaire.
There are specific problems with coding the Attanucci categories, and
they are described as follows.

(1) The coding referred to relationships both in the present and in the
past. The analyses did not reveal the picture some women painted of a
happier present and more troubled relationships in the past. All
relationships were coded as if they were all happening simultaneously,
wvhereas it might have been better to have separate analyses by
chronological time periods in a woman's life.

(2) The coding of Category III included a wide range of foci on the
self, which seemed to include what Gilligan called her first perspective
in 1982, as well as parts of the self responsibility which could be
considered present in the third perspective. Phrased in other words,
this category seemed to include what psychoanalysts would call aspects
of both healthy and less healthy narcissisa.

(3) Category I seemed to be out of synchronization with the other

categories because its coding involved a rater judgment of a
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stereotypical role relationship, while all other categories were coded
on the basis of the woman's conscious elaboration of them.
(4) There seemed to be a fairly large number of persons for whom
Category I responses were coded about statements made in the beginning
of the first interview. This led to a larger than expected number of
Category I responses compared to what was found by Att;nucci. However,
considering the fact that the interviever was presumably known to the
research subjects in her work, whereas I was not known to the women in
this case, this seems an ample explanation of why stereotypical
responses might occur at the beginning of a new relationship. Only two
persons had no Category I response at any point in the interview.
(5) BEvery woman had at least one Category II and Category III response.
The raters were particularly apt to disagree about the occurrence of
these responses. The younger (student) raters tended to see Category II
responses in a statement that the older (researcher) rater might see as
reflecting a Category III response. They would compromise and discuss,
but the pattern continued. It is not known in what way this may have
biased results.
(6) It was difficult to decide what was the beginning and end of any
particular relationship incident. Thus the coding for presence or
absence overall of the category in a relationship seemed to be most
fair.
(7) Sometimes it seemed that when there is a three-person interaction
it should receive a different coding than a two-person one. For
example, the relationship of a woman to her child is almost certainly
influenced by her relationship to her husband, but there was no way to

account for this in the present coding.
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(8) Because the interviewer allowed the subject to have considerable
leeway on the most important relationships or developmental issues to
discuss, sometimes a very thorough discussion of one relationship
precluded (because of time) a more thorough discussion of other
relationships. In general, the less time spent discussing a
relationship, the less likely it was that a Category IV coding mas made.
Thus some persons may seem to have less Category IV responses than they
were in fact capable of having.

Taken all together, then, the Attanucci coding was quite difficult
and these problems need to be considered when weighing the overall study
results. The other measure of Gilligan's perspectives, the RRSI, is
easier to administer and code, but it also has its unique problems.

A woman's report is also taken at face value in the pencil-and-
paper administered RRSI. This instrument, however, has the usual kind
of problem associated with a very straightforvard measure, namely, it
can be answered in a socially (or personally) desirable fashion. There
was a group of women who were high on SOCCF but low on Sum IV, as
indicated in cluster analyses, and these seemed to be the women who
answered the instrument in the manner that indicated they valued the
attitudes described, but, it is argued, that since they scored low on
Sua IV, they do not yet possess these behaviors.

Also, there is a problem in any instrument that tries to measure a
complex variable. Perhaps the need to chop up the whole idea of "Self
and Other Care Chosen Freely” leads to expressing the complex idea in a
series of statements which, if endorsed as a whole, indicate that one
has achieved the highest perspective. But it may also be possible to

endorse a number of items which make up the scale without endorsing the
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whole idea of "Self and Other Care Chosen Freely." The item which has
the largest correlation with the total scale for women is "I want to be
responsible for myself.” This can be endorsed, I argue, without having
achieved Gilligan's highest perspective. But this does not mean that it
is not a necessary component of Gilligan's highest perspective; it is
necessary, but not sufficient, for evidence of having achieved
Gilligan's highest developmental level. This might explain why certain
brave women, who are struggling against considerable odds of very
stressful life histories, and who also scored relatively high on "Self
and Other Care Chosen Freely,” may have done so because of a firm desire
to overcome their past and present problems, and a desire to be seen as
baving conquered over considerable odds. Such women did not achieve
Gilligan's highest perspective as it was measured in the Attanucci
schema.

Another theoretical concern is whether the kinds of responses
given to the two measures of Gilligan's highest perspective might in
fact have been measured satisfactorily, but that these perspectives do
not in fact form a developmental continuum. The research was not set up
to examine this, but the results still can be examined to see if they
support a real difference between women who seem to be at Gilligan's
second perspective, that of focus on care for others, and women who have
achieved the third perspective, that of caring for both self and others
in a mutually beneficial fashion. Operationally, this would imply that
there would be a difference between women who endorse Category II
statements (Self instrumental to other, others "in their own teras”),
and women who endorse Category IV statements (Self in self's terms and

other in their own terms). In the restricted sample there was, in fact,
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a small negative correlation (but not significant) between Sum II and
Sum IV. There vas a small positive correlation between the two in the
complete sample. Similarly, POC (Primacy of Other Care) and SOCCF (Self
and Other Care Chosen Freely) showed small positive (but not
significant) correlations in both samples. The results, then, are
equivocal about the possibility of a developmental continuum.

There are some other interesting findings for the Gilligan
theories as measured by the RRSI. Both the measure of the
Relational/Connected Self (RI) and the measure of the Separate/Objective
Self (SO) show significant correlations with "Self and Other Care Chosen
Preely” (SOCCF) in the restricted sample. SO is correlated with SOCCP
in the complete sample, and the relationship of RI to SOCCF approaches
significance (at p ¢ .06). RI is positively related to SO, but not
significantly. These results differ from the the much larger study of
Strommen and colleagues (1987) in that no subgroup of theirs showed a
significant relationship between RI and SO. However, this finding could
be an artifact of the conditions under which this sample took the
instrument. The RRSI was administered at the very end of the second
interview, and they had been asked questions about their interest in
personal achievements, and they may well have responded to what they
thought was the researcher’'s expectation that they be both autonomous
and caring for others.

The lack of relationship between achievement of the highest
Gilligan perspective on the Attanucci measure and the RRSI still remains
to be addressed from another viewpoint. Perhaps some of the more recent
theoretical work from Gilligan and her colleagues may lend another way

of interpreting the findings. PFirst of all, since 1982 Gilligan has
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moved avay from a relatively bipolar view of moral cognitive
perspective, either from a care or a justice perspective, to one in
which she explains a relatively predominant care perspective which
includes its own version of justice in its purview, as well as a justice
perspective which has its own version of care. The RRSI was developed
from her ideas as expressed in 1982.

Perhaps the statements which comprise SOCCF in its present form
represent mainly "Self and Other Care Chosen Freely” from a justice
perspective.” This would explain its importance to women, especially
for those women who had been victims of injustice (e.g., victims of
incest). The Attanucci model for Category IV may in fact reflect mainly
"care for self and other from a care perspective.” These both would
validly reflect a mutuality, but yet explain their variation.

The developers of the RRSI provide information on item-total
correlation, corrected for item overlap, for women in their sample (from
Appendix I). In those items that make up the SOCCF scale, the two items
with the highest item-total correlation are:

“I want to be responsible for myself.” (.63 item-total correlation)

"I want to learn to stand on my own two feet.” (.53 item-total
correlation)

These statements, if they were made in the interview situation and coded
with the Attanucci manual, would be coded as Category III statements
("Self in self's terms,” other instrumental to self). On the other
hand, the next highest item of the SOCCF scale reads as follows:

“In order to continue a relationship, it has to let both of us grow.”
(.52 item-total correlation). This statement would be coded as the

highest level, Category IV. Other items which make up the SOCCF also
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would be coded differently by the Attanucci criteria if they were said
spontaneously. Por example, another item in the SOCCP scale is:
*"If I am really sure that what I want to do is right, I do it even if it
upsets others.” (.42 item-total correlation). I suggest that this item
reflects mutuality from a justice perspective. This would be coded a
Category III (by Attanucci) unless it was clear that the person had
thought through the effect of their actions on the other. In other
words, this is the type of statement which I propose reflects "care from
a justice perspective” which I attribute to the RRSI measure of SOCCF.
This is not to say that SOCCF does not reflect "care from a care
perspective”. That, I propose, it also reflects in such statements as
"True responsibility involves making sure my needs are cared for as well
as the needs of others " (.38 item-total correlation).

I argue, based on the importance of the above items to the total
scale, that women who are in a more feminist position would embrace
Gilligan's perspective as measured by SOCCF, yet any women for whom
oppression was (or is) a significant issue would embrace such a
perspective. I propose that this explains why women with psychological
distress due to oppression by others would score just as highly on SOCCF

as those persons who have much less psychological distress.

Case studies provided additional descriptive information about the
relationship between the constructs from the differing psychological
views. In general, women who scored more highly on the Attanucci
Category IV tended to give very complex and rich responses to requests
to describe their relationships, in which caring and frustration

abounded, but caring was predominant. Problems and misunderstandings



126
were acknowledged and faced openly, on the average, and relationships
stayed together without breaking under the strain of examining their
premises. VWomen who scored in the lowest levels, with no Category IV
responses for any type of relationship, tended to describe more
uniforaly negative relationships with others, especially parents (who
may have been neglectful or abusive). The highest and lowest scorers on
Level IV tended to be in clusters (in the cluster analysis procedures)
in which persons also had correspondingly high or lower levels of object
relations. However, the middle clusters were relatively
uninterpretable, with persons with a mixture of high and low scores on
the various measures. Of course, all the other scores on the other
categories of the Attanucci model, also contributed to production of
clusters. No mention was made of the variation in other scores in the
results chapter. That was due to the fact that they were not an object
of specific research hypotheses.

The transcripts provided considerable information about the themes
of the middle years of life, although the content of these was
considerably abridged for reporting here, due to the enormity of doing
justice to the women's words. On the whole women considered that they
either were still developing as women, or wanted to, in the way that
they personally define development. Women tended to see capacity to
learn as equivalent with capacity to develop; in addition, they saw
constant vays of improving their relationships, which also contributed
to a sense of personal development. Finally, issues such as facing
inevitable losses and deaths were described in considerable detail, but
a woman might be just as verbal in describing a loss she experienced 20

or so years ago as a loss another women experienced in the present year.



127
In other words, losses are a salient issue for middle-aged women, at
least in this sample, but they do not have to have happened literally in
the recent past. Women also come up with a number of different ways of
coping with losses, or anticipated losses. Losses seem to be defined
sostly in terms of relationships, although losses in one's person, such
as losing one's teeth and needing to wear dentures, are also quite
important concerns.

No woman talked about coming to terms with the limits of her
creativity, which is interesting, as this is hypothesized by Kernberg to
be an important issue for middle-aged persons. Women in the sample did
show creativity in a number of areas in their discussions, so this does
not seem to be omitted because the women weren't creative in the first
place. Most likely the women define their creativity in terms of the
ways they can still develop - which means in personal learning and
experience and in relationships - and perhaps in the use of their body
in exercise - and so they would not think they had lost this capacity.

Time does not permit doing full justice to the range of issues
that women discussed. Nevertheless, the inclusion of these concerns in
the women's own words reflects a tendency towards which Gilligan and her
colleagues appear to be moving, namely, to move away from criticisms and
judgments of women's words and instead to work to explicate and clarify
the words, and how the women say them. In other words, Gilligan's
movement toward a more hermeneutic perspective clears the way for what
psychoanalysts would call "clinical examples” which in fact may teach
far more than the theoretical words in which they are encapsulated. In
other words, each woman says more than our research categories can

capture, and it is in the best research interest to try and capture the
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issues of the middle years of life as they are experienced by this group
of women, and not as one would expect them to be from pre-formed
categories.

A number of issues were raised by the existence of women whose
scores on the BSI indicated significant psychological distress. One
woman had no evidence of significant distress outside her score on the
BSI. She was one of the younger women, and she still had young children
at home. Although she evidenced an obsessive style which she humorously
described as getting in her way in her relations with her children, and
as she also mentioned that she had a chronic illness, there were points
of stress in her life, but nothing otherwvise that would seem to rate
excluding her from an analysis of "normal” women. Also, one woman told
of a history of hospitalization for serious depression and suicide
attempts, yet the BSI, at least in the conservative manner in which it
wvas used in this study, did not flag her for exclusion from a group of
"normal” women.

