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ABSTRACT

MOTIVATION FOR PARENTHOOD AND PARENTAL BEHAVIOR AS

PERCEIVED BY DISTURBED AND NORMAL CHILDREN

by Charlene A. Carter

The purpose of the present investigation was to

explore motivations for parenthood as they relate to child

perceptions of parental behavior, and as they relate to the

mental health of children. Since an adequate direct measure

of motivation for parenthood was not available, the present

study included the development of a questionnaire for this

purpose.

Two groups of subjects were selected for the study.

The Disturbed group consisted of 15 boys who were diagnosed

as having emotional problems. and their parents. The Adjust-

ed group consisted of 15 boys whose teachers rated them as

well-adjusted, and their parents. Groups were matched with

respect to age of child, religion, and socio-economic level.

Three instruments were used to explore parental

motivation and behavior in both groups. The Family Opinion

Survey (FOS), a questionnaire measure of motivation for

parenthood developed in the context of the present research.

consisted of 86 third-person statements. In conjunction
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with the questionnaire. a projective instrument was also

used to study motives of parents for having children. The

Picture Story Free ReSponse Test, adapted from Major's

Picture—Story Completion Technique. consisted of four

pictures with story beginnings for which subjects were re-

quired to write story endings. Responses to both direct and

projective measures of motivation for parenthood were

classified as parent—need oriented (Narcissistic, Instru-

mental, Parent-Centered), child-need oriented (Nurturant.

Child-Centered), or non-need oriented (Humanitarian, Fatalis—

tic, By-Product). Perceived parental behavior was measured

by the 45 item Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire

from which child ratings of parental behavior can be assessed

along three dimensions: Demanding, Punishing, and Loving.

Results of the study pertaining to motivation for

parenthood can be summarized as follows:

I. Adjusted Group parents showed more parent-need

oriented motivation for parenthood (FOS) than

Disturbed Group parents, contrary to the prediction.

II. Adjusted Group parents showed more child-need

oriented motivation for parenthood (FOS) than

Disturbed Group parents, in accord with the

prediction.

III. Adjusted Group parents showed more Humanitarian

and By-Product motivation for parenthood (PSFRT).

The prediction that there would be no differences

between groups on the non-need oriented motivations
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was not substantiated. but the hypothesis was

basically confirmed because there were actually few

differences between groups.

Results of the group comparisons on perceived parental

behavior are summarized below:

IV. Disturbed Group parents were rated as more Demanding

and more Punishing than Adjusted Group parents, in

accord with the prediction. The expectation of a

positive association between parent—need oriented

motivations and demanding and punishing behavior was

not confirmed. but there were trends in the predicted

direction for the Adjusted group.

V. There were no differences between group ratings on

Loving and the prediction that parents of the

Adjusted group would be judged as more Loving was

not confirmed. The expectation of a positive

association between child-need oriented motivation

for parenthood and loving behavior was not confirmed.

but there were trends in the predicted direction for

the Adjusted group.

Results also showed sex differences in motivation

for parenthood (PSFRT) and perceived parental behavior.

Females showed more Nurturant and males more Instrumental

motivation for parenthood, while mothers were perceived as

more Demanding and fathers more Loving in behavior. Finally.

although low correlations between motivational categories on

the questionnaire and projective instrument indicated that
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the two measures were tapping different levels of awareness

of motives. Adjusted Group parents showed more consistency

between tests.

It was concluded that motivation for parenthood and

perceived parental behavior variables bear complex relation-

ships to one another as well as to child level of adjustment.

The present paper raised a series of puzzling questions.

Suggestions, which should prove helpful to future investiga—

tions. were made for modifications of existing measurement

techniques.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Social scientists have long been concerned with the

factors which lead to healthy adjustment or psychological

disturbance in children. Volumes of data, sometimes with

equivocal results, have been collected in attempts to link

parental child-rearing practices, attitudes and behavior

with eventual mental health of children. Recent research

efforts would suggest that parental attitudes and behavior.

as they relate to child adjustment, be placed in the larger

context of parental motivation for and toward children.

Motivation for Parenthood
 

The reports of recent research studies indicate that,

in spite of the availability of contraceptive information

and birth control methods, American family size is increas-

ing (U.S. Dept. of Commerce. 1961). The increase in the

size of families is not simply the result of improved medical

procedures but of voluntary and active choice on the part

of parents (Truxal & Merrill, 1953; Hoffman & Wyatt, 1960:

Campbell, 1962). As might be anticipated, family size has

been found to be related to socio-economic status and the

feelings of economic security of the parents. In addition.



however. the desire for children has been shown to be related

to marital happiness (Cavan, 1942) and to "feelings of

personal adequacy” (Kiser, 1962, p. 151). What, then,is

the psychological significance of parenthood for adult men

and women?

Parenthood: A Developmental Phase

Parenthood has been described by a series of workers

as a phase in the process of personality development. Preg-

nancy, the birth of the first and then subsequent children

can be highly integrative experiences for mature men and

women and can foster a new high level of psycho-sexual

development. Pregnancy is seen as a time of developmental

crisis in preparation for the state of parenthood. Bibring

(1959) and Bibring, Dwyer, & Huntington (1961) conducted

longitudinal research projects designed to study the psycho—

logical status of pregnant women. They found that pregnancy

is a time of intense psychological upheaval in which defenses

are loosened, fantasies about the subjects' own mothers

appear and severe psychological symptoms of a borderline

nature may develop. The women who progressed normally through

the crisis period initially showed enhanced narcissism, then

a concern with the child as an object within the self. and

finally a conception of the child as a part of the self but

outside of the self -- an external object. Loesch &

Greenberg (1962) also see normal pregnancy as a develop-

mental crisis period. In a study comparing 22 married and



31 unmarried pregnant women, however, they found that for

the unmarried women pregnancy was merely a time of psycho-

logical disturbance while for the married women the pregnancy

crisis fostered personality growth.

' A series of workers see the birth of the child as a

maturing experience for both parents (Taylor, 1955: Wasserman.

1958; Benedek, 1959). Benedek points to the fact that both

mother and father achieve new personality integration as

they see their baby thrive and they introject the gratifying

experience of successful mothering and fathering. Wasserman

views childbirth as "the passing of the threshold to advanced

adulthood, to those stages called by Erikson generativity and

finally ego-integrity" (1958, p. 56). He contends that

parenthood is a final attempt to overcome the basic tendency

to remain dependent and a child.

Deutsch (1944), Bressler (1958), and Benedek (1952:

1959) point to motherhood as the completion of the process

of psycho—sexual development in women. Deutsch mentions

that motherhood strengthens contact with reality demands and

can even lead to a kind of "late maturation" in emotionally

infantile women. Benedek contends that total personality

determines the developmental outcome of motherhood. She

maintains that motherliness involves repetition and working

through primary, oral conflicts with the'womanis own mother

and that the process of mothering allows resolution of con-

flicts and facilitates psycho-sexual development to comple—

tion.



The birth of children subsequent to the first may

enhance developmental progress of both parents. The more

authoritarian behavior of women toward their first as opposed

to subsequent children is viewed by Loveinger & Sweet (1961)

as related to level of mother's ego development. They see

authoritarian behavior on the part of the mother as indicative

of a weak ego and fear of the child within herself. With

the birth of successive children, the ego of the mother is

strengthened and she behaves in a more flexible way toward

her later offspring.

Types of Parental Motivation

Although parenthood is a natural developmental phase,

men and women may bring to it varying levels of personal

maturity. The contention of this investigation is that

conscious and unconscious motivations for parenthood vary

with the level of personality development, and psycho-

sexual maturity of the parents at the time of the child's

conception. The discussion to follow will consider, first.

the types of parental motivation that may be held by fairly

healthy and mature potential parents. Second, there is a

consideration of motivations and dynamics underlying patho-

logical conditions associated with parenthood (habitual

abortion, psychologically motivated pre-marital pregnancy.

psychoses associated with parenthood).



Nbrmal Motivations

Typically, motivation for parenthood is traced to

three types of sources: (1) basic biological drives,

(2) psychological need involvement, (3) social and cultural

influences.

A fundamental biological basis for motherhood has

been established as arising from genetic constitution,

endocrine secretion, and the female sexual cycle (Beach.

1948: Benedek, 1952). Benedek maintains that ”there is a

primary drive toward motherhood" (p. 417). The drive for

motherhood is based upon the female sexual cycle which

includes alternate secretion of estrogen and progestin with

concomitant emotional changes. The emotions of the estrogen

phase include an active sexuality leading toward intercourse

while the progestrone phase leads a woman to concentrate on

herself and her own welfare in preparation for motherhood.

Although males do not undergo hormonal preparation for parent—

hood as do women, Benedek sees a biological basis for the

drive toward fatherhood. She maintains that there "are

two sources of fatherliness: one, biological bisexuality;

and the other, the biological dependency upon the mother”

(p. 398). The early primary identification of a male with

his mother (oral-dependent phase) in the normal course of

events, gives way to an identification with the father as

provider and protector. Bernstein & Cyr (1957) point to the

fact that, if there is no actual hormonal basis for father-

hood, at least men show "a strong capacity for reSponding

to the birth of their children" (p. 480).



Other workers have referred, in general terms, to

biological foundations of parenthood (Hart, 1935; Truxal &

Merril, 1953; Winch, 1964). Ackerman (1958) Speaks of a

"parental urge” and Woods (1959) mentions an "urge toward

self-perpetuation" as leading to parenthood.

Innumerable types of psychological motivation for

parenthood have been suggested. Bowen (1942) postulates

that people have children for immortality and to carry on

the family name, for companionship in old age, because they

derive satisfaction from the child's dependence upon them.

because they enjoy an "intimate response", because they

delight in watching the child's development, and in order

to relive their own childhood. Groves & Groves (1947) list

motives for parenthood as: (1) providing social security in

the sense of establishing a family life; conforming, not

being "peculiar": (2) religious obligation; (3) social

conformity; (4) self-fulfillment through the child. Winch

(1964) sees parental motivation as stemming from the

desire to validate the self as a man or a woman and as a

means of testing and proving ability to love.

Three types of psychological motivations for parent-

hood are postulated by Hoffman & Wyatt (1960); (1) parent—

hood as a way to avoid the loneliness and alienation of

modern life: (2) parenthood as gratification of the

dependency needs of the mother to have a child dependent

upon her while, at the same time, retaining her own dependent

role with her husband: (3) parenthood as an art and a



valuable creative function in response to information emphasiz-

ing the impact of the parents upon the child's personality.

Two interview-type studies relating to the satisfac-

tions and problems of having and rearing children are relevant

here. Jersild, Woodyard, & Solar (1949) obtained data from

interviews with parents of 544 families. They found that

"one of the prominent sources of parental satisfaction-re-

sides in the opportunity of observing the phenomena of

development -- the fact of growth and change —- the unfolding

of the child's qualities and characteristics" (p. 106).

Repeatedly, their subjects mentioned the fact that parent-

hood is both emotionally and intellectually stimulating.

The other interview study by Tasch (1955) found that both

mothers and fathers ranked enjoyment of the child's companion-

ship, his personality characteristics, and his intellectual

abilities high among satisfactions of parenthood.

In our society parenthood is the basis of the social

structure and marriage, the legitimate way to have children

(Sait, 1938). Bell (1963) presents the three basic functions

of parent-child relationships: (1) reproduction within

marriage, (2) reSponsibility for caring for dependent off-

Spring, (3) training the child to function in society.

Tradition perscribes that parenthOOd is the culmination of

marriage. There is unfailing cultural approval shown for

children within marriage and inflexible social disapproval

for conception outside of marriage and for abortion (Truxal

& Merrill, 1953). The societal norms regarding reproduction



parenthood are culturally determined and the norm for our

society appears to be to have some, but not too many children.

Hoffman & Wyatt (1960) state that "motives for

reproduction are not fixed but reSpond to social change, and

that the current increase in family size is in part a reflec-

tion of increased motivation for larger families" (p. 235).

The social trends that may have affected American attitudes

toward parenthood as the authors see it are:

1. Changes in woman's role.

2. Changes in parent role and concept of parenthood.

3. Loneliness and alienation characteristic. of our

society.

Cultures other than American may foster different

motivations for childbearing than our own. In the primitive

family, for example, children were regarded as valuable

property at the disposal of the parents (Goodse11,_l926).

Both the present Hebrew (Truxal & Merrill, 1953) and Hindu

(Ross, 1961) societies highly value children since offSpring

are required to carry out culturally perscribed functions.

Finally, the Soviet government has encouraged parenthood

through techniques such as money allotments to mothers of

large families and taxes on childless couples mace. 1963).

Parenthood and Pathology

The preceding section has outlined usual motivations

for parenthood as they occur in typical, fairly well-

adjusted and mature adults. To the extent. however. that

personality development has been retarded or has miscarried



in some way, motives for parenthood will depart from the

norm. Specifically, unconsciously determined needs may

become involved.

The fact that unconscious reasons for desiring child-

ren exist has been attested to by a number of writers.

Groves & Groves (1947), for example, state “. . . it is not

safe to assume that the real reason why children are chosen

or not is clear or conscious" (p. 402). Workers in the

field of child placement and adoption often make the plea

that any possible covert motivations for the parents wanting

the child be recognized and discussed as a measure necessary

to protect the psychological well-being of the child (Ross &

Anderson, 1965). Veiga (1965) based a study on four years

of experience working in a large child placement agency with

foster care, institutional, and residential treatment programs.

He maintains that there must be an evaluation of unconscious

neurotic needs which might make some foster or adoptive

parents risks. Less attention has been paid to the uncon-

scious needs of natural parents in regard to having their

children.

There are available for consideration a number of

extreme cases of parenthood ”gone awry". It has been shown

that unconscious motivations and neurotic needs are involved

in: Childlessness and habitual abortion; psychologically

motivated pre-marital pregnancy; post-partum psychosis in

women; and, psychosis associated with parenthood in men.

These examples demonstrate that becoudng a parent is much
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more than a matter-of-fact happenstance. The consideration

of "miscarriages" of parenthood to follow, point to the

central role of conflicts in handling oral needs and

dependency. People with oral conflicts have trouble with

being parents. It should be kept in mind that oral conflicts

are those ordinarily resolved earliest in the stages of

psychosexual development. Again, it appears that develop-

mental immaturity and neurotic disorder open the door for

a multitude of unconscious motives to become involved in

parenthood.

Childlessness and Habitual Abortion

Lantz & Snyder (1962) suggest that lack of desire

for children is indicative of emotional immaturity. Winch

(1964) asserts that parenthood may be rejected in order to

continue emotional dependency on the Spouse. The various

physiological disorders which prevent conception are known

to be influenced by psychological factors. Fodor (1958)

suggests that, in women, motives for psychological sterility

may include fear of punishment by parents and unwillingness

to accept a feminine role. A psychosomatic interdisciplinary

approach to the study of Spontaneous and habitual abortion

was conducted by Weil & Tupper (1960). They found that.

characteristically, habitual aborters are women who appear

aloof and "independent". Often these women exhibit great

confusion about their own Sexual identity and assume a

masculine role. They have the acute sense of being rejected
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and unloved yet compensate for their unfulfilled dependency

needs by assuming more and more responsibility and attempting

to appear self-sufficient and competent.