In conclusion, like any useful study, this research raised at
least as many questions as it answered. The women seemed to enjoy it,
in general, and it is a point of pride that every woman who came to the
first interviev showved up for the second interview, a zero dropout rate.
This seemed to be partially due to the open-ended nature of the first
interview, and that the women who volunteered for the study seemed to
want to talk about themselves, and they had plenty of opportunity to do
just that. In addition these women were lively, humorous, hard-working,
serious, and a pleasure to interview, even when the material in the

interviev was painful.
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If the research could be done again or followed up, it would be
useful to play with different ways of coding the Gilligan perspectives
which would be variations on the Attanucci model. For example, Category
I seems to be an oddball in her coding system because it involves a
judgment on the part of the raters, wvhereas all other codings come more
directly from the woman herself. It would be useful to investigate the
flow back and forth, if it exists, of Category II and III responses, and
also to examine those women who are high on Category IV and also
Categories II and III, or else high on Category IV and high on Category
I. Can these women, in fact, be placed into transitional stages, with
Category I explained differently? It is not a one-to-one match for what
Gilligan called her first perspective. That was perspective was aptly
labeled "self care from need,” by the Michigan State group which created
the original RSI, however, this instrument also lost its capacity to
measure this variable when it was revised and expanded. This seems to
be a loss, because the raters using the Attanucci Category III
frequently remarked on how the focus on taking care of the self seemed
to vary from relatively veak and defiant self isolation to a more mature
and healthy emphasis on the self's needs. However the possibility of
investigating healthy narcissism, as it would be called in self
psychology, was impossible with the present instruments. This is true,
also, with the measure of object relations, which also did not have what
would be called a way of coding for healthy narcissism. There is a
need for an instrument which measures both healthy self love and self
care and also healthy relationships, and how the care of the self and

the other interrelate in the present and across time.
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The object relations scale did not seem to have a good midpoint.
In general the scale tended to have a lot of pathological ways of
viewing the self and relationships at its low end, and very advanced
forms at the other end, with not much in the middle. This was true even
though it was a 20-point scale. It probably would have been better to
use its 6 or 7 item analog developed by Mayman and Krohn in the early
1970s. Also, there were markers for pathological narcissisa, but not
for healthy narcissism. It claimed theoretical roots from Kohut, but
really Kohut had not developed self psychology much by the early 1970s,
and so the scale does not reflect his further ideas on transformations
of narcissisa.

If time and financial support permitted further analysis in the
present study, each woman's personal story would be studied in detail to
investigate the intricate ways in which the woman expresses her sense of
self in relationships and how the self experience varies across time and
across relationships. It would also be useful to look for gaps and
omnissions, for what women avoided talking about, either because of
personal reluctance or because of lack of probing on the part of the
interviewer.

The research question itself, about the comparability of
Gilligan's highest perspective and higher levels of object relations,
still invites further investigation. Do the Attanucci measure of
Category IV and the RRSI measure of SOCCF both measure Gilligan's
highest perspective, as she described it in her work in 1982? If so,
why don't these measures correlate with each other? Can the lack of
correlation really be explained by discussing "Care from a care

perspective” vs. "Care from a justice perspective?”
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Why is it that the quality of the relationship with the father
seemns to be more important to a woman than that of her earliest memory
of mother? 1Is this just an artifact of a pilot study, or will it hold
in other situations? Could it possibly mean that if women solve their
Oedipal issues with their fathers they will have achieved a higher
developmental level in their current relationships? Since the data on
relationship with fathers was buried, in the Attanucci coding, in with
"other,” the present research did not correlate "Quality of Object
Relations of Earliest Memory of Father” with Category IV statements with
regard to father. This is certainly a useful next step in teasing out
some meaning to these findings.

And now, having reached the limits of my creativity (even

though no one in the sample seemed to worry about that), I'll end.
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Based on Jane Attanucci, 1984 1

Figure 1 indicates the general schema for considering the four
categories for coding the self in relation to others. The categories
are described next. Pirst there is the description provided by
Attanucci. Next there are comments about coding which are keyed to
subject numbers. These are clarifications and elaborations developed in
the present study. Next, there are examples of coding for the types of
relationship: husband, children, mother, and "other.”

Figure 1

Attanucci's Nodel of Women's Development (from Attanucci, 1984, p. 104)

Self instrumental to Self in self's
others teras
Perspect- |Others "in their own Others in their
ive teras” own terams
II IV
toward
Self instrumental "Self in self's
others to others teras”
Other instrumental Other instrumental
to self to self
1 111

Perspective Toward Self
General notes:

1. Reference to influence of parents on the subject as she was growing
up will be coded for a relationship, so as not to lose information.
This may be coded to mother, father, or both, depending on the level of
continuity of the statement about parents with other statements about
mother or father (or lack of them.) If in doubt, it will be coded for
mother.

4. Double coding is possible when discussing events happening
concurrently (not developing from lower to higher relationships over
time) when this appears to be a real change in the form of the

1 Paragraphs in italics are elaborations and clarifications added by
this researcher. Considerable help was obtained from discussion with
the research assistants Sharon Spryszak and Annie Mahle.
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relationship. Be most careful about double coding with IV because if
more information were known, it might be entirely coded IV.

Category I:
Self instrumental to other (role), other instrumental to self (role)

When self description reveals an understanding of self and other
in reciprocal roles, the self and other are described from an objective,
third person perspective. As such, there appears to be no
differentiation between the self and the role (nor between the other and
the role). This understanding of self and other in reciprocal roles
conveys a sense of self and other performing mutually beneficial
functions in a rather closed and static system. Conflict between self
and other is not explicitly acknowledged.

Category I:

o reciprocal roles; self instrumental to other and other
instrumental to self
o objective, third person perspective
o unreflective and unelaborated quality
o conflict between self and other not explicitly acknowledged
Husband:

I. This category may be the repository for statements which are
not adequately elaborated for the reader to understand how the
woman sees herself in relation to others ("in whose terms”).
Responses in this category have the objective, third person
quality that describes the traditional or equalitarian roles,
wherein, the people playing the roles are rather faceless or
interchangeable. The role descriptions are often idealized.
Statements in this category suggest that the couple apparently
perforns these roles with little personal or interpersonal
conflict.

I. "Our marriage is traditional. I am flexible and agree with his
decisions about family finances and I make decisions concerning
the house and the children. It just naturally works out that
vay."

I (#54, 9 (1), Page 5] "I felt finally that I had that person
who was there 1008 for me...that I always bhad needed.”

Comments: Because of simplistic view of marriage.
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I [#54, 9 (4), Page 9] Son rides on Daddy's back and on her
stomach when they have sex.

Comments: They deny any conflict in their behavior.

I [#54, 9 (9), Page 17-18] Husband bas never liked any of the
Jjobs he's had. She doesn’'t know why. They moved back to Nichigan
because she is from here.

Comments: 2 brief statements, back to back, which would each bave been
given the same code. Neither elaborated.

I [(#54, 9 (13), Page 24] [About if he objects to her going out
with girls.] "I don’'t know. I don’'t think [so]. He's never really
said anything, so I really don’'t know. I don't think so.

Comments: They don't talk about it.

I (#55, 9 (8), PAGE_8] "I am just as willing to jump in and
help my husband work on the car..."”

Comments: Might be coded IV, if context of all she said before were
taken into consideration--about how each accommodates to the other. But
she did not elaborate, so coded I.

Children

I. As this category contains third person, impersonal, reciprocal
role statements with regard to self in relation to children, there
are relatively few examples. Women who describe themselves as "by
nature, motherly” or "instinctively” motherly would fall in this
category.

Most often, the women describe themselves as not good enough
mothers, struggling to be more patient and more giving. They
struggle to be better mothers, better people for their children,
unable to accept themselves and include themselves in the caring
environment they seek to create.

I. “When I feel good, the kids feel good, and when I'm upset, they're
upset. That's natural.”

Children

I [#54, 18 (4), PAGE_19] [Son is bright 3 year old who can already
blow bubbles and balloons.]

Comments: A non-reflective statement about the main characteristics of
a bright 3 year old boy.
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Mother:

I. The descriptive statement of self in relation to own mother,
like "I am just like my mother”, which do not elaborate the
meaning of the identification to the woman, will be assigned to
this category. Statements which reveal an unreflective
identification, such as "I haven't even thought out how I am like
my mother”™ also belong in this category.

I. "Ve are just alike. Carbon copies of each other."

"I don't really think about myself in relation to my mother. I
don’'t really know.”

I [#50, 11 (1), Page_8-9)] "pPart of it...not usual thing to do"
[(somewhat like journalist mother in bebavior])

Comments: Explains why she thinks she feels isolated from other people
- is like mother in behavior. Tries to explain that identification with
a4 negative aspect of the Nother on self causes her problems, but,
extremely unreflective in her actual explanation, which led to coding it
& I, rather than a III.

I [(#54, 10 (2), Page 7-8] Sexual activity in family described as
"open and very warm and very loving” but also, as a source of hilarity.
However, says "I do wish my mother had told me a little bit more about

ay body."

Comments: Possibly inappropriate sexual activities described as
"hilarious.” Denial. Also critical of mother's role. Denial outweighs
criticism, which would be more III.

Father

I [(#55, 12b1, PAGE_18) "I see some traits that I picked up from
By father...[be] was very sarcastic.”

Comments: Although critical of both self and father, this is too brief
to be coded a III. No further elaboration.

Self in Relation to Others (General)

Descriptive statements of self in relation to others (general)
usually occur in responses to the describe yourself questions and the
describe yourself in the past question. These statements can be
categorized in a parallel fashion to the other relationships. The
examples of statements drawn from the interviews are the best
description of this rather infrequent style of self description.

I. "How can I turn around and shut and turn my back on somebody that
needs me because I feel that maybe down the road a piece I may need
help. So you alvays need somebody, so you can't turn your back on

people.”
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Other

I [#54, 21(1), PAGE_20] Ruth is [my] best friend now. We exchange
Christmas presents and enjoy each other's company. "She's just another
person a lot like myself.”

Comments: Impersonal view of best friend as one with whom one exchanges
Christmas presents.

I [(#54, O (2), PAGE_3, 11, and 15] "In my family, my sisters and
I quite often talk...[on p. 11] "I tell my sisters, but I don't tell my
husband” (about borny dreams). [About family]. I think of all of us as
individuals...ve're all loving and caring about each other...bhave good
times when get together...laugh and tease and goof and have a lot of
fun.”

Comments: Denial that father was abusive [revealed elsewhere in
transcript], while emphasizing only positive facts of family
interaction.

I (#55, 0 (2),PAGE_8] About her relation with the Black maid in
childhood, and telling her not to kiss her brother or she would make the
brother turn Black. '

Comments: Stereotyped and biased. Does not seem to reflect on how this
comment would cause emotional pain to the Black maid.

Comments about coding in Category I 2

1. Relationship statements that seem obviously thoughtless or
insulting, not clearly recognized by the speaker, are coded I.

2. When a woman describes a series of what seems to be superficial or
inconsequential aspects of a relationship, code I.

3. Humorous and/or flippant references to a relationship are coded I,
despite the fact that one expects that the woman can in fact relate to
the other at a higher level.

4. Although ordinarily each conceptually different relationship idea is
coded separately, an exception is made for 2 or more brief statements
back to back which would each have been given the same code. The
justification for this is that only presence or absence of responses
within a given category is coded for statistical analysis, not absolute
number of responses.

5. Double coding occurs when 2 clearly separate ideas are presented
back to back within the same relationship story. Double coding is
omitted wvhen there is one clear idea and a non-elaborated second idea
which might have been coded differently.

2 pdded by the researcher.
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6. Although criticism of the other person in the relationship is
normally coded as III (for counter-identification), when she identifies
herself as possessing also the negative characteristic, but does not
elaborate, this is coded a I.

7. VWhen a close relationship is claimed with an other, based on what
seems to be an inadequate reason, this is coded 1I.

8. Several brief statements making the same point, plus having denial
of conflict, would be coded I.

I1. Self instrumental to other (role), "Other in their own terms"

Self description in this category characterizes the feminine role
of self subordinated to the needs, demands and expectations of others.
Avare of the expense to themselves, women often describe the boomerang
of their generous intentions to respond to the other in the other's
teras resulting in harm to themselves and ultimately to other.
(Therefore, the expression of "other in their own terms” in quotations
to indicate the failure the express authentic care without awvareness of
one's own terms in the relationship.) When women express intentions to
respond to the other in "their own terms” they simultaneously abdicate
or deny their own responsibility and power in the relationship.

A related group of self description denigrates the self for
failures in fulfilling the requirements of the selfless role. The woman
who expresses herself as instrumental to others is vulnerable to losing
sight of herself, and in some cases this loss or absence is apparent
(i.e., "I don't know who I am” or "I can't describe myself").

Category II:

o self subordinated to the needs, demands and expectations of
others
o other eclipses self
o for others in "their own terms”
o “selfless”
Husband:

II. In this category, the self is defined in service to the
husband's particular needs, demands and expectations. It is often
easier for the woman to describe him than herself, as she is so
tuned into him (although not always in active dialogue with him).
The women describe themselves as compromising and compromised,
‘losing a sense of themselves.
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II. "I do everything I can to help my husband with what he wants to
do.”

"1 expect a lot of strength from my husband, which he doesn't give
me, vwhich is difficult. I think it was been difficult learning to
cope with a man who has this terrible temper. I try to put myself
in someone else's place and he seems to totally lack that.”

Ir [#54, 9 (3), Page 10] "He got a really big layoff...his self
esteem must of really went down because we used to have sex quite
frequently... he just fizzled down...and it never has quite come back to
what it was...”

Comments: Because frequency depends on him, she appears to accede to
him on this.

II (#54, 9 (16), Page 21] “"Maybe my husband would be bhappy if we
bad a farn....He's an old farmer from way back anyhov. In fact, we'd
like to have a small farm. That's one of the things we’'d very much like
to have."”

Comments: Possibly this could also be coded a III or a IV as a separate
response because she says elsewhere that she loves a farm. They could
have talked about this and both agreed they would like a farm. But
lacking further information, it is only coded for the emphasis on
looking for what husband wants.

Ir / II1 (854, 9 (11, 12), Page 19] Tries to talk to husband about
bis lack of interest in things, but "he doesn’'t say. Just doesn't say.
Costs too much or something like that....I tried to get point across
that I enjoyed it and everything, but I don't know."

Comments: double coded for II and IIT because of both trying to do for
him, and also trying to get her own point across. However, there does
not appear to be a mutuality in the interaction, so it would not be
coded a IV, nor is it a Level I.

Children

II. In this category, the self is defined in service to the needs
of the children, often at the expense of the woman herself. Women
describe their responsiveness and attentiveness to the children in
an effort to protect the best interest of the children. But the
woman subordinated to others risks resentment and anger toward the
very children she seeks to protect.

II. If there is anything, this intensity that you feel towards your
children, if there was anything I could do, if there was any pain
I could take from them, or anything like that, I most certainly
would.”
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"I have a woman friend, she is terribly patient. I always admire
her patience and her ongoing, well, 'why don't we do this now and
why don't we do that now' with the children."™ (IDEAL).

II (#54, 14 (1), PAGE_15] "He [3 year old son] told me the other
night that I was a good momay. [he thinks] I give him a lotta love and
attention and that, and do a lot of things with him. So I think he's
pretty satisfied with the Nomma he's got.

Comments: Coded for self-sacrifice and giving as reflected in her view
of son's words.

Mother

ITI. "She's a giver; she's always there for us. I guess, I get that
from her; my urge to give.”

"I admire my mother's patience. I wish I could be as patient as
she is sometimes.” (IDEAL)

Father

[Attanucci gives no examples]

Other

IT. I am alvays wanting to be all things to all people.”

"I'm just very close to my family. I will do anything for my
family, anyone in my family."”

"Two years ago I used to make commitments that I would regret,
that I would have to follow through with because I said I would.
In other words, I alloved myself to be used.” (PAST)

II (#50, 0 (2), Page__11] [Refers to love affair in her past]
"I'm very proud...[be was] dominating and all-enveloping...[but] a
wonderful experience.”

Comments: II Dbecause experiences self subordinate to the other

II (#55, 20 (1), PAGEB_32)] (In bhigh school had several good male
friends. They and ber brothers would want to talk to her. Described
berself as open and not uncoafortable listening to thens.]

Comments: Emphasis on her listening to them rather than mutual give and
take. "Not uncoamfortable” is too weak to be considered mutual give and
take.
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Table A-1

Reliability of Rater Codings for Attanuci Categories: Percent Agreement
before Discussion

Percent Agreement Total N Total Percent
by Categories of Iteas Agreement
I II I11 IV

Rater 1 and

Subject

Numbers

53 100 25 100 100 49 81
67 75 50 25 50 24 50
66 50 75 75 100 36 75
80 75 50 75 75 44 69
52 75 75 100 100 36 88
56 75 50 50 75 42 69
78 50 100 100 50 42 75
65 50 100 100 100 51 88
70 50 100 75 75 38 75
75 50 100 100 75 39 81
79 25 100 100 50 51 69

n 100 100 100 75 32 94
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Table A-1 (Cont.d)

Percent Agreement Total N Total Percent
by Categories of Items Agreement
I 11 111 IV

Rater 2 and

Subject

Numbers

60 75 50 100 75 33 75
59 50 50 100 100 36 75
51 100 100 50 25 30 69
64 100 75 75 75 53 81
63 100 75 75 100 38 88
76 75 100 75 50 56 81
17 75 100 100 100 41 94
68 75 100 100 0 45 69
13 75 100 75 100 41 88
57 100 100 100 100 39 100
58 100 100 100 50 59 88
69 0 100 75 100 43 69
14 75 100 100 75 49 88
72 100 100 100 100 53 100

Note. Subjects numbered 60, 67, 73, and 77 were eliminated in analyses
of the restricted sample.
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QUALITY OF OBJECT RELATIONS SCALE !

(Ryan, 1970, 1973, 1974)2

This scale is an attempt to measure the quality of a person's
object relations through an analysis of his/her early menories.3 This
analysis is based on the assumption that we may learn much about an
individual's character structure and inner object world if we treat
his/her early memories not as historical truths (or half-truths) but as
thematic representations of prototypical dilemmas, life strategies, and
role paradigms around which he or she defines the relationship to self
and to one's personal world.

This scale is divided into four major categories which seem to
reflect the natural breaks in a continuum of quality of object
relationships. (While no attempt was made to construct a simple health-
sickness scale, it is assumed that this continuum will be significantly
correlated with such a scale.)4

In terms of quality of object relations, the "psychotic" memories
are different from the "borderline” memories in the way that totally

alien experiences are different from a sense of alienation from

1 copyright by Edward R. Ryan, Ph.D.

Ryan, B. R. (1970). Object relations and ego coping style in early
memories. Unpublished Master’'s thesis, University of Michigan.

Ryan, B. R. (1973). The capacity of the patient to enter an elementary
therapeutic relationship in the initial psychotherapy interview.
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Michigan.

Ryan, B. R. (1974, June). The capacity of the patient to enter an
elementary therapeutic relationship in the initial psychotherapy
interviev. Paper presented at the FPifth Annual.Convention for
Psychotherapy Research, Denver, Colorado.

3 While the scale was developed for use with early memories, it is

assumed that it may be used with any projective production (dreams, test

esponses, autobiography, etc.)
Ryan, E. R. and Bell, M. D. (1984). Changes in object relations
from psychosis to recovery. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 93
(2), 209-215.
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othervise "normal” experiences. The "psychotic” memories are generally
characterized by qualities of chaos or other-worldliness or
objectlessness, setting them apart from the "borderline” memories, which
have a much more coldly narcissistic character. There are people in the
"borderline” memories whom we can recognize, but one has the sense that
the subject lacks the ability to make a warm, interactional, human
contact with them. One senses a self-contained, essentially affectless
detacheent from people in the "borderline” memories, a detachment from
people with whom the subject is unable to or unwilling to become
engaged.

The "neurotic” and "normal” memories differ from the "borderline”
and "psychotic” memories in one essential respect: in the former
categories, one feels the presence of human objects with whom the person
is involved, in an affectively charged human interaction. However, the
"neurotic” memories represent this quality of relationship at an
essentially regressed stage. The person is engaged in painful,
conflictual, crisis-laden interactions with the objects of his
childhood. The assumption here is that the objects have some real
character for the subject, but that this character remains fixed at the
subject’'s infantile experience of these objects, seen through the
affectively biased and developmentally immature eyes of his or her
childhood. The listener, in turn, experiences these objects
emphatically as figures who are in some ways larger than life,
protagonists of infantile conflicts, but figures with whom it is
possible to make an affective contact that isn't possible in

borderline: or psychotic memories.
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The "normal” memories allow one to have a sense of human
engagement with essentially real people at a level of interaction much
closer to the present-day adult world of the subject, of the objects,
and of the listener. In the normal memories the person perceives,
experiences and responds to the other person in a way that another
adult, observing the interaction might have responded to him or her as
well. This consensual adult perception is different from the emotional
distortion of the characters of the "neurotic” memory, in that the
"neurotic” object is pulled into being a figure in a transference
conflict rather than an object in his or her own right.

Prom the point of view of affective valence, the "psychotic”
menories are pre-ambivalent: the die has been case in the direction of
a belief in the existence of only malevolent objects. Good objects are
sinply wiped out of the inner world of the psychotic. " Borderline”
menories also tend to be pre-ambivalent in which objects tend to be "all
good” or "all bad.” The relationship here is not to objects in a real
world, but rather to a projection of the narcissistic sense of the all-
good or all-bad self. From the "neurotic" memories one has a sense of
ambivalent conflict which does not blot out the reality of the other
person. The subject can recognize these conflicting aspects of the
other person but is unable to resolve them by himself/herself. The
"normal” memories range from not quite post-ambivalent, in which the
subject does not pull the object into gross distortions, struggling with
an unmanageable ambivalence, to post-ambivalent, in which more attention

is available for investment in the object as a more fully integrated
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human being whose many-faceted nature one can tolerate, become engaged
with, and enjoy.

An attempt has been made to differentiate each scale point from
the next by offering a complex, multi-dimensional definition for it.
However, an attempt has also been made to insure that the richness of
each scale point is directly referent to an object relations
configuration, a level that defines a person engaged in or interaction
with a psycho-social world. The attempted result is a scale of the
multifaceted definitions of narcissism and object relatedness as
manifested in "remembered” self-other interactions.>: ©
A. Prototypes of severe disturbances in object relatedness such as
occur in psychotic or borderline states. These memories express and
absence of any sense of real human objects in a real interpersonal
world, and depict instead a malevolent object world, which at worst is
nightmarish, and at best offers only an ephemeral glimmer of hope of
rescue in an otherwise paranoidly evil world.

1. The object world is unreal, nightmarish, other-worldly.

In Bl Paso in the Hilton Hotel...and I was there with another by, I
guess it was a boy, and he wanted to leave and get out. And I
couldn't get him to stay. So I followed him. We went out on the
corner. And I held him back and waited for the lights. And we
went down the block. And we went into another hotel...He was all
lost. I was just following him. He started crying, so then I
took him back to the hotel. (?) I remember my mother said it's a
wonder you didn't get run over. I told her I waited for the
lights. But she wouldn't believe I knew the lights. The more I

told her the more she wouldn't believe. so I just shut up and let
her have her way. .

5 pecause this scale measures relatively undisrupted, self-reported
early memories, the lowest scale points represent the object world of
those people who can remember and who can communicate their memories
zhon asked.