Psychologically Motivated Pre-marital Pregnancy

A series of research studies indicate that pregnancy

can be motivated by an attempt to solve problems or compen-

sate for an object loss. The psychological make up and inter-

personal relationships of 31 unmarried, pregnant women were

studied by Greenberg, Loesch, & Larkin (1959). They found

that in the women Studied, pregnancy resulted from neurotic

sources rather than mature strivings. Specifically, in 29

of the 31 subjects pregnancy was associated with an object

loss within six months of the time of conception. The loss

usually involved death or separation from parents or other

Significant persons. The authors Speculate that the child

was probably seen as a replacement for the lost object rather

than an individual-to-be in its own right.

The results of another investigation of the motivations

of unwed mothers by Loesch & Greenberg (1962) yielded re—

sults similar to those above regarding object loss and

pregnancy. Many of the subjects in this second.Study were

able to point out that their pregnancy may have resulted

from attempts on their part to solve problems. For a time

at least, their pregnancy did remove anxiety and depression.
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Post-partum Psychosis

Women who eXperience severe psychological upsets

after they give birth are believed to be suffering from

intense oral conflicts and unfulfilled dependency needs.

Benedek (1959), for example, states that post-partum

pathology is brought about by the mother's regression to the

oral phase and her identification with the oral needs of the

infant.

In the course of treatment of a case of post-partum

psychosis, Rosberg & Karon (1959) found that the patient

had viewed pregnancy as "being filled with milk", the final

solution to her oral problems. Childbirth signified catastro-

phic loss of oral gratification and precipitated psychosis.

A study by GinSparg (1957) showed that women with

post—partum psychosis, as opposed to normals, choose

narcissistic love objects and are less mature in relationships

with significant figures.

Another approach to post—partum psychosis is to

explore the husband—wife relationship in cases of puerperal

breakdown. Lomas (1959) reports that the husband-wife

relationship in such cases is characterized by a dominant

wife and passive husband. The wife assumes a pseudo-

maternal attitude toward her husband as a sort of substitute

for being taken care of herself. When the baby is born.

however, the system breaks down because the wife turns to

her husband for support rather than giving it to him.
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Essentially, the mother becomes disturbed because she cannot

tolerate all the demands upon her.

Psychosis Associated With Fatherhood

It is interesting to note that severe pathological

reactions are sometimes shown by men in response to threatened

or actual fatherhood. Zilboorg (1931) traces such psychoses

associated with parenthood to an early and continuing, un-

resolved attachment to one of the parents. He contends

that when a male is incestously attached to his mother, the

birth of his own child is a symbol of the illicit, fantasied

relationship. The case of a 36 year old Catholic physician

who became upset whenever his wife had another child is

cited. ”His children he treated as rivals; they were so

many 'mouths' which competed with him, not as if he were the

father of the children, but the brother of so many younger

brothers he hated" (p. 930). Six cases in which the threat

of parenthood precipitated mental illness in males are

explored by Freeman (1951). He points to the same sort of

Oedipal involvement as did Zilboory as a causal factor in

the breakdowns.

The temporal relationship between a psychotic out-

break on the part of 28 hOSpitalized males and pregnancy or

birth of a child in the patient's family has been investi—

gated by Towne & Afterman (1955). The authors found a common

theme in the husband-wife relationships of their patients.

The husbands were very dependent upon the wives while the
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wives were dominating. controlling "mothers" toward them.

It is the opinion of the investigators that there has been

too much emphasis on incest conflict in the etiology of dis-

orders precipitated by fatherhood. Their impression is that

pregenital dependency needs are the greatest contributors

to the difficulty. "The father senses the child more as a

rival for dependency than as a phallic competitor" (p. 26).

Other workers have found dependency conflicts in men

to be aroused by the births of their children. In a study

of the health of 327 husbands during their wife's pregnancy

it was found that expectant fathers Show more physical symptoms

than do husbands of non-pregnant women (Trethowan & Conlon,

1965). The authors hypothesize thattfluasymptoms may arise

from the husband's attempts to deal with his hostile feelings

about Soon losing dependency gratification from his wife as

a result of the birth of the baby.

Studies in Motivation for Parenthood

In all there have been only five actual research

studies of motivation for parenthood. The material on

parental motives cited earlier is largely hypothesis and

speculation about parental motives, observation from

clinical experience, and deduction from research studies

of related matters.

The early method used to approach the question of

motivation for parenthood was simply to ask subjects why

they or people in general want babies. Dennison (1940)
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questioned 400 members from the Princeton graduating classes

of 1902, 1912, 1913, and 1921 about their reasons for

wanting children. The answers the subjects gave are listed

below by percentage of frequency mentioned:

1. Companionship -- 82%m

2. Perpetuation of family —— 66%.

3. Sense of creating and developing a new life —- 63%.

4. Wish for an ideal relationship between the parents --

59%.

5. Meeting social obligations —- 40%.

6. Desiring to be conventional -- 35%.

A rather simple direct questionnaire approach was

also used by Cavan (1959). He asked New Jersey and Iowa

couples why they wanted babies. The five most frequent

reSponses are below (p. 402-403):

"1. We have always wanted to be parents.

2. We enjoy children.

3. It is the only way to fulfill a desire for a home

of our own.

4. It is the only 'normal' thing for a couple to do.

5. Old age is happier for those who have children.”

A series of research studies in motivation for

parenthood have been carried out at Michigan State University.

In 1965. Rabin administered 30 incomplete sentences regard-

ing parental motives to 194 undergraduates. All of the

subjects except two planned to have children eventually.

”Large families" were viewed positively by 56%»of the

subjects, while two-thirds of the sample saw "childless

marriage" negatively.
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Although there were no significant differences be-

tween men and women in types of reasons given for having

children, differences Significant at the .001 level did

appear in differential motivation attributed to men and women

by both sexes. Narcissistic motivations such as self-

enhancement, self-perpetuation, and proof of masculinity

and virility were most often attributed to men. Mother-

hood, on the other hand, was seen as an instinctive and pre—

destined function.

Rabin found that responses by the subjects could be

placed in motivational categories. Altruistic reSponses

were those which indicated a wish to care for and watch

children develop. ReSponseS classified Fatalistic were

those which pointed to a predestined, instinctual type of

motivation. The Narcissistic classification was used for

responses indicating self—enhancement of the parents through

parental identification with the child. Responses were

designated Instrumental when they showed the intention of

"using" the child for a purpose, such as to hold the marriage

together or for social status.

In 1966, Rabin & Greene developed an 18-item

questionnaire called the Child Study Inventory. The

instrument was constructed for the purpose of tapping rela-

tively conscious motivation for parenthood. They abstracted

14 of Rabin's (1965) sentence completion items and combined

them with four filler items to complete the scale. A

multiple-choice format from which it was possible to classify
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responses into the four previously mentioned categories was

used. Preliminary study of the Inventory with 36 college

student subjects indicated no significant correlations be-

tween scoring categories and two and one-half week relia—

bilities as follows: Altruistic, .79: Fatalistic, .54:

Narcissistic, .68: Instrumental, .53.

The most recent investigation in the motivation for

parenthood area was conducted by Major (1967). The study

was carried out for two purposes: (1) to develop a semi-

structured projective technique called the Parental Picture-

Story Completion Test in order to assess covert levels of

motivation: and (2) to ascertain whether parents of well-

adjusted children differ from parents of disturbed children

in motives for parenthood.