FPor scoring purposes, the scale may be regarded as a 20 point
continuum.
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2. The self is the object of malevolent attack in a hostile world or
"bad" objects. No vestige of a good human object anywhere to intercede,
stave off, or mitigate the threat. More archaic than the feeling of
loneliness or deprivation. The experience is not so much of being
deprived of good objects as of being beset by destructive forces in a
psychic world devoid of good objects filled exclusively with bad
objects.
About five years old. Got bit by a dog...the dog was eating and I
took a bone away from the puppy and I had to get rabies
shots... (Where bit?) On the finger. (Painful?) What the fuck!
It didn't tickle...and the rabies shots didn't either. Now I'm
getting sarcastic. (Why?) Why? What the fuck...how can I
remember...I'11 get "crazy” and tel you it was fun, I loved it!
This reainds me of the Senate investigation.
3. Not control over potentially devastating events, and no sense of
having any control over them. The self is represented as a victim of
the unexpected and uncontrollable occurrence, not at all able to
influence or forestall destructive events. People are not experienced
as agents but rather as elements in a field of forces--self as well as
others--and these forces originate outside of the self. The story is
told with a matter-of-fact acceptance of the evil or dangers depicted.
My early memory is riding in a baby buggy down a hill and cutting
By eye open. Somebody pushed me down a hill in the buggy. They
say I was very young...about 2 or so...very young. (?) I can
still eel myself going down that hill and I can see the hill.
(FPeeling tone?) I made quite a fuss about it, I guess. I was too
young to have feelings of anything but fright. (?) It was either
some relative or some neighbor child who pushed me down...older
children did it. As I grew up they talked abut it and that helped
me to remember it.
4. As best these memories involve a cry of protest out of the field of
forces depicted in A3. There is a hint of an emerging assertion of self

against a cold, or hostile, or uncaring, or uncontrollable object world.
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Another one I remember. I was very upset and I was telling my
mother that I got blamed for everything that happened around
there. I yelled and then I couldn't get my breath. She spanked
me with a lathe. (?) A thick, rough yardstick with slivers on
it. And I remember getting so mad that I couldn’'t breathe. I
wondered if I was going to die.
5. The cry for help, or the plight itself, finally brings about some
glimmer of hope in the form of a seemingly fortuitous intervention; the
‘good object' who might come to one's rescue is more magical than real.
I think the earliest I remember is being in the convent when I was
about five. Mother put me in the convent because of my brother's
illness. I remember being surrounded by a lot of nuns and being
terrified. they looked like big black crows--very menacing. One
in particular had big black eyebrows and I think she gave me a
lollipop which helped to lull me a little bit.
B. These memories depict a level of disturbance in object relatedness
closely akin to the malevolence of the A-category memories. The B-
menories, like the a-memories, show no vestige of a sense of real, good
objects in the subject's inner world. Memories Bl to B4 convey instead
a sense of empty aloneness with, at best, some wholly self-invested
satisfactions filling the people-less world. B5 depicts a stage of
chronic object-hunger, i.e., a bleak, hungry, deprived sense of
separateness or aloneness.
6. The world is not so much "bad” as it is empty, essentially devoid of
"good” human objects, past or present, and equally devoid of good self-
feeling. Or the memory may also be a purely narcissistic expression of
well-being, unrelated to the presence in the person's object world of
other people as instrumental to his/her well-being.
I remember when I was 4, or maybe 5, at ay great-grandmother's
house, in Denver. Behind the house there was a garden, or a
terrace with a garden. I used to go out there and sit and watch
the birds and the neighbor's cat. It was a very peaceful
setting...perfect. (?) There was a vhite picket fence all

around. (?) I feel like I'm at peace with the world...I can see
it clearly.
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7. The self is narcissistically self-absorbed due to an illness, wholly
invested in the fact of being ill or in the experience of the pains,
syaptoas, or deprivations associated with being ill. There may be some
allusions to an attendant care-taker, but these people exist only as
props in the subject's wholly self-involved state.

No idea how old, still in a crib. Always sick at Christmas. Sick
all may early life. Sick in a crib and could see a Christmas tree.
Could have been two and that's all I have, the impression of the
Christmas tree and that I was sick. (FPeelings?) I don't know.
Sometimes I thought about it. Never could remember much of ay
childhood. No feeling. I could imaging having a feeling. (?)
Feeling I wish I hadn't been ill. (age?) two. (?) No, must
have been in a living room. Brought into the room with the tree,
but T was ill, don't know whether a cold or illness or what.

8. Alone except for things rather than people. The self is related to
possession rather than people. The inanimate objects acquire a very
special value which gives them the status of transitional objects.
(There is in these relationships to things a central component of
"primary narcissisas.”)

I can remember it wvas summer and I was lying in the bed. I'm not
sure whether I was about four months old or what. I can just
remenber lying in a cridb and looking out a window. I'm not sure
whether that's how 01d T was. I think that's about it. Sometime
when the snow was off the found anyway. (Saw?) Oh, I just saw
the stuff in the backyard--clothesline, and stuff line that--
nothing much, but I must happen to remember the incident.
(Peeling tone?) Well, no, I was all by myself. (Feeling?) OH, I
think it was a kind of good feeling. Of course, most kids when
they're only four months old, they shouldn't feel too bad. (Age?)
I'm not sure whether it was four months or whether I was a year
0ld, but I know it was summer and ve lived in the same house for
only two summers. I know it was in that house. I figure it was
about four, four to five months. (Thought of before?) Oh, year,
I remember that all the time. I doubt that I could forget it. I
mean once it sticks with you, it sticks with you.

(NOTE: If the object is enjoyed or treasured because of its secondary

narcissistic values, i.e., for its socially defined, mutually enjoyed
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and other-rewarded qualities, it belongs in Category C., e.g., the
"yellow sunsuit” example in C2.)

9. Other people if present at all, are incidental, shadowy, two-
dimensional in character. They may not be bad objects, but are not yet
good or real objects. They remain essentially impersonal props rather
than participant others. Self and other come across as vague, detached,
impersonal, almost shadowy in character (despite inquiry aimed at
eliciting more convincing expression of interpersonal involvement).

Both self and others could just as well not have been there at all as
far as any real effect it would have had on others.

Or, the self may have been only the inertly participating object
of others' initiatives. There may be what seems like an interaction
between self and other, but the separate participants evoke no empathy
from the examiner.

I remember...I don't know where I was or how old I was, but they

took me in this place to have my picture made and the people

were...plate glass window with people passing by. There was a

stand with artificial grass they put me on and took my picture. I

remenber standing up there on that green and people passing by

looking in. I think I remember that. (Feeling?) No...(01d?) I

think I asked my mother once how 0l1d I was and I think it was

under two years old. They have the picture hanging on the wall.

(?) When I was a little kid and see the picture I guess.

10. A painful yearning for unavailable or lost objects in an otherwise
bleak world, or a euphoric basking in a diffuse goodness. The other
persons, if present, are anonymous figures, interchangeable one with
another. They are conveyors of the global feeling-quality, or pegs onto
which to hang the feeling state.

It's hard to place them in time. I remember sitting in a kitchen

with a large black stove...I was sick with something because I was

wrapped up in a blanket. This may have been the time I fell in a
fish pond. I've never been sure. And the kitchen was full of
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friendly people. I don't remember who they are. Chiefly, I
remember the blanket and the stove. (Feeling tone?) Of comfort,
and of people paying attention to me. Being taken care of.
C. Other people do appear as important foci of one's relatedness to the
world, but relationships with them are childishly conceived,
neurotically defined, or self-centeredly limited. The sense of others
as objects in their own right is stunted or warped. People in the
stories take on their significance only in terms of the subject's
pressing needs or intrusive transference paradigms.
11. the other person is present in the life space, important to the
subject, but his character is defined almost solely as a need-satisfying
or need-frustrating object or being. (If that object takes on traces of
a more individually distinctive person, the score would move up to 12 or
even 13).
Then I was sent to the orphan’'s home. While there I can remember
my brother and I were both there. I remember just looking toward
the building where I knew he was. Realizing that he was not far
avay.
12. The self is caught up in some special, interpersonally relevant but
nonetheless self-centered interest of its own in relation to others.
The self may be doing something with others, but it would be essentially
a parallel activity rather than a full-bodied interaction with then.
I think the first thing that I remember is playing with dolls in
the back yard, under an apricot tree with a little girl. We were
avare of each other but we each played with her own doll and
didn't have much to say to each other. A very nice time being
together, enjoyed it very much. (?) I can remember in a vague
way what she looked like and I remember that she moved away. She
wasn't living there too long.
13. Both self and other are more distinct people, but they are defined
exclusively by the subject's immediate intrapsychic conflict or affect

state, not as unique persons in their own right. generally they simply
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Table A-1

Reliability of Rater Codings for Attanuci Categories: Percent Agreement
before Discussion

Percent Agreement Total N Total Percent
by Categories of Items Agreeaent
1 11 111 Iv

Rater 1 and

Subject

Numbers

53 100 25 100 100 49 81
67 75 50 25 50 24 50
66 50 75 75 100 36 75
80 75 50 75 75 44 69
52 75 75 100 100 36 88
56 75 50 50 75 42 69
78 50 100 100 50 42 75
65 50 100 100 100 51 88
70 50 100 75 75 38 75
75 50 100 100 75 39 81
79 25 100 100 50 51 69

n 100 100 100 75 32 94
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Table A-1 (Cont.d)

Percent Agreement Total N Total Percent
by Categories of Items Agreement
I II III v

Rater 2 and

Subject

Numbers

60 75 50 100 75 33 75
59 50 50 100 100 36 75
51 100 100 50 25 30 69
64 100 75 75 75 53 81
63 100 75 75 100 38 88
76 75 100 75 50 56 81
17 75 100 100 100 41 94
68 7% 100 100 0 45 69
13 75 100 75 100 41 88
57 100 100 100 100 39 100
58 100 100 100 50 59 88
69 0 100 75 100 43 69
74 75 100 100 75 49 88
72 100 100 100 100 53 100

Note. Subjects numbered 60, 67, 73, and 77 were eliminated in analyses
of the restricted sample.



APPENDIX B
CODING MANUAL FOR QUALITY OF OBJECT RELATIONS

IN EARLY MEMORIES
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QUALITY OF OBJECT RELATIONS SCALE 1

(Ryan, 1970, 1973, 1974)2

This scale is an attempt to measure the quality of a person's
object relations through an analysis of his/her early menories.3 This
analysis is based on the assumption that we may learn much about an
individual's character structure and inner object world if we treat
his/her early memories not as historical truths (or half-truths) but as
thematic representations of prototypical dilemmas, life strategies, and
role paradigms around which he or she defines the relationship to self
and to one's personal world.

This scale is divided into four major categories which seem to
reflect the natural breaks in a continuum of quality of object
relationships. (While no attempt was made to construct a simple health-
sickness scale, it is assumed that this continuum will be significantly
correlated with such a scale.)4

In terms of quality of object relations, the "psychotic” memories
are different from the "borderline” memories in the way that totally

alien experiences are different from a sense of alienation from

1 Copyright by Bdward R. Ryan, Ph.D.

2 Ryan, B. R. (1970). Object relations and ego coping style in early
memories. Unpublished Master's thesis, University of Michigan.

Ryan, B. R. (1973). The capacity of the patient to enter an elementary
therapeutic relationship in the initial psychotherapy interview.
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Michigan.

Ryan, BE. R. (1974, June). The capacity of the patient to enter an
elementary therapeutic relationship in the initial psychotherapy
interview. Paper presented at the Fifth Annual Convention for
Psychotherapy Research, Denver, Colorado.

3 While the scale was developed for use with early memories, it is

assumed that it may be used with any projective production (dreams, test

esponses, autobiography, etc.)
Ryan, B. R. and Bell, M. D. (1984). Changes in object relations
from psychosis to recovery. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 93
(2), 209-215.




159

otherwvise "normal” experiences. The "psychotic” memories are generally
characterized by qualities of chaos or other-worldliness or
objectlessness, setting them apart from the "borderline” memories, which
have a much more coldly narcissistic character. There are people in the
"borderline” nolories.vhon we can recognize, but one has the sense that
the subject lacks the ability to make a warm, interactional, human
contact with them. One senses a self-contained, essentially affectless
detachment from people in the "borderline” memories, a detachment from
people with whom the subject is unable to or unwilling to become
engaged.

The "neurotic” and "normal” memories differ from the "borderline”
and "psychotic” memories in one essential respect: in the former
categories, one feels the presence of human objects with whom the person
is involved, in an affectively charged human interaction. However, the
"neurotic” memories represent this quality of relationship at an
essentially regressed stage. The person is engaged in painful,
conflictual, crisis-laden interactions with the objects of his
childhood. The assumption here is that the objects have some real
character for the subject, but that this character remains fixed at the
subject's infantile experience of these objects, seen through the
affectively biased and developmentally immature eyes of his or her
childhood. The listener, in turn, experiences these objects
emphatically as figures who are in some ways larger than life,
protagonists of infantile conflicts, but figures with whom it is
possible to make an affective contact that isn't possible in "

borderline” or”"psychotic” memories.
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The "normal” memories allow one to have a sense of human
engagement with essentially real people at a level of interaction much
closer to the present-day adult world of the subject, of the objects,
and of the listener. In the normal memories the person perceives,
experiences and responds to the other person in a way that another
adult, observing the interaction might have responded to him or her as
well. This consensual adult perception is different from the emotional
distortion of the characters of the "neurotic” memory, in that the
"neurotic” object is pulled into being a figure in a transference
conflict rather than an object in his or her own right.

Froa the point of view of affective valence, the "psychotic”
memories are pre-ambivalent: the die has been case in the direction of
a belief in the existence of only malevolent objects. Good objects are
simply wiped out of the inner world of the psychotic. " Borderline”
memories also tend to be pre-ambivalent in which objects tend to be "all
good” or "all bad.” The relationship here is not to objects in a real
world, but rather to a projection of the narcissistic sense of the all-
good or all-bad self. From the "neurotic” memories one has a sense of
ambivalent conflict which does not blot out the reality of the other
person. The subject can recognize these conflicting aspects of the
other person but is unable to resolve them by himself/herself. The
“normal” memories range from not quite post-ambivalent, in which the
subject does not pull the object into gross distortions, struggling with
an unmanageable ambivalence, to post-ambivalent, in which more attention

is available for investment in the object as a more fully integrated
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human being whose many-faceted nature one can tolerate, become engaged
with, and enjoy.

An attempt has been made to differentiate each scale point from
the next by offering a complex, multi-dimensional definition for it.
However, an attempt has also been made to insure that the richness of
each scale point is directly referent to an object relations
configuration, a level that defines a person engaged in or interaction
with a psycho-social world. The attempted result is a scale of the
multifaceted definitions of narcissism and object relatedness as
manifested in "remembered” self-other interactions.3: 6
A. Prototypes of severe disturbances in object relatedness such as
occur in psychotic or borderline states. These memories express and
absence of any sense of real human objects in a real interpersonal
world, and depict instead a malevolent object world, which at worst is
nightmarish, and at best offers only an ephemeral glimmer of hope of
rescue in an otherwise paranoidly evil world.

1. The object world is unreal, nightmarish, other-worldly.

In Bl Paso in the Hilton Hotel...and I was there with another by, I
guess it was a boy, and he wanted to leave and get out. And I
couldn’'t get him to stay. 8o I followed him. We went out on the
corner. And I held him back and waited for the lights. And we
went down the block. And we went into another hotel...He was all
lost. I was just following him. He started crying, so then I
took him back to the hotel. (?) I remember my mother said it's a
wonder you didn’'t get run over. I told her I waited for the
lights. But she wouldn't believe I knev the lights. The more I

told her the more she wouldn't believe. so I just shut up and let
her have her way.

S pecause this scale measures relatively undisrupted, self-reported
early memories, the lovest scale points represent the object world of
those people who can remember and who can communicate their memories
when asked.

For scoring purposes, the scale may be regarded as a 20 point
continuum.
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2. The self is the object of malevolent attack in a hostile world or
"bad” objects. No vestige of a good human object anywhere to intercede,
stave off, or mitigate the threat. More archaic than the feeling of
loneliness or deprivation. The experience is not so much of being
deprived of good objects as of being beset by destructive forces in a
psychic world devoid of good objects filled exclusively with bad
objects.
About five years old. Got bit by a dog...the dog was eating and I
took a bone away from the puppy and I had to get rabies
shots...(Where bit?) On the finger. (Painful?) What the fuck!
It didn't tickle...and the rabies shots didn't either. Now I'm
getting sarcastic. (Why?) Why? What the fuck...how can I
remember...I'11 get "crazy"” and tel you it was fun, I loved it!
This reminds me of the Senate investigation.
3. Not control over potentially devastating events, and no sense of
having any control over them. The self is represented as a victim of
the unexpected and uncontrollable occurrence, not at all able to
influence or forestall destructive events. People are not experienced
as agents but rather as elements in a field of forces--self as well as
others--and these forces originate outside of the self. The story is
told with a matter-of-fact acceptance of the evil or dangers depicted.
My early memory is riding in a baby buggy down a hill and cutting
my eye open. Somebody pushed me down a hill in the buggy. They
say I was very young...about 2 or so...very young. (?) I can
still eel myself going down that hill and I can see the hill.
(FPeeling tone?) I made quite a fuss about it, I guess. I was too
young to have feelings of anything but fright. (?) It was either
some relative or some neighbor child who pushed me down...older
children did it. As I grew up they talked abut it and that helped
me to reamember it.
4. As best these memories involve a cry of protest out of the field of
forces depicted in A3. There is a hint of an emerging assertion of self

against a cold, or hostile, or uncaring, or uncontrollable object world.
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Another one I remember. I was very upset and I was telling my
sother that I got blamed for everything that happened around
there. I yelled and then I couldn't get my breath. She spanked
me with a lathe. (?) A thick, rough yardstick with slivers on
it. And I remember getting so mad that I couldn't breathe. I
wondered if I was going to die.
5. The cry for help, or the plight itself, finally brings about some
glimmer of hope in the form of a seemingly fortuitous intervention; the
‘good object' who might come to one's rescue is more magical than real.
I think the earliest I remember is being in the convent when I was
about five. Nother put me in the convent because of my brother's
illness. I remember being surrounded by a lot of nuns and being
terrified. they looked like big black crows--very menacing. One
in particular had big black eyebrows and I think she gave me a
lollipop which helped to lull me a little bit.
B. These memories depict a level of disturbance in object relatedness
closely akin to the malevolence of the A-category memories. The B-
menories, like the a-memories, show no vestige of a sense of real, good
objects in the subject's inner world. Memories Bl to B4 convey instead
a sense of empty aloneness with, at best, some wholly self-invested
satisfactions filling the people-less world. B5 depicts a stage of
chronic object-hunger, i.e., a bleak, hungry, deprived sense of
separateness or aloneness.
6. The world is not so much "bad” as it is empty, essentially devoid of
»good” human objects, past or present, and equally devoid of good self-
feeling. Or the memory may also be a purely narcissistic expression of
well-being, unrelated to the presence in the person’'s object world of
other people as instrumental to his/her well-being.
I remember when I was 4, or maybe 5, at my great-grandmother's
house, in Denver. Behind the house there was a garden, or a
terrace with a garden. I used to go out there and sit and watch
the birds and the neighbor's cat. It was a very peaceful
setting...perfect. (?) There was a white picket fence all

around. (?) I feel like I'm at peace with the world...I can see
it clearly.
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7. The self is narcissistically self-absorbed due to an illness, wholly
invested in the fact of being ill or in the experience of the pains,
syaptoms, or deprivations associated with being ill. There may be some
allusions to an attendant care-taker, but these people exist only as
props in the subject's wholly self-involved state.

No idea how old, still in a crib. Always sick at Christmas. Sick
all my early life. 8Sick in a cridb and could see a Christmas tree.
Could have been two and that's all I have, the impression of the
Christmas tree and that I was sick. (Peelings?) I don't know.
Sometimes I thought about it. Never could remember much of my
childhood. No feeling. I could imaging having a feeling. (?)
Peeling T wish I hadn't been il1. (age?) two. (?) No, must
have been in a living room. Brought into the room with the tree,
but I was ill, don't know whether a cold or illness or what.

8. Alone except for things rather than people. The self is related to
possession rather than people. The inanimate objects acquire a very
special value which gives them the status of transitional objects.
(There is in these relationships to things a central component of
“primary narcissisa.”)

I can remember it was summer and I was lying in the bed. I'm not
sure vhether I was about four months old or what. I can just
remenmber lying in a crib and looking out a window. I'm not sure
whether that's how 01d I was. I think that's about it. Sometime
when the snov was off the found anyway. (Saw?) Oh, I just saw
the stuff in the backyard--clothesline, and stuff line that--
nothing much, but I must happen to remember the incident.

(Peeling tone?) Well, no, I was all by myself. (Peeling?) OH, I
think it was a kind of good feeling. Of course, most kids when
they're only four months o0ld, they shouldn't feel too bad. (Age?)
I'm not sure whether it was four months or wvhether I was a year
0ld, but I know it was summer and we lived in the same house for
only two summers. I know it was in that house. I figure it was
about four, four to five months. (Thought of before?) Oh, year,
I remember that all the time. I doubt that I could forget it. I
mean once it sticks with you, it sticks with you.

(NOTE: If the object is enjoyed or treasured because of its secondary

narcissistic values, i.e., for its socially defined, mutually enjoyed
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and other-rewarded qualities, it belongs in Category C., e.g., the
“yellow sunsuit” example in C2.)

9. Other people if present at all, are incidental, shadowy, two-
dimensional in character. They may not be bad objects, but are not yet
good or real objects. They remain essentially impersonal props rather
than participant others. Self and other come across as vague, detached,
impersonal, almost shadowy in character (despite inquiry aimed at
eliciting more convincing expression of interpersonal involvement).

Both self and others could just as well not have been there at all as
far as any real effect it would have had on others.

Or, the self may have been only the inertly participating object
of others' initiatives. There may be what seems like an interaction
between self and other, but the separate participants evoke no empathy
from the examiner.

I remember...I don't know where I was or how old I was, but they

took me in this place to have my picture made and the people

were...plate glass window with people passing by. There was a

stand with artificial grass they put me on and took my picture. I

remenber standing up there on that green and people passing by

looking in. I think I remember that. (FPeeling?) No...(014?) I

think I asked my mother once how 0ld I was and I think it was

under twvo years old. They have the picture hanging on the wall.

(?) When I was a little kid and see the picture I guess.

10. A painful yearning for unavailable or lost objects in an otherwise
bleak world, or a euphoric basking in a diffuse goodness. The other
persons, if present, are anonymous figures, interchangeable one with
another. They are conveyors of the global feeling-quality, or pegs onto
wvhich to hang the feeling state.

It's hard to place them in time. I remember sitting in a kitchen

with a large black stove...I was sick with something because I was

wrapped up in a blanket. This may have been the time I fell in a
fish pond. I've never been sure. And the kitchen was full of
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friendly people. I don't remember who they are. Chiefly, I

remember the blanket and the stove. (FPeeling tone?) Of comfort,

and of people paying attention to me. Being taken care of.
C. Other people do appear as important foci of one's relatedness to the
world, but relationships with them are childishly conceived,
neurotically defined, or self-centeredly limited. The sense of others
as objects in their own right is stunted or warped. People in the
stories take on their significance only in terms of the subject's
pressing needs or intrusive transference paradigas.
11. the other person is present in the life space, important to the
subject, but his character is defined almost solely as a need-satisfying
or need-frustrating object or being. (If that object takes on traces of
a more individually distinctive person, the score would move up to 12 or
even 13).

Then I was sent to the orphan’'s home. While there I can remember

my brother and I were both there. I remember just looking toward

the building where I knewv he was. Realizing that he was not far
avay.

12. The self is caught up in some special, interpersonally relevant but

nonetheless self-centered interest of its own in relation to others.

The self may be doing something with others, but it would be essentially

a parallel activity rather than a full-bodied interaction with thea.
I think the first thing that I remember is playing with dolls in
the back yard, under an apricot tree with a little girl. We were
avare of each other but we each played with her own doll and
didn't have much to say to each other. A very nice time being
together, enjoyed it very much. (?) I can remember in a vague
way what she looked like and I remember that she moved away. She
wasn't living there too long.

13. Both self and other are more distinct people, but they are defined

exclusively by the subject's immediate intrapsychic conflict or affect

state, not as unique persons in their own right. generally they simply
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represent starkly set, incompletely integrated needs or restrictions or
conflicts. Although the people often seem more alive, the essentially
infantile transference of elements in their characterization is readily

apparent.

I recall during the first world war when the troops were coming
back. I can remember a night when it was raining and troops were
marching down the street in the rain. Then I recall my uncle...I
mean my father's younger brother...coming in the froant door
dripping wvet. He seemed immensely tall, he took off his sidearm
and laid it on the table in the front hall. The thing fascinated
me. When I thought no on was looking, I reached up for the
pistol. My uncle's voice from behind me said, "Look out! That
will bite.” It seems like I could almost see the thing move and
it scared the hell out of me. I backed away from it. (Age?) Two
and a half.