The Parental Picture-Story Completion Test involved

presentation of 9 pictures dealing with parents and children

and subjects were asked to select and rank story endings for

the story stem furnished with each picture. The endings

offered correSponded to Altruistic, Fatalistic, Narcissistic,

and Instrumental motivation categories. In addition, a

second instrument, the Child Study Inventory developed by

Rabin and Greene (1966) above was used. The direct measure

was given to tap more conscious levels of motivation.

The instruments were administered to parents of 20

disturbed and to parents of 20 well-adjusted children. The

Disturbed group consisted of parents of children referred to

a child guidance clinic while the Adjusted group was composed
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of parents of children judged well-adjusted by their teachers.

The groups were approximately matched on sex, age of child,

race, religion, and socio-economic level.

The results indicated sex differences in favored

motivational categories. The direct instrument, for example.

showed that females scored higher in Fatalistic motivation

while males more often endorsed the Instrumental category.

The differences between sexes were brought out more clearly

in response to the projective instrument. Females scored

higher on Altruistic and Fatalistic motivation while males

responded more often in the Narcissistic and Instrumental

categories. Sex differences were more salient in the

Disturbed group.

Comparison of Adjusted and Disturbed groups on moti-

vational categories with both teSts yielded the same

findings. Parents of well-adjusted children showed higher

Altruistic motivation than parents of disturbed children.

Although there were no significant differences between

groups on the Narcissistic and Instrumental categories, as

it was predicted parents of the disturbed children did more

often tend to endorse those categories.

It was Major's overall impression that the instruments

used "did not seem to be as sensitive as would be desirable

in measuring the motivation for parenthood variables. Many

of these (Child Study Inventory) items appear superficial

and may not be tapping the critical motivations" (p. 85).

She suggested a search through the relevant literature to
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gather an extensive group of items for a more sensitive

direct measure as the next logical step. Further, she

contended that there may have been too much similarity in

level of motivation tapped between her projective and direct

devices. The results pointed to utilization of a more

extensive and less transparent direct device and "more

projective” type of picture device as fruitful for future

study of parental motivation variables.

Theoretical Orientation

Social scientists have for many years been concerned

with the influence of parental attitudes and behavior upon

child adjustment. It has recently been suggested that parental

motivational states are antecedent to attitudes and behavior

of parents (Rabin, 1965; Major, 1967). Major's results would

support the hypothesis of a relationship between parental

motives and eventual adjustment of the child. The under-

lying motivational or need states are thought to give rise

to parental attitudes and behavior which, in turn, carry

the impact of the parental need states with their consequences

for child adjustment.

Of the many possible reasons for having children

what, then, are the motivations for parenthood critical

in their impact upon the child? Both the needs of the parents

as well as those of the child can normally be met in parent-

child relationships. It is the contention of this paper,

however, that when the dominant focus is upon the satisfaction
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of parental needs with little emphasis on satisfaction of

the child's needs, then the situation has pathological

implications for child adjustment. Such a focus would be

indicated by high Narcissistic and Instrumental motivation

for parenthood. Nurturant or Altruistic motivation, on the

other hand, implies that the focus for satisfaction in the

parent—child relationship is primarily upon meeting the needs

of the child. Such a situation would be indicative of good

child adjustment. Support for this position is derived from

the findings of Major (1967) with respect to the motivations

of parents in the Disturbed as opposed to the Well-adjusted

groups. It is, further, the position of this paper that

those parents who focus primarily on their own needs in

relation to the child do so because their own personality

development has been in some way retarded or distorted.

Since motivation for parenthood is founded in the

level of personal maturity and in the personality structure

of the parents, parental motivation is likely to hold over

time. In other words, the basic reasons that people have

their children (motivation for parenthood) are likely to carry

over into motivation toward their children (parental motiva-

tion) and will be consistently evidenced in parent-child

interaction. Barring some sort of intervention in the

parent-child relationship, focus upon satisfaction of either

parent or child needs is likely to be consistent.
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Need Focus: Support From the Literature

A number of workers have found that the most mature

parents are those who View the child as an "end" in himself.

rather than as a means of meeting their own needs. Lantz

& Snyder (1962), for example, state: "The motivation for

parenthood is mature when the child is not viewed as a means

to a parental end but rather as an end in itself" (p. 302).

Taylor (1955) maintains that of the four sets of parental

attitudes (children are reSponsibilities, sources of

satisfaction, nuisances, and potentialities), the only

healthy approach is to view children as bundles of ”potential-

ities to be released” (p. 465). Wise parents, he states, take

a good deal of pleasure in watching the growth, development.

and progress of their child. Finally, Rabin (1965) reports

that the good mental health of children in Kibbutzim may be

partly accounted for on the grounds that parents are not

motivated to have them for Specific purposes. Motivations

for parenthood here are probably other than those of an

instrumental nature because the children are cared for away

from the parents.

More appears in the literature about the character-

istics of ”bad" than of ”good" parents. Essentially, the

reports support the contention that primary focus upon

parental needs leads to unfavorable consequences for the

child.

Lantz & Snyder (1962) hypothesize the presence of

"immature motives for parenthood when the child is used to
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aid the parent in the resolution of a personal difficulty

such as loneliness, or as a source of fulfillment for frus-

trated personal wishes" (p. 300). It is pointed out that

sometimes parents look upon children as a sort of "social

security" -- security in old age and security in knowing

that they have fulfilled society's expectations by having

children.

Adkerman (1958) details innumerable "ulterior motives"

for having children. Eh states that women may want a child

."to neutralize anxiety concerning frigidity or sterility: to

please or punish the husband: to use as a pawn in parental

conflict", etc. (p. 167). He stipulates that whenever

there is a disturbance in the husband-wife relationship. the

motivations of the father toward his child will also be

disturbed. Specifically. he mentions incidence of "noisy"

fathering. 2h.such cases the fathers may "put on a loud

Show of fatherly concern because of their intesne need to

exhibit themselves favorably, to win approval in other

people's eyes” (p. 182).

The fact that being a housewife and not a mother is

"not reSpectable” today is pointed out by Hoffman & Wyatt

(1960). Having a baby may allow a woman to continue in

her dependent relationship to her husband, prevent her from

going to work, and give her a creative job while she continues

in the traditionally feminine role. A woman may choose to

have a baby more for the advantages that motherhood will

bring her than for desire of a child.



23

Parents Sometimes look to the birth of their child

as a magic panacea or a solution to their sense of having

been thwarted (Taylor, 1955). These parents may "tend to

think of the child primarily as an instrument for fulfilling

their own needs for affection, recognition, and mastery, and

seek to manipulate him to their own ends" (p. 463). The

manipulation may take the form of overindulgence or domina—

tion but in either case it sets the stage for behavior

disorder. Levy (1943), in fact. has found that overprotective

mothers of children who Show various types of behavior dis—

turbance were at one time very much thwarted in their actual

desire for a child. Because of the strength of their own

needs for children, such women dominate and overprotect

their offSpring when they do arrive.

Very often children who have been adopted are re-

ferred, at some time or another, to agencies for help with

emotional problems. Humphrey & Ounsted (1964) and Ross &

Anderson (1965) trace the course of such referrals to

unconscious motivations of the parents toward the children.

Ross and Anderson detail unconscious or withheld motivations

of mothers in three cases of adoption. The first mother

hoped that natural pregnancy would follow adoption. The

second was a phobic woman who adopted a baby in order to

avoid Situations fearful to her. The third mother was bored

with collecting antiques and on the verge of alcoholism so

she sought a child as the solution to her situation.
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Pare a A i es and ha i r

It is the assumption of this investigation that

parental attitudes and behavior may be regarded as variables

intervening between motivation for parenthobd and child

adjustment. Research in the parental attitude and behavior

area is voluminous, contradictory, and confusing.

One reason for the lack of clarity in the research

literature is that parental attitudes and behavior are often

treated as identical variables. On the contrary, an attitude

may be regarded as a predisposition to respond in a cognitive

or affective manner, while behavior is the actual parental

response. Much confusion can be avoided, in addition, if

it is kept in mind that perception of his own attitudes and

behavior on the part of the parent probably differs from the

child's perception of the same attitudes and behaviors.

Finally, because a person expresses an attitude it does not

necessarily follow that he will behave in accordance with

that attitude (Thurstone, 1936). Attitude scales are often

confounded because persons tend to answer the items in the

socially approved way.

Attitudes

Many devices have been developed for the purpose

of measuring parental attitudes. Often these instruments

are used in connection with research which attempts to relate

parental attitudes to child adjustment variables. Schaefer

& Bell (1958) state that research up to 1958 had not been
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successful in demonstrating relationships between attitudes

and personality development. Studies examined attitude

variables as parental dominance, control. restrictiveness.

possessiveness, ignoring. and parent-child rapport without

result.

In 1958, a device called the Parent Attitude Research

Instrument (PARI) was constructed by Schaefer & Bell. The

PARI has been used extensively in attitude research Since

it was devised. Two types of attitude dimensions have been

factored from the instrument: (1) love-hostility:

(2) autonomy-control. These two dimensions of parental

attitudes are similar to those isolated in a series of other

investigations of parental attitudes and parental behavior.

Schaefer (1961) makes a series of hypotheses about dimensions

of maternal behavior and child Social-emotional behavior

on the basis of the earlier PARI study.

Although many other attitude instruments have been

developed since 1958, the PARI has been used most frequently

for research purposes relating parental attitudes to child

adjustment. Many research results using the instrument have

been discouragingly negative (Zucherman. Oltean & Monashkin.

1958): Zucherman. Barrett, & Bragiel, 1960: Zunich. 1962:

Medinnus, 1963: Brody, 1963: Zunich. 1966). Zucherman.

Oltean, & Monashkin (1958), for example. found no differences

on the PARI between attitudes of mothers of schizophrenics

and of controls. Another example is furnished by Zunich (1966)

who found that child behavior in a structured laboratory cannot
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be predicted from analysis of PARI parental attitudes.

Probably one of the reasons that research with the

PARI has failed to relate parent attitudes to chihfl adjust—

ment is that scores on the instrument are correlated with

education of respondents (Schaefer & Bell, 1958; Zucherman.

Ribback, Monashkin, & Norton, 1958). The better educated

mothers often report more favorable child-rearing attitudes

while the less well educated mothers Show more authoritarian.

suppressive, and hostile attitudes. It may be that the better

educated mothers are sophisticated enough to give the ”correct"

responses.

The PARI is not the only attitude scale to result in

negative findings. Burchinal (1958) employed the Shoben

attitude survey (California Parent Attitude Survey. 1949)

to test the relationship between parental attitudes and child

adjustment scores. Contrary to his hypothesis, he found no

relationships between the variables. Either parental atti-

tudes are 395 related to child adjustment or most of the

existing attitude instruments are not adequate to demon-

strate the relationship. In any case, it appears that the

attitude scale approach is simply not a fruitful one to

consider including in the present study.

Parental Behavior

Schaefer (1959; 1961) contends that all existing

conceptions of maternal behavior can be viewed as falling

along the love-hostility, autonomy-control dimensions
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mentioned above. The behavior of parents has been assessed

through questionnaires, interviews, and observation of

parent-child interaction.

An approach that has proved fruitful in studying

the relationship between parental behavior and child adjust-

ment variables is that of using children's perceptions of

parent behavior. Ausubel, et. a1. (1954) detail the ration-

ale for such a method: "First, although parent behavior is

an objective event in the real world, it affects the child's

ego development only to the extent and in the form in which

he perceives it. Hence, perceived parent behavior is in

reality a more direct, relevant and proximate determinant

of personality development than the actual stimulus content

to which it refers . . . Second, it seems reasonable to

suppose that children's perceptions of parent behavior and

attitudes can be measured more validly than these latter

phenomena themselves" (p. 173). In other words, children

are probably more naive and, thus, more ”honest" reSpondentS

than their more ”devious" parents.

A number of measures of perceived parent behavior have

been developed (Ausubel et. a1., 1954: Williams, 1957:

Roe & Sieglman, 1963). A recent device, the Bronfenbrenner

Parent Behavior Questionnaire, has been constructed for the

purpose of evaluating children's perceptions of their parent's

behavior toward them. The BPBQ consists of 45 statements

about parental behavior. The child is asked to indicate the

extent to which the statements in the questionnaire are true
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of the behavior of his mother and of his father toward him.

The same items are used for both parents. The reSponse

options include such choices as: in most cases, Sometimes.

seldom. never. etc. Scores per item range from one to five

so that a final high score shows endorsement of certain

behavior while a low score indicates denial of a behavior

tendency. The BPBQ purports to measure 15 behavior variables.

with three items per variable. Some of the variables included

are: nurturance, instrumental companionship, affiliative

companionship, social isolation, expressive rejection, etc.

(See Appendix E for items.)

Siegelman (1965) administered the BPBQ to fourth.

fifth and sixth grade boys (N=8l) and girls (N=131).

Responses to the scale were factor-analyzed and the three

factors of "Loving”, “Punishing", and ”Demanding" were

derived. The three factors are described by Siegelman

(1965, p. 168) below:

Factor 1., labeled "Loving", depicts a parent

who is readily available for counsel. support.

and assistance. This parent enjoys being with

his child, praises him, is affectionate, con-

cerned, and has confidence in him.

Factor 11., "Punishment". shows the greatest

amount of consistency on factor scale loadings.

This factor characterizes a parent who often

uses physical and nonphysical punishment with

little concern for the feelings and needs of

his child. and frequently for no apparent reason.

Although rejection or hostility by the parent

is not explicitly noted in the item, it is

strongly suggested.

A controlling, demanding, protecting, and

intrusive parent is depicted in Factor III,

"Demanding". This parent insists on high

achievement, explains to his child why he must
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be punished when such discipline is necessary,

and becomes emotionally upset and distant when

the child misbehaves.

It is possible to assign each subject a factor-

score by combining the raw scores from variables high in

factor loadings. Factor score reliabilities ranged from

.70-.91 based upon the merged scores. Internal consistency

of the combined scores was found to be higher than relia-

bilities of individual scales. AnalySis of the teSt

results indicates both sex differences in mother—father

behavior toward the child and subject agreement that

mothers and fathers behave differently, depending on the sex

of the child. Siegelman suggests that the BPBQ shows

considerable promise as a research instrument.

Studies Showing Positive Relationships

between Parental Attitudes or Parental

Behavior and Child Adjustment

In 1949, Shoben reviewed the literature relating

parental attitudes and behavior to child adjustment. He

concluded that the child's personality and behavior problems

are related to child-rearing policies and their method of

execution. He found. further, that overprotection, rejection.

domination and repressiveness were parental behaviors

associated with children's difficulties.

Since 1949, numerous studies have been conducted

in the area. Research findings are summarized in a three

part discussion below. First, two general studies in the

field of child adjustment are considered. Second. there is
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a discussion of those parental attitudes and behaviors

Shown to lead to emotional disturbances in children.

Third, parental antecedents of delinquency are explored.

Ausubel et. al. (1954) studied the relationship

between children's perceptions of acceptance-rejection and

intrinsic-extrinsic valuation by parents, on the one hand,

and components of the child's ego structure on the other.