14. Some give and take in relation to others, but the overriding focus
is on the self. Others are aware of and responsive to the self, but are
decidedly secondary figures in the cast of characters. The self seems
somevhat aware of and responsive to events, people, and things in a real
world, and this world shows the beginning signs of a reality and
validity of its own, one which exists independently of the event being
reported. Sometimes there is an inversion of this relationship between
self and others, such that the self is seen as the more shadowy,
secondary object, and the others seem more alive and real enough to
empathize with.
Well, I know quite well because I've thought about it. they say I
was twvo and a half at the time and we were beside a lake some
place in the States and I as playing with this ball and while I
was playing with it, it rolled into the lake. Did I say I was
with my mother and sisters? And the current carried it away. Ny
mother told me it was going to flow into the ocean and never come
back. And I was fairly astounded by this. I just stood there and
watched sort of dramatically. (?) I thought it was sort of
dramatic. (?) It's quite often true of things that happen in

life, you can't bring them back. (?) Well, you could say it
represents a sort of fatalistic philosophy of my own, and you
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can't change it or do anything about it, just resign yourself to
it. I didn't cry, I just stood there thinking and was just very
surprised.
15. The self-other interaction depicted in the story involves traces of
a real relationship; it is more than an exclusively transference-based
or conflict-drenched representation of self and other. Nonetheless, the
characterizations, especially of other persons in the story, remain
thin. the other person does not quite emerge with a full-bodied
identity of his own. The interactions at this level begin to seem more
palpable and real, as increasingly believable motives are ascribed not
only to the self but to the others as well.
When I was sick, about three years old. It was the next day after
my mother and father had a big party during prohibition. I was
sitting under the piano eating cheese and crackers and drinking
stale booze--trying to hide from sy mother. I took a drink from a
glass--spit it out. My mother came and caught me and scolded nme.
In fact, I got a few pokes from that. I don't know if it's the
earliest one but it's the one that came to mind right away.
D. As depicted at this level, interpersonal relationships reflect a
more sharply defined differentiation of a real self from real others in
real mutual interactions. Other persons come across as people with
their own personalities, motives and emotional postures; they are
clearly more than mere extensions, props, or projected facets of the
self. The store presents distinct characterizations of self and others.
Bven in those stories which are built around prototypical unconscious
themes (usually “"phallic” or "Oedipal”), the figures emerge as separate
and distinct people with identities which clearly transcend their roles
as transference objects. The listener is provided with a sound basis
for empathizing with the motives and viewpoints of each figure in his or

her own right, not just as a transference object who really provides the

listener empathic access to the subject himself or herself.
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16. Although the memory is a self-centered one, other people and
circumstances are brought onto the scene in a way which adds realism and
puts the self-other interaction into a broader, more realistic, less
self-centered perspective. The events seems real and permits empathy ’
not only with the self, but to a somevhat lesser extent, with the
somevhat contrasting separate posture(s) of the other person(s) in the
story. Thoughts and feelings of self and other)s) are recounted by the
subject, or are clearly implied.
When I was in crib--I must have been two years old--my mother was
saying goodnight to me and I had my finger on my penis and ay
mother said don't ever touch that. That's the first memory I can
tell with any assurance. (How did you feel?) Well, my mother
hadn't told me the name of that part of my body. I just had an
impression that there must have been something wrong with it. But
I think she must have said something about it before to me or I
wouldn't have felt the way I did. (?) Seemed to sink in so much.
I don't know that one saying would have had that effect. Though
maybe it could have. Our own son has developed a special interest
in his sexual organs at the same age. My mother was looking at me
when I put my hand on it, and I think I had some misgivings about
it when I d4id it--fear that what she would say she actually ended
up saying--that she would actually say what she did.
17. BEvents are reported with a less self-centered bias. The memory
involves sharing with or joining with others in a common interest in
something outside the self. Together, self and other(s) experience some
interest, activity, person, thing or event which does not necessarily
have more immediate bearing for the subject than for any of the others
who share that experience with him. The subject's life space seems less
parrovly, less egocentrically delimited than in the preceding examples.
18. The self-other interaction reflects clearly the separate, inner-
directed motives of self and others. Thoughts and feelings of all
participants in the event are well enough to allow the listener to

empathize vicariously with both the self and the others. Ome can
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readily participate vicariously in the event as it was experienced by
the significant others in the story, as well as in how it seemed to the
subject. The others' point of view is adequately grasped and
effectively mediated in the subject's report of the incident.

19. There is active, two-way communication of separate, or even
contrasting, two-way communication of emotional and interpersonal
messages. The other(s) seem real, very much there, with well-
differentiated thoughts, feelings, and motives of their own. Each of
the characters emerges in a way which makes him or her seem real and
recognizable as a person in his or her own right, someone whom we can
imagine in situations other than the one recounted.

20. Multiple, bilateral role relationships with a variety of different
people, with a clear articulation of the distinct individuality of the
self and others in these relationships. A sense of belonging to a
community of separate individuals. A spirit of positive interactions;
even negative aspects are presented in a wider context of mutual trust,

acceptance, regard or affection.

I remember going on vacation with my family (smile). I always
looked forward to going camping..we usually went camping in a tent
when I was a kid...I still do it today with my family. Well, I
remenber one time in particular. Ve were all filling the car,
getting ready to go. And each of us had our own jobs. My brother
and I were horsing around with the sleeping bags and as usual ay
sother and father got into an argument about how much to take.
They always started something when we were just about ready to
leave. My mother was always fussing at the last minute and this
always got my father grumpy. When they saw my brother, J and me
laughing--he was about five then--my father chased us down the
drivewvay. (?) About 7 I think. I remember him scooping us up
and carrying us back to the car and we were yelling and laughing
at the same time. We still kid about it today. (?) I don't
know, but I guess my brother and I must have seemed like rascals
at the time because they really got mad at us when we laughed.

(?) Mo, this happened lots of times. (?) At the time I just
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remenber feeling good and as I look back at it now, I feel I as
pretty lucky.
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Women wanted for research

study
o between the ages of 35 and 55
o who consider themselves normal
o who have ever had children

who are either
o going back to school now
or

o are exercising regularly now

For personal interviews covering questions about their development and
relationships.

o Will participate in 2 interviews lasting 1-2 hrs.

<) Receive $10/2 intervievws

o Interviews to be scheduled between 2 weeks and one
month apart during January to May of 1989

Location and time of interviews to be arranged (either NSU Campus or
home visit).

For further information, contact:

Anne Cunningham

Dept. of Psychology

106 Psychology Research Building
Michigan State University

Phone: 353-1651

o Call weekdays between 8a.m. and 5 p.m.

o Leave message with secretary that you request
information on study of middle-aged women, and
leave your name and phone number and time you may
be reached

o Your call will be returned within two days of
receiving your message
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Table D-1

Demographic Description of the Restricted Sample (N=24)

Mean Range
Age (years) 4« 38-55
Number of years married 19 9-35
Number Percent
Student 2 8
Exerciser 12 50
Both 10 42
Currently married
1st marriage 18 15
2nd marriage 3 13
Currently divorced or separated 3 13
Education
High school or less 1 4
Some college 5 21
College graduate 4 17
Some graduate study 5 21
Graduate or professional
degree 9 38
Occupation?
Homemaker 3 13
Bducation, research 8 33
Management 8 33
Sales 0 0
Secretarial 2 8
Other health and
human services 1 4
Student 11 46
Religion
Protestant 9 38
Jewish 4 17
Roman Catholic 4 17
Other 2 8
None 5 21

Note. All women were married at least once.

2pased on most recent employment, or on any employment in the past 10
years. Some persons indicate more than one occupation, thus percents
total greater than 100%.
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Table D-1 (cont'd.)

Nean Range
Number of male children? 2 0-4
Age of male children
(years) 19 3-34
Number of female children? 1 0-5
Age of female children
(years) 17 3-35
Number Percent
Husband's (former husband's)
education
High school or less 4 17
Some college 1 4
College graduate 3 13
Some graduate study 3 13
Graduate or professional
degree 13 54
Husband's (former husband's)
occupation)
Bducation, research 6 25
Managerial, administrative 8 25
Health and human services 2 8
Skilled trade, factory work 4 17
Electronics & computer 1 4
Lav or criminal justice 2 8
Student 3 13

¥ncludes adopted and step-children. Although a person may have no
children of one sex, they may have one or more of the other.
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Table D-1 (cont’d.)

Number Percent
Perceived health status
of subject
Good 23 96
Average 1 4
Poor 0 0
Perceived health of
mother
Good 8 33
Average 4 17
Poor 4 17
(not applicable-
deceased) 8 33
Perceived health of
father
Good 9 38
Average 3 13
Poor 0 0
(not applicable-
deceased) 12 50
Perceived health of
husband/former husband
Good 18 15
Average 6 25
Poor 0 0
Perceived health of
children (by family)?
Good 21 88
Average 3 13
Poor 0 0

81ncludes adopted and step-children. MNost mothers globally rated their
child(ren)'s health in one category.
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Table D-1 (cont'd.)

Number Percent
Exercise frequency
3x/vweek or more 19 79
1 - 2x/week 3 13
No regular exercise 0 0
(did not answer) 2 8
Type of exercise?
(of those who do exercise)
Aerobic type 21 88
Strengthening 5 21
Toning 10 42
Other (such as golf,
bowling) 1 4
Reasons for exerciseP
Enjoyment of physical
movement 16 67
Health (weight control,
stress reduction, etc.) 21 88
Social reasons 11 46
Competition 3 13
Other responses 3 13
(Did not answer) 3 11

Spersons may indicate more than one kind of exercise done on a regular
basis, so percents add up to more than 100 §.

Dpersons checked all that applied, so percents add up to more than 100%.
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GENERAL INFORMATION SHEET
Please fill out as completely as you can. Do not sign your name.

1. Age years (as of Jan. 1, 1989)
2. Number of years married
Number of years since marriage ended by death, divorce,
separation
Never married

3. Number of children

No. of male children Ages

No. of female children Ages
4. Age of parents

Mother or deceased

Pather or deceased

5. Bducation
Bigh school or less__
Some college _
College Graduate_
some graduate study__
graduate degree__

6. Occupation (based on your most recent employment, or on any
employment in past 10 years). If not employed, even part-time, in 10
years, specify homemaker.

Pull time____  Part time__

Full time____  Part time__

Full time___  Part time__

7. Present work status

—_vwork outside family and home

—student

__no work at present outside family and home

8. Religion (optional)
—__hone

—Jewish

—Protestant
__Catholic

___Other (please specify)
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9. Husband's education (or education of former husband, if divorced,
widowed, separated; education of most recent husband if married more

than once)

High school or less__
Some college ___
College Graduate_
some graduate study__
graduate degree

10. Husband's occupation

(or occupation of former husband; or of most recent husband)

11. Health of family members

Good Average Poor

Deceased

You

your mother

your father

your husband

your child(ren)
(specify age,sex)

12. Panily members and physical exercise
Ix/wk 1-2x Can't
or more /wk. Do*

You

your mother

your father

your husband

your child(ren)
(specify age,sex)
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Please fill in the code number for the type of physical exercise
performed in the box above, if the person does exercise at least once
per week.

1 = aerobic exercise; to get heart rate up, such as run, job, fast walk,
svim, tennis, racquetball

2=gtrengthening exercise, such as free weights, Nautilus machines, to
build muscle

3=toning exercise, to shape up, not build muscle (may also use same
equipment as strengthening exercise)

4=other exercise, such as golf, bowling

O=does not exercise at least 1/week

sbecause of physical problem, such as back problems, knee problems, etc.

13. If you exercise, is it: (check all that apply)
__for enjoyment of physical movement

__for competition

__for health (weight control, stress reduction, etc.)
__for social reasons (to be with friends, etc.)

— (other reasons; please specify)

14. Describe the kinds of intellectual or study activities of each
fanily member.

you
Your husband (former husband)
your mother
your father
Your child(ren)
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Interview I
Research Consent Porm explained and signed.

General Introduction

I AM INTERVIEVING YOU BECAUSE I AM STUDYING NORMAL MIDDLE-AGED WOMEN WHO
HAVE HAD ONE OR MORE CHILDREN AND WHO ARE EXERCISING REGULARLY NOW OR
ELSE ARE GOING BACK TO SCHOOL FOR A COLLEGE OR A GRADUATE DEGREE.

THE KIND OF INFORMATION I ASK FROM YOU IS VERY PERSONAL, AND IT HAS TO
DO WITH BOW YOU THINK AND FEEL ABOUT VERY INPORTANT MATTERS IN YOUR
LIFE.

I VILL ASK QUESTIONS UNTIL I AM FINISHED, OR UNTIL WE HAVE TALKED FOR AN
HOUR AND A HALF. AT THAT TIME, WE SHOULD STOP.

IN THESE TWO SESSIONS YOU WILL BE ASKED A NUMBER OF QUESTIONS WHICH I
WOULD ASK YOU TO ANSWER AS HONESTLY AS YOU CAN.

IN THIS RESEARCH THE FOCUS IS ON THE WAY YOU EXPERIENCE YOURSELF AS A
WOMAN, AND HOW YOU EXPERIENCE IMPORTANT RELATIONSHIPS.

VHEN YOU ANSWER THE QUESTIONS, PLEASE TELL ME NOT ONLY WHAT YOU THINK,
IN AS THOUGHTFUL A WAY AS YOU CAN, BUT ALSO HOW YOU FEEL. IT IS
ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT TO TALK ABOUT HOW YOU FEEL.

1. Could you introduce yourself to me, so that I will know who you are
as a person? (What are the things you want people to know about you
when they first meet you?)

2. Sometimes we think of ourselves differently from the way we like to
appear to others.

Could you describe yourself to yourself? (How would you describe
yourself to yourself? If you had to describe yourself in a way that you
would know it was really you, what would you say?)

3. How would you describe yourself in the past?

4. Do you still have the same kind of dreams about life as you did
then?

5. What are the differences between how you were then and the way you
are now?

6. What do you think contributed to the change?

7. In descridbing yourself, you did (didn't) refer to the fact that you
are a woman. I now want to ask you some questions that have to deal

specifically with your sense of yourself as a woman at different times
in your life up to now. (Blicit information about feeling feminine or
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womanly at different periods in life: elicit how experience of own body
contributes to sense of womanhood.)