The Parent Attitude Rating Scale, a 36 item measure of the

child's perception of the attitudes and behaviors of his

parents toward him, was administered to 40 fourth and fifth

grade children. The ego structure of the children was also

assessed along dimensions such as level of ego aspiration.

goal frustration tolerance, and personality maturity.

Although perceived parental rejection was not found to be

related to any ego structure variables, there was a signifi-

cant relationship between extrinsic valuation of the child

and lower quality of ego structure. Extrinsic valuation.

or valuing the child for the functions he performs, would

appear closely related to the Instrumental type of parental

motivation mentioned previously.

The second study, by Gildea, Glidewell, & Kantor

(1961), involved teacher ratings of 830 third grade pupils

on a four point scale of adjustment. Mothers of the

children were interviewed and questioned about possible

emotional Symptoms of the children in order to supplement

the teacher ratings. The mothers were also asked to com-

plete a 17 item attitude questionnaire. Mothers of the best

adjusted children were able to perceive that there are many
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influences on the behavior of their children, yet they felt

themselves to be potent in influencing their children's

behavior.

Many studies have investigated the attitudes and

behavioral characteristics of parents of children referred

to agencies for help with emotional problems. Becker.

Peterson, Hellmer, Shoemaker, & Quay (1959), for example.

found that when both parents suffer from emotional problems,

give vent to unbridled emotions and are arbitrary in their

dealings with the child, the family is likely to become a

clinic referral.

In addition to being non-too-stable themselves

emotionally, clinic parents have been frequently described

as rejecting and controlling of their children.

Winder & Rau (1962) point to "parental ambivalence"

as antecedent to social deviancy in preadolescent boys.

They found that children who exhibit hostile aggression.

inappropriate bids for attention, and other deviant behaviors

have parents who scored high on affection and rejection

attitude scales. The affection was seen by the authors as

compensation for underlying rejection.

In a study by Krung (1965) the Parent Attitude and

Behavior Check List was given to 167 parents of clinic

"behavior problems” referrals. The clinic parents scored

low in Warmth and high in Use of Isolating, Visible

Suffering, Power Assertion, and Deprivation of Privileges.

The subjects were characterized as hostile. having a negative
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attitude toward the spouse, and strict in disciplinary

techinque.

Numerous studies have found that the parents of

emotionally disturbed children differ from those of normal

children in discipline techniques. Parents of disturbed

children are said to be either too controlling and

restrictive (Radke. 1946: Peterson, Becker, Heilmer.

Shoemaker, & Quay, 1959), or too lax and indulgent (Abbe,

1958). Freeman & Grayson (1953) found a sort of subtly

controlling behavior characteristic of mothers of schizo—

phrenics as opposed to controls.

Disturbance in the control function of parental

behavior appears antecedent to delinquency as well as to

emotional disorder. Stogdill (1936), studied the parents

of a group of children held on probation by the Juvenile

Court. He found these parents to advocate much stricter

discipline over children than the other groups of parents

studied. Another example of overly strict control by

parents of delinquent children is furnished by Nbdoff (1959).

He compared the attitudes of 50 mothers of institutionalized

delinquents and 57 mothers of normal children. The mothers

of the delinquents showed more motivation to control the

child through overt dominance and covert messages. It seems

that, covertly, mothers of delinquents control the child by

keeping him "indebted to the mother, dependent and passive"

(p. 502).
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In summary, then, parents of disturbed children have

been shown to extrinsically value the child. They lack the

feeling that they are potent to influence the child's

behavior and are often rejecting and controlling in their

behavior toward him.

Parental Motivation, Parental Behavior,

and Child Adjustment

The present study deals with relationships between

motivation for parenthood, parental behavior, and child

adjustment variables. Briefly, it is the position of this

paper that motivation for parenthood with focus on parental

needs, punishing and demanding parental behaviors, and

child emotional disorder will vary together. It is.

further, the position of this paper that motivation for

parenthood with focus on child needs, loving parental

behavior, and good child adjustment will vary together.

Measuring the Motivation for

Parenthood Variable

Before a variable can be measured, some consensus

as to its definition must be reached. Edwards (1964) de-

fines a motive as a construct or an inferred organismic

variable. Motives cannot, however, be equated with a

physiological substrate in the organism, according to

Rappaport (1960). He maintains that they are, rather,

“appetitive internal forces" (p. 187). McClelland (1965)

has demonstrated that motives can be learned. He defines

motives as "affectively toned associative networks" (p. 322)

arranged in a hierarchy of strength.
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Instruments

Since motivations have both conscious and unconscious

components, the most efficient way to tap them is by con-

current utilization of a projective and an objective device.

Allport (1953) asserts that bgth types of instruments are

essential for the measurement of motivation because in a

healthy personality most motivational components are avail-

able to conscious awareness. A neurotic individual, on the

other hand, may reveal deep motivations only in response to

a projective instrument. By asking subjects about their

motives directly and by arousing repressed motives in

response to projective stimuli, the motivational networks

of all subjects are likely to be tapped. Getzels & Walsh

(1958) advocate coupling of projective and direct devices

because direct measures used alone are likely to elicit

censored responses. When responding to a direct question.

the subject is likely to temper his sponataneous reaction by

noting the situation and his own motives and, then, answer

in the way that appears appropriate to him.

The case for dual administration of direct and pro-

jective devices is further supported by Davids & Pildner

(1958). The authors contend that the results of projective

'and direct devices should not be treated as essentially

different poles. Rather, they should be looked upon as

Sikowing different quantitative results which help make up an

aCLcurate qualitative picture. Contrary to the position of

Allport, they find that projective assessment instruments can'
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contribute a good deal to the study of the normal, as well

as the neurotic personality.

Summing scores in motivational categories across

measures would appear to give the most valid information on

both covert and overt need states (Purcell, 1958: Sherwood,

1966).

Direct Device

A third-person questionnaire instrument, the Family

Opinion Survey, to tap the more conscious levels of motiva-

tion for parenthood was developed for the purpose of this

study. A detailed description of the instrument and its

development is given in the Method and Procedure section.

Projective Device

Suggestions have been made as to the characteristics

of the most efficient projective device for tapping un-

conscious levels of motivation.

It has been shown that a moderate level of stimulus

ambiguity elicits the most information (Weisskopf, 1950:

Kenny & Bijou, 1953: Kenny, 1954: Epstein & Smith, 1956:

Lasser, 1961: Epstein, 1966). Both Kagan (1959) and

Rabin (1961) point to the fact that the stimulus content

should be suggestive or have a "pull” for the motive to be

measured.

The advantages of custom-building projective devices

for Specific research purposes have been outlined by Little

(1959), Lesser (1961), and Rabin (1961). Such an approach
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increases the validity of the instrument by designing it

to measure certain personality variables in the context

of a specific theoretical framework.

The projective measure chosen for this research is a

modification of the Parental Picture-Story Completibn instru-

ment used by Major (1967). The level of response ambiguity

was increased by eliminating the original multiple-choice

endings and requiring an open-ended story completion for

each picture. It was hoped that such a modification of the

projective instrument, in correSpondence with the suggestions

by Major, would facilitate the tapping of different levels

of motivation by the objective and projective devices.



CHAPTER II

PROBLEM AND HYPOTHESES

The aim of the present investigation was to measure

motivation for parenthood, both conscious and unconscious:

to assess children's perceptions of their parents' behavior

toward them: to examine the association between motivation

for parenthood and children's perceptions of parental behavior:

and, to determine the relationships of both motivation for

parenthood and parental behavior (as viewed by children)

to disturbed or healthy child adjustment.

In accordance with the aims of the study, the

following hypotheses were tested:

I. Parents of disturbed children will show more

motivation for parenthood oriented toward satis-

faction of parental needs. (2-tai1ed)

A. Parents of disturbed children will show more

Narcissistic motivation for parenthood.

(2—tai1ed)

B. Parents of disturbed children will show more

Instrumental motivation for parenthood.

(2-tailed)

II. Parents of well-adjusted children will Show more

motivation for parenthood oriented toward satis-

faction of child needs. (2—tai1ed)
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IV.
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Parents of well adjusted children will Show

more Nurturant motivation for parenthood.

(2-tai1ed)

There will be no differences between groups in

Humanitarian. Fatalistic, or By-Product Scale

motivation. (2-tailed)

Parents of disturbed children will be more often

perceived by their children as Punishing and

Demanding (2-tailed)

A. There will be positive associations between

Parent-Centered,Narcissistic and Instrumental

motivations, in both groups, and child perceptions

of parents as Punishing and Demanding.

(Pearson r's)

Parents of well—adjusted children will more often

be perceived by their children as Loving (Zetailed).

There will be positive associations between NUrturant

and Child-Centered motivations, in both groups.

and child perceptions of parents as Loving

(Pearson r's).



CHAPTER III

METHOD AND PROCEDURE

Subjects

Subjects for the study were 30 parent couples and

their male children. Two groups of 15 couples each were

chosen on the basis of whether their children were disturbed

(i.e., placed in a classroom for the emotionally disturbed

or referred to a psychological clinic) or rated as well—

adjusted by their teachers. Children with evidence of

organicity or retardation were excluded.

The Disturbed group included 13 boys who diSplayed

maladjustive behavior in the school situation to an extent

which necessitated their removal from a regular classroom

and placement in a special school (Lincoln) for the

emotionally disturbed and 2 boys who were referred to a

psychological clinic for help with adjustment problems.

Group I for the study, then, consisted of 15 such children

and their parents.

The Well-adjusted group of boys were those designated

by their teachers as showing good emotional adjustment in

the classroom Situation, following a set of criteria used

by Hereford (1963 —- see Appendix A). Group II, for the

Study, then consisted of 15 such well-adjusted children

and their parents. Each child in the Disturbed group was

39
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matched by finding a well-adjusted child with comparable

family socio-economic level, age, and religion. Similar

socio-economic level was approximated by matching fathers'

educational levels (Miller & Swanson, 1960). Appendix B

shows the control characteristics (age, religion, socio-

economic level) by matched Adjusted-Disturbed family pairs.

Exact educational levels and occupations of fathers are also

given. The Appendix indicates that 12 of the 15 Adjusted-

Disturbed pairs were matched perfectly on all three

control criteria.

The final sample consisted of 30 children, ages 8-11.

in the Disturbed and Adjusted groups combined. Each child

in the Disturbed group was appropriately matched with an

Adjusted child, and all child subjects were currently living

with their natural parents. It was thought that the impact

of parent motivations would be most evident in younger as

opposed to older aged children. Subjects in the 8-11 year

range were chosen because they are young enough to Show

maximal evidence of the variables considered but old enough

to comprehend the requirements of the Bronfenbrenner scale.

Finally, children in this age range are less likely than are

younger children to Show symptoms of transient disturbance

(Gildea, et. al., 1961: Major, 1967). Only male child

subjects were used in order to simplify sex difference

effects and because disturbances in adjustment are more

frequently reported for boys than for girls in the 8-11

year range.
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Techniques

I. The Family Opinion Survey is a direct measure of

parental motivation and was developed as part of the present

research. It consists of 86 third person statements dealing

with reasons for having children and parental expectations

of them.

Instructions for the parent subjects are as follows:

”We are interested in the opinions people have about the

family. Please read the statements printed in the booklet.

Show how strongly you agree or disagree with the opinions

expressed by putting the appropriate number for each item on

the answer sheet: as follows

Strongly Disagree Mildly Mildly Agree Strongly

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6

Be certain that you have responded to every statement. If

you have a question about how to respond to a statement, just

do so on the basis of your own feelings and eXperience."

The 86 items of the Family Opinion Survey were

classified into two groups of motivational subscales, with

eight subscales in all. The first group of subscales is

similar in motivational category content to that used by

previous researchers in parental motivation (Rabin &

Greene, 1966: and Major, 1967).

For this investigation the first group of subscales

was defined as follows:

1. NUrturant motivation

ReSponses were classified Nurturant when they indicated
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that the parent gains satisfaction from his ability to satis-

fy the child's needs. The parent is happy to care for the

child, watch over him, and provide for him. He enjoys

watching the growth, development. and maturing of the child.

Nurturant motivation implies that the parent expects nothing

in particular from the child in return for the parent's

attention. The child does not have to g9 anything Special.

Although the welfare of the child is of primary importance.

the parent does gain satisfaction from watching and partici-

pating in the developmental process. Finally, the parent

actively chooses to have a child, to be nurturant toward him.

and may wish to teach him things.

2. Humanitarian motivation

ReSponses were placed in this category when they

indicated that the parent feels an internal sense of duty

or obligation to have and raise his children. The obligation

may be felt toward someone, an idea, a value, a religion.

or society. This category includes ideas as to the

"mature, right, proper, good" way to proceed. Items here

may contain the inference that the good of society or all

people is being served by the parent having children.

Although parents who endorse many of these items may actively

choose to have children, the child is thought of as secondary

in importance to the "general good". The only parental

expectancy of the child implied in Humanitarian motivation

may be that the child behave in proper, "right", "good"

ways.
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3. Fatalistic motivation

Responses in the Fatalistic category indicate that

parenthood is seen as an ”Act of God", fate, nature, or a

"natural consequence" of getting married. Notions about

biological determination, or instinct, are included here.

There are no parental preconceived eXpectancies toward

children implied. Rather, parenthood is passively accepted

and the attitude of parents toward the child is likely to

be more casual than in the other types of motivation.

4. Narcissistic motivation

Narcissistic motivational responses indicate an

attempt by the parent to meet his own infantile needs through

the child. The parent may see the child as an extension of

himself or as a way to relive his own youth. The child as

a person is of secondary importance. He is a vehicle through

which a parent can passively satisfy infantile needs. The

child may meet parental needs simply through being the way

he is and he is not required to perform a specific function

or play a certain role. This category implies that the

parent does actively choose to have the child and that he

gains satisfaction from him. The satisfaction, however.

relates to the unfilfilled needs of the parent and not

those of the child. Narcissistic reSponses indicate that

the parent reaps a sort of "intangible” need satisfaction

from his offSpring. Often the focus is on the child's

meeting needs of either one parent or the other.
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5. Instrumental motivation

Instrumental motivational responses indicate that the

parent actively uses the child to gain rather "tangible"

benefits. There is the definite parental expectation that

the child has a role to fulfill, a function to perform.

The child must behave in certain ways and be used for

something. The child himself is largely of secondary import-

ance to the Special Egg for which he is intended. The

parents may use him to gain approval from others, to give

them companionship, or to help hold their marriage together.

Often the child, by performing a special role, meets the

needs of the parents taken together. Instrumental reSponses

differ from Narcissistic responses in that the child must

g9 something, and that he is somewhat incidental in the

sense that any child could be used in such a way. Narcissis-

tic reSponses contain references to parental needs and

include the notion that the child is not incidental

(i.e., thi§_child is meeting certain parent needs by virtue

of the way he is, not necessarily what he does).

{The 86 items of the Family Opinion Survey were also

classified into a Second group of motivations consisting of

three scales. The three motivational "need focus” scales.

developed eSpecially for this research, are defined below.

1. Child—centered motivational focus

Child-centered motivational focus is shown by

responses indicating a primary concern for the welfare of

the child and an enjoyment of the child for himself.
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Satisfaction of parental needs is given only secondary

emphasis. The parent does take pleasure in the qualities

and characteristics of the child but places no Special

demands upon him. The child is only eXpected to be himself.