8. What was the contribution of your sexual relationships to your sense
of yourself as a woman? To your enjoyment of your feminine body?

9. BHave you ever been married? If so,... (Or - You have told me that
you are/vere married, and so...)

How would you describe your husband (former husband?
10. How would you describe your mother?
11. In what way are you similar or like your mother?
12. In what way are you different from your mother?
10a. How would you describe your father?
11a. In what way are you similar or like your father?
12a. In what way are you different from your father?
13. Describe yourself as a mother.

14. If your children could put it into words, how would they describe
you as a mother?

15. How do you think your husband (former husband) would describe you
as a mother?

16. Describe your husband (former husband) as a father.

17. How would he describe himself as a father?

18. How would you describe each of your children?

19. Do you have any men friends now (apart from your husband)?

20. Are your friendships with men the same or different from the kinds
of friendships you had when you were about 25 years o0ld?

21. Do you have any friendships with women now?

22. Are your friendships with women the same or different from the
kinds of friendships you had when you were about 25 years old?

23. How important is the sexual element to your friendships with men or
women? Is this different from when you were about 25 years old?

24. Vhen responsibility to oneself and responsibility to others
conflict, how do you choose? (What does responsibility mean to you?)
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THESE ARE ALL THE QUESTIONS I'D PLANNED TO ASK TODAY. AT THIS TIME I
WOULD LIKE YOU TO FPILL OUT THE GENERAL INFORMATION SHEET AND THE SYMPTOM
CHECKLIST.

I WOULD LIKE ONE THING OF YOU BETWEEN NOW AND THE NEXT TIME WE MEET.
WOULD YOU PLEASE WRITE DOWN ANY DREAMS YOU HAVE, AS SOON AS YOU WAKE UP,
AND BRING THAT PAPER NEXT TINE? IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN ONE DREAM IN A
NIGHT, WRITE THEM ALL DOWN. ONCE YOU HAVE WRITTEN DOWN FIVE DREAMS, YOU
CAN STOP. THANK YOU.

I WANT TO THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR SHARING YOUR THOUGHTS. WE'VE REALLY
COVERED A LOT OF GROUND, AND I APPRECIATE YOUR SPENDING THIS TIME VITH
ME. DO YOU HAVE ANYTHING YOU'D LIKE TO ADD, OR ANYTHING YOU'D LIKE TO
DISCUSS FURTHER?

IF YOU NEED TO GET IN TOUCH WITH ME BEFORE OUR NEXT MEETING, YOU CAN GET
A MESSAGE TO ME AT THE PSYCHOLOGY RESEARCH BUILDING AT MICHIGAN STATE
UNIVERSITY AT THIS NUMBER: 353-1651.

Interview II
(Ask for dreams since last time.)

THIS IS OUR SECOND AND LAST INTERVIEW. PLEASE FEEL FREE TO BRING UP
ANYTEING THAT HAS OCCURRED TO YOU SINCE WE MET LAST TINE, THAT YOU THINK
NIGHT BE INPORTANT TO SAY.

DID ANYTHING OCCUR TO YOU SINCE LAST TINME?

LET ME REMIND YOU THAT IN THIS RESEARCH THE FOCUS IS ON THE WAY YOU
EXPERIENCE YOURSELF AS A WOMAN, AND HOW YOU EXPERIENCE IMPORTANT
RELATIONSHIPS. I AM VERY INTERESTED NOT ONLY IN HOW YOU THINK, BUT ALSO
HOW YOU FEEL WHEN YOU ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS.

1. Are there any dreams that stand out for you over the past year?

2. In your past life did you ever have any dreams that stand out for
some reason? If yes, what were they?

3. Now think back as far as you can, and try to recall your very
earliest memory. What is it?

Is there any feeling tone you experience with that memory? How old were
you then? Can you recall any other details of this memory? Other
people? What was said or done?

4. Now, what is your earliest memory of your mother?

Is there any feeling tone you experience with that memory? How old were
you then? Can you recall any other details of this memory? Other
people? What was said or done?

5. Now, what is your earliest memory of your father?
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Is there any feeling tone you experience with that memory? How o0ld were
you then? Can you recall any other details of this memory? Other
people? What was said or done?

6. Can you give an overview sketch of yourself from childhood up to
your current situation? (Briefly review life history up to present,
including schooling, work history, and important relationships up to the
present. Discuss the relative importance of your own mental life, and
also your own intellectual activity, as opposed to how well you did in
school.)

Discuss also the importance (or lack of importance) of physical
exercise, from your childhood up to the present.

7. Tell me about your family when you were growing up.
8. What is your relationship now with your parents?

9. Have you lost anyone who was important to you earlier in your life,

either by death, moving away, or just losing touch, or perhaps through a
misunderstanding that would not clear up? (If yes) What was this like

for you?

10. Have there been any important crisis points in your life? If so,
can you describe them?

11. One of the things I asked when you agreed to be in this study was
whether you thought of yourself as a "typical” or "normal” woman for
your age. In what way do you think you are typical/mormal?

12. To a certain extent it is somevhat unusual for a person your age to
be going back to school. Could you tell me about how you decided to do
this, and what it has been like for you to actually go back to school?

OR

To a certain extent it is somevhat unusual for a person your age to be
exercising in a regular fashion. Could you tell me about how you
decided to do this, and what it has been like for you to do this?

Many people find that it is hard to make the time to do this, even
though they might want to. Has this been your experience?

13. Do you think that studying/exercising has the same meaning for you
at this time in your life as it did when you were younger? (Do you go
about this the same as you did when you were younger?)

14. What do you think that this studying/exercising does for you as a
person?

15. Has your taking the time to study/exercise had any effect on your
important relationships? (Does it take time away from your doing things
that you feel you should do for others?)
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16. Do you feel that your body has undergone any changes since you were
25? (If yes) What are the changes? How do you feel about them?

17. Can you tell me about the important things in your life that have
made you the kind of person you are now?

(Ask any questions from the first interview that may have been omitted
for reasons of time.)

18. What do you think like will be like for you in the next ten years?

THIS COMPLETES THE QUESTIONS I PLANNED TO ASK. FROM YOUR VIEWPOINT, DID
I COVER THE IMPORTANT THINGS FOR A NORMAL WOMAN YOUR AGE?

IS THERE ANY IMPORTANT THING ABOUT BEING A WOMAN YOUR AGE THAT I DID NOT
ASK ABOUT? IF SO, WHAT IS IT?

THERE IS ONE MORE THING WHICH I WOULD LIKE YOU TO FILL OUT, EVEN THOUGH
TO SOME EXTENT IT DUPLICATES SOME QUESTIONS I HAVE ASKED ALREADY. WOULD
YOU PLEASE FILL THIS OUT NOV (GIVE REVISED RELATIONAL SELF INVENTORY).

I WANT TO THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR SHARING YOUR THOUGHTS. WE'VE REALLY
COVERED A LOT OF GROUND, AND I APPRECIATE YOUR SPENDING THIS TIME WITH
ME. DO YOU HAVE ANYTHING YOU'D LIKE TO ADD, OR ANYTHING YOU'D LIKE TO
DISCUSS FURTHER?

IF ANYTHING DOES COME UP AND YOU WOULD LIKE TO GET IN TOUCH WITH ME
AGAIN, REMEMBER THAT YOU CAN GET A MESSAGE TO ME AT THE PSYCHOLOGY
RESEARCH BUILDING AT 353-1651.

I HAVE TEN DOLLARS TO GIVE YOU AS AN EXPRESSION OF APPRECIATION FOR YOUR
HELP. WOULD YOU PLEASE SIGN HERE THAT YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS. I'D LIKE
TO THANK YOU ONCE AGAIN FOR LETTING ME TALK TO YOU.

(NOTE: IF A PERSON SEEMS SERIOUSLY DEPRESSED OR ANXIOUS AT ANY TIME
DURING EITHER INTERVIEW, OR IF THE BRIEF SYMPTOM CHECKLIST FILLED OUT AT
THE END OF INTERVIEW ONE INDICATED PAINFUL PSYCHOLOGICAL SYMPTONMS, AN
INTERVENTION SOMETHING LIKE THE FOLLOWING WOULD BE MADE: "IT SOUNDS
LIKE THESE QUESTIONS ARE RAISING SOME CONCERNS FOR YOU. DO YOU THINK
YOU WOULD LIKE TO TALK ABOUT THESE FURTHER WITH A MENTAL HEALTH
PROFESSIONAL? (IF YES) I CAN GIVE YOU NAMES OF SOME MENTAL HEALTH
SERVICES IN THIS AREA WHICH HAVE SLIDING FEE SCALES IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO
DISCUSS THESE FURTHER."]
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of Psychology
DEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH CONSENT FORM

have freely consented to take part in a scientific study being
conducted by Anne Cunningham, under the supervision of Dr. Ellen
Strommen and Dr. Bertram Karon, professors of Psychology.

agree to take part in the study on normal middle-aged women who
have ever had children. I understand that the study deals with
aspects of development and relationships in middle-aged women. I
understand that if I agree to participate, I will be asked to take
part in two interviews which will each last one to two hours, and
that they will be tape-recorded. Participants will be paid ten
dollars for two interviews.

understand that my participation is voluntary, and that I am free
to not answer a question, or to discontinue my participation in
the study at any time, without penalty.

understand that the results of the study will be treated in strict
confidence, and that I will remain anonymous. Although my
interview will be tape-recorded, the study will be conducted based
on a typed transcript from which all names and identifying
information will be deleted. The audiotapes will be kept in a
secured cabinet during the study, and erased at the end of the
study. All results will be reported anonymously. With these
restrictions, results of the study will be made available to me at
By request.

understand that my participation in the study does not guarantee
any beneficial results to me.

understand that, at my request, I can receive additional
explanation of the study after my participation is completed, in
teras of group results.

Signed:

Title of Experiment: Integration of the
Developmental Theory of Carol Gilligan with
Object Relations Theories

Date:
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Phone Screening

A. First Telephone Contact

Age

Less than age 35 (out of study)

Age 35 to 55 ____

56 or older ___ (out of study)
This study is of normal middle-aged women wvho have had one or more
children and who are either exercising regularly nowv or else going back
to school for a college degree or a graduate degree.

Bave you ever had any children?

Yes__
No___ (out of study)

Do you do either go to school or exercise regularly ?

Yes____ (in study)
No (out of study)

(Then ask appropriate question)

Do you do regular physical exercise?
No____(out of study)
Yes____
What activity do you do?
Where do you do your exercise?

Length of time have exercised regularly? (in months)
Less than 3 months____ (out of study)
3 months or more__

OR:

Are you attending college or graduate school now?
What degree are you studying for - why are you going back to
school?
How long have you been attending school?
Less than 3 months____(out of study)
3 months or more

Persons who participate for two interviews will receive $10. Each
interviev will last between one and two hours. The exact time and place
of the interviews will be arranged later.
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If a person drops out after completing only one interview, that person
will receive $5. We hope, however, that persons who agree to
participate will intend to complete both interviews.

Let me tell you know what kinds of things these interviews will cover.
They will cover a number of personal topics as well as asking you more
about your exercise (your studies). You will also be asked about what
things are important to you at this time in your life, as well as about
your entire life up to now. You will be asked about your relationships
with your family and close friends, and how you feel about your body,
including your sense of yourself as a sexual woman. Would you be
interested in participating in this study?

No___(out of study_

Yes

(elicit sense of why it might appeal)

Maybe_
(elicit concerns; at discretion, drop from study or continue)

(Blicit concerns and then retain or drop from potential subject pool.
Drop from study persons who seem below average intelligence or who do do
not seem to be sufficiently verbal to participate successfully in
subsequent interview sessions.

Bxclude persons who seem to be seriously depressed or acutely anxious.
*It sounds like these questions are raising some concerns for you. I
can give you the names of some mental health services in this area if
you would like to discuss these further.” (Then persons will be
referred to the Psychological Clinic at MSU (355-9564) or to Ingham
Community Mental Health Center Services (374-8000), both of which have
sliding fee scales.)

If person is not ruled out of the study, then say: "I will be in touch
with you within the next two weeks if you will be asked to participate,
and then make further arrangements. If you have any questions in the
meantime, you can leave a message at Michigan State University,
Department of Psychology, Psychology Research Building main office at:
353-1651."

Phone number:

day

evenings

Thank you for your interest.
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B. Second telephone contact

Recently we spoke about research I'm conducting on normal middle-
aged women and exercise (going back to school). There are interview
openings for some women of your age and interests. If you are still
interested in participating, I'd like to schedule the first session in
which we meet for the purpose of getting to know you.

Are you still interested?
Yes____
No__ (out of study)
Maybe

Obtain address and offer one of three different times/places in which to
take first set of interview questionnaires. Schedule interview for home
visit, if convenient, or at MSU if preferable for subject.

Date and time assigned:
Place
Study Code number assigned
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REVISED RELATIONAL SELF INVENTORY (RRSI)

Instructions: Read each statement below and decide how much it
describes you. Using the following rating scale, select the most
appropriate response and blacken the corresponding circle on your answer
sheet.

Not like Very much
me at all like me
1 2 3 4 5

1. I often try to act on the belief that self-interest is one of the
worst problems facing society.

2. A close friend is someone who will help you whenever you need help
and knows that you will help if they need it.

3. I cannot choose to help someone else if it will hinder my self -
development.

4. I want to be responsible for myself.

5. In making decisions, I can neglect my own values in order to keep a
relationship.

6. I find it hard to sympathize with people whose misfortunes I believe
are due mainly to their shortcomings.

7. I try to curb my anger for fear of hurting others.

8. Being unselfish with others is more important than making myself
happy.

9. Loving is like a contract: If its provisions aren't met, you
wouldn't love the person any more.

10. In my everyday life I am guided by the notion of "an eye for an eye
and a tooth for a tooth”.

11. I want to learn to stand on my own two feet.

12. I believe that one of the most important things that parents can
teach their children is how to cooperate and live in harmony with
others.

13. I try not to think about the feelings of others when their is a
principle at stake.

14. I don't do much for others unless they can do some good for me later
on.

15. Activities of care that I perform expand both me and others.
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If what I want to do upsets people, I try to think again to see if I
really do want to do it.

I do not want others to be responsible for me.

I am guided by the principle of treating others as I want to be
treated.

I believe that I have to look out for myself and mine, and let
others shift for themselves.

Being unselfish with others is a way I make myself happy.

When a friend traps me with demands and negotiation has not worked,
I am likely to end the friendship.

I feel empty if I'm not closely involved with someone else.

Sometimes I have to accept someone else if I am to do the things
that are important in my own life.

In order to continue a relationship it has to let both of us grow.

I feel that my development has been shaped more by the persons I
care about than by what I do and accomplish.

People who don't work hard to accomplish respectable goals can't
expect me to help when they're in trouble.

Relationships are a central part of my identity.

I often keep quiet rather than hurt someone's feelings, even if it
means giving a false impression.

If someone offers to do something for me, I should accept the offer
even if I really vant something else.

The worst thing that could happen in a friendship would be to have
my friend reject me.

If I am really sure that what I want to do is right, I do it even if
it upsets other people.

Before I can be sure I really care for someone I have to know my
true feelings.

What it all boils down to is that the only person I can rely on is
myself.

Bven though I am sensitive to others' feelings, I make decisions
based upon wvhat I feel is best for me.
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Even though it's difficult, I have learned to say no to others when
I need to take care of myself.
I like to see myself as interconnected with a network of friends.
Those about whom I care deeply are part of who I am.
I accept my obligations and expect others to do the same.

I believe that I must care for myself because others are not
responsible for me.

The people whom I admire are those who seem to be in close personal
relationships.

It is necessary for me to take responsibility for the effect my
actions have on others.

True responsibility involves making sure my needs are cared for as
wvell as the needs of others.

The feelings of others are not relevant when deciding what is right.

If someone asks me for a favor, I have a responsibility to think
about whether or not I want to do the favor.

I make decisions based upon what I believe is best for me and mine.
Once I've worked out my position on some issue, I stick to it.

T believe that in order to survive I must concentrate more on taking
care of myself than on taking care of others.

The best way to help someone is to do what they ask even if you
don't really wvant to do it.

Doing things for others makes me happy.
All you really need to do to help someone is to love thea.
I deserve the love of others as much as they deserve my love.

You've got to look out for yourself or the demands of circumstances
and of other people will eat you up.

I cannot afford to give attention to the opinions of others when I
am certain I am correct.

If someone does something for me, I reciprocate by doing something
for thea.

Caring about other people is important to me.
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56. If other people are going to sacrifice something they want for my
sake I wvant them to understand what they are doing.

57. When I make a decision it's important to use my own values to make
the right decision.

58. I try to approach relation-ships with the same organization and
efficiency as I approach my work.

59. If I am to help another person it is important to me to understand
my own motives.

60. I like to acquire many acquaintances and friends.
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Table I-1

Item-Scale Total Correlations and Scale Reliabilities of the Revised

Relationship Self Inventory (RRSI) for WNomen

Separate/Objective Self

Item-total Scale Itenm
Correlation Alpha
.50 .17 47. I believe that in order

to survive I must concentrate more
on taking care of myself than on
taking care of others.

.36 13. I try not to think about
the feelings of others when their is
a principle at stake.

31 34. Bven though I am sensitive
to others' feelings, I make
decisions based upon what I feel is

best for nme.

.39 43. The feelings of others
are not relevant wvhen deciding what
is right.

.21 58. I try to approach relation-

ships with the same organization and
efficiency as I approach my work.

.50 3. I cannot choose to help
soneone else if it will
hinder my self -development.

.53 53. I cannot afford to give
attention to the opinions of others
when I am certain I am correct.

.41 9. Loving is like a contract;
if its provisions aren't met,
you wouldn't love the person
any more.
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.‘3

.32

.43

.40

.23

.46

'57

.41

.47
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21. When a friend traps me with
demands and negotiation has not
worked, I am likely to end the
friendship.

6. I find it hard to sympathize
with people whose misfortunes

I believe are due mainly to their
shortcoaings.

45. I make decisions based upon
what I believe is best for me and
mine.

10. In my everyday life I am
guided by the notion of "an eye for
an eye and a tooth for a tooth”.

33. What it all boils down to
is that the only person I can rely
on is myself.

46. Once I've worked out my
position on some issue, I stick to
it.

52. You've got to look out for
yourself or the demands of
circumstances and of other people
will eat you up.

19. I believe that I have to
look out for myself and mine, and
let others shift for themselves.

14. I don't do much for others
unless they can do some good for me
later on.

26. People who don't work

hard to accomplish respectable goals
can't expect me to help when they're
in trouble.
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Relational/ Connected Self

Iten-total Scale Iten
Correlation Alpha

.50 .76 15. Activities of care that I
perforan expand both me and others.

.59 55. Caring about other people
is important to me.

.51 49. Doing things for others
makes me happy.

.42 54. If someone does something for
me, I reciprocate by doing something
for thenm.

.43 60. I like to acquire many

acquaintances and friends.

.48 27. Relationships are a central
part of my identity.

.51 37. Those about whom I care
deeply are part of who I am.

.40 41. It is necessary for me to
take responsibility for the effect
my actions have on others.

.20 20. Being unselfish with others
is a wvay I make myself happy.

.42 36. I like to see myself as
interconnected with a network of
friends.

.41 12. I believe that one of

the most important things that
parents can teach their children is
how to cooperate and live in harmony
with others.

.39 18. I am guided by the principle
of treating others as I want to be
treated.



Primacy of Other Care

Item-total
Correlation

'29

.41

.35

.32

.30

.33

.‘3

.48

.37

.41

.28

.36

Scale
Alpha

.68
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Iten

50. All you really need to do
to help someone is to love them.

29. If someone offers to do
something for me, I should accept
the offer even if I really want
something else.

30. The worst thing that could
happen in a friendship would be to
have my friend reject me.

22. I feel empty if I'm not
closely involved with someone else.

1. I often try to act on the belief
that self-interest is one of the
worst problems facing society.

40. The people whom I admire
are those who seem to be in close
personal relationships.

48. The best way to help someone
is to do what they ask even if you
don't really want to do it.

8. Being unselfish with others is
more important than making myself

happy.

25. I feel that ay development

has been shaped more by the persons
I care about than by what I do and
accoaplish.

7. I try to curb ay anger for
fear of hurting others.

5. In making dociiions, I can
neglect ay own values in
order to keep a relationship.

16. If what I want to do upsets
people, I try to think again to see
if I really do want to do it.



0‘3

.34

Self and Other Care Chosen Preely

Item-total Scale
Correlation Alpha

.38 .18

.30

.40

.53

.35

.32

.43

.45
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28. I often keep quiet rather

than hurt someone's feelings, even
if it means giving a false
impression.

2. A close friend is someone
who will help you whenever
you need help and knows that
you will help if they need it.

Iten

42. True responsibility

involves making sure ay needs are
cared for as well as the needs of
others.

23. Sometimes I have to accept
soneone else if I am to do the
things that are important in my own
life.

56. If other people are going

to sacrifice something they want for
my sake I want them to understand
what they are doing.

11. I want to learn to stand
on my own two feet.

17. I do not want others to be
responsible for me.

51. I deserve the love of
others as much as they deserve ay
love.

44. If someone asks me for a

favor, I have a responsidbility to
think about whether or not I want to
do the favor.

39. I believe that I must care
for myself because others are not
responsible for me.



.31

.52

.‘7

.63
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.37

.43
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35. Even though it's difficult,
I have learned to say no to
others when I need to take

care of myself.

24. In order to continue a
relationship it has to let both of
us grow.

59. If I am to help another
person it is important to me to
understand ay own motives.

4. I want to be responsible for
nyself.

38. I accept my obligations and
expect others to do the same.

32. Before I can be sure I
really care for someone I have to
know my true feelings.

57. When I make a decision it's
important to use my own values to
make the right decision.

31. If I am really sure that
what I want to do is right, I do it
even if it upsets other people.

Note. Item-total correlation is corrected for item overlap.



APPENDIX J

ADDITIONAL CLUSTER ANALYSES
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Table J-1

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories, Summed RRSI Scale
Scores, and Quality of Object Relations in Barly Memories Scores - UPGNA
Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient - Complete Sample, N = 28
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Table J-2

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories, Summed RRSI Scale
Scores, and Quality of Object Relations in Barly MNemories Scores - UPGMA
Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient - Restricted Sample, N =
24
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Table J-2 (Cont'd.)
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Table J-2 (Cont'd.)
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Table J-3

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories -
UPGMA Nethod, Jaccard Similarity Coefficient - Complete Sample, N = 28
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Table J-4

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories -
UPGNA Nethod, Jaccard Similarity Coefficient - Restricted Sample, N = 24
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Table J-5

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories -
UPGNA Nethod, Cosine Distance Coefficient - Complete Sample, N = 28
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Table J-6

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories -
UPGMA Nethod, Cosine Distance Coefficient - Restricted Sample, N = 24
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Table J-7

Cluster Analysis of Summed RRSI Scale Scores -
Ward's Nethod, Squared Euclidean Distance Coefficient - Complete Sample,
N =28
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Table J-8

Cluster Analysis of Summed RRSI Scale Scores -
UPGMA Method, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient - Complete Sample,
N = 28
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Table J-9

Cluster Analysis of Summed RRSI Scale Scores -
UPGNA Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient - Restricted
Sasple, N = 24
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Table J-10

Cluster Analysis of Summed RRSI Scale Scores -
Ward's Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient - Restricted
Sample, N = 24
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Table J-11

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Summed RRSI Scale
Scores - UPGMA Nethod, Squared EBuclidean Distance Coefficient - Complete
Sample, N = 28
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Table J-12

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Summed RRSI Scale
Scores - Ward’'s Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient -
Complete Sample, N = 28
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Table J-13

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Summed RRSI Scale
Scores - UPGNA Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient -
Restricted Sample, N = 24
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Table J-14

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Summed RRSI Scale
Scores - Ward's Nethod, Squared Buclidean Distance Coefficient -
Restricted Sample, N = 24
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Table J-15

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Quality of Object
Relations in Barly Memories scores - UPGMA Nethod, Squared Buclidean
Distance Coefficient - Complete Sample, N = 28
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Table J-16

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Quality of Object
Relations in Early Nemories scores - Ward's Nethod, Squared Buclidean
Distance Coefficient - Complete Sample, N = 28
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Table J-17

Cluster Apalysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Quality of Object
Relations in Early Nemories scores - UPGMA Method, Squared Buclidean
Distance Coefficient - Restricted Sample, N = 24
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Table J-18

Cluster Analysis of Summed Attanucci Categories and Quality of Object
Relations in Barly Memories scores - Nard's Nethod, Squared Buclidean
Distance Coefficient - Restricted Sample, N = 24
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