The parent actively chooses to have the child and offers

him love, respect, security, discipline, protection, nur-

turance, interest. ReSponses in this category may contain

references to the parent teaching the child things and concern

that the child avoid the mistakes the parent feels himself

to have made.

2. Parent-centered motivational focus

Parent-centered motivation includes primary concern

with the needs of the parent and the child is seen as an

avenue for meeting them (either actively as in Instrumental

motivation above, or passively as in Narcissistic motivation

above). The child, as a person, is secondary in importance

while the needs of the parents are primary. The child may

be used as a tool for parent need satisfaction or as an

object to be manipulated, a commodity. A parent who endorses

many parent-centered responses will not offer his child much

nurturance or reSpect. He may offer love, security, and

protection i£_the child is able to satisfy him by fulfilling

a specific function.

3. By—product motivation

Responses which Show emphasis on neither the

emotional needs of parent nor child were placed in the

By-product category. Here, children are seen as a natural
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happening, instinctual product, or as the consequence of

duty and obligation. There may be passive acceptance of

children as a natural occurrence or active planning to

have children as a matter of duty. In any case, little

is invested in the child from the standpoint of the needs

of the parent and there may be only minimal concern with the

child as a person.

Stages in the development of the instrument were:

1. Collection of a large item pool (200 items) relating

to motivation of parents was carried out. The material was

gathered from the literature and from inspection of some of

Rabin's (1965) original Sentence completion responses.

2. Third-person statements of motivation were developed

from the item pool in accordance with suggestions for motiva-

tional measurement by Edwards (1964). The statements includ-

ed references to subjects' feelings, behavior, beliefs.

3. Approximately 50 of the 200 items were eliminated

because they were poorly worded. ambiguous, or redundant.

4. Pilot study: The 151 item instrument which remained

was administered to introductory psychology student subjects

(27 males:_25 females).

5. As a result of the pilot study using the instrument

with the student subjects, many items were eliminated from

the scale. Twenty-five items were discarded because they

did not appear to contribute information relating to the

motivational scales in mind. Omitted items were of the

filler type, as those on birth control, and questions about

the family in general.
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For the 126 items remaining, time one—time two tetra-

choric correlations were computed in order to provide an

approximate index of reliability (Chesire, Saffir, Thurstone,

1933: Jenkins, 1955; Guilford, 1965). Ten of the 126 items

were eliminated because they were found not to be stable at

the minimal criterion of the .01 level of significance.

The cut-off point used here was a test—retest correlation

of .35, the minimal level at which a Pearson product moment

correlation is significant at .01 (N=52). The retained 116

items were estimated to be approximately stable at or beyond

the .01 level.

6. The stable 116 items were classified by the author

into the two groups of scales on the basis of subscale

descriptions~as~given above.

a. 105 items in the first group of categories

(five subscales)

b. 106 items in the second group of categories

(three subscales)

c. Two items, although reliable, were found to

be unclassifiable by either system and, hence.

eliminated.

7. Item analysis: Complete data from the 52 subjects'

first and second administration of the device was submitted

to the computer for analysis of the 114 apparently usable

items. The data analysis was an attempt to gain information

about item reliability and subscale validity so that a final

form of the F08 could be refined from the 114 item pool.

All intercorrelations and reliabilities in this final stage

of the data analysis were exact Pearson product moment r's.
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Data obtained included:

a. Total item intercorrelations

b. Reliability T - T2 of the complete scale
1

c. Exact Tl - T2 item reliabilities

d. Analysis of the eight subscales

1) Correlations of each item with its subscale

2) Reliability of subscales

3) Correlations between subscales

In order for an item to be included in the final

form of the F05 it had to meet the following criteria:

(1):Test-retest reliability at or beyond the .01

level of Significance.

(2) Correlation of the item with its own subscale .35

or higher (.01 level of Significance).

(3) The correlation of the item with its own subscale

higher than its correlation with any other subscale.

Of the total 114 items submitted for analysis, 86

items were found to satisfactorily meet the criteria out-

lined above. These 86 items constitute the final form of the

FOS. Test-retest reliability of the instrument is .976.

Subscale reliabilities range from .64 to .79 (see Appendix

D-l). Correlations of the motivational subscales with one

another range from .11 to .67 (see.Appendix D-2).

8. The Family Opinion Survey was devised to measure the

more conscious motivations of parents for and toward their

children. As it stands in final form, the F08 has demon-

strated adequate reliability. Further, motivational sub-

scale consistency has been established in that there is a

higher degree of association among the items within each
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subscale than between items across subscales. Appendix D-3

.lists all 86 items of the F08 by the motivational categories

in which they are classified.

II. Four selected pictures of the Parental Picture-

Story Completion test (Major, 1967) were used as an indirect

measure of parental motivation.

In a pilot study for the present investigation,

Major's original nine picture device was modified by the

elimination of the forced-choice endings. The device consist-

ed, then, of nine projective pictures with a story stem for

each. and asked for an open-ended completion reSponse. The

nine pictures with story stems were administered to 10 sub-

jects (5 male: 5 female). -Each of the subjects was married

and the parent of one or more children.

Open-ended reSponses of the pilot study subjects

were rated as to type and strength of motivations for parent—

hood expressed. It was found that four of the stimulus

cards (Cards I, II, III, and IX) were most productive of

the motivation for parenthood material desired. These

four cards with their story stems were used, then. for the

major study and the projective instrument was called the

Picture-Story Free ReSponse Test (PSFRT).

The parent subjects for the present study, conse-

quently, were instructed: "Four pictures concerning parents

and their children will be shown to you. Each picture is

accompanied by the beginning of a story about the picture.

You are to write an ending to the story for each picture.
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Be sure to include in the ending something about the reasons

that the parents in the picture want or wanted children and

what they will or do expect from them. Use your imagination

as to the thoughts and feelings of the adults in the pictures.”

After story endings were collected, they were scored

in accordance with the two groups of motivational categories

as described above. The scoring system was developed on the

basis of the same category descriptions as was used for the

F08 (see Appendix C—l for scoring manual). Adequate relia—

bility in scoring by two judges using the system was

demonstrated. Spearman-Brown estimates of interjudge relia-

bilities for all subjects on each motivational category were

calculated from Pearson product-moment correlations based

on the reSponses of a random sample of 15 subjects. Appendix

C-2 shows both Pearson r and Spearman-Brown interjudge relia-

bilities by motivational classification. Based on the

estimate of correlations between judges for all subjects,

the reliabilities vary from .71 for Narcissistic motivation

to .98 for Fatalistic motivation.

Using the projective instrument, then, each parent

received a score for each type of motivation for every

story (1-4 points per story).

1 point - no evidence for the motivation

2 points - some evidence

3 points - moderate evidence

4 points - strong evidence

Scores were then summed across stories for motivational
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categories. The minimum possible motivational score per

category was 4. while the maximal motivational score for

each category was 16. (Story stems for the four projective

pictures are listed in Appendix C-3.)

III. The unpublished Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior

Questionnaire was administered to all child subjects as a

measure of the behavior of their fathers and mothers toward

them. The questions about mothers and fathers are identical

but answered separately. The questionnaire consists of 45

statements about each parent to which the child is asked to

respond (see Appendix E). ReSponses generally indicate how

frequently the parent shows the behavior in question. When

the scale was factor analyzed (Siegelman, 1965) it was found

to assess parental behavior along three dimensions:

(1) Loving, (2) Punishment, (3) Demanding.

The directions are to be read aloud by the teacher

(or another adult) while the children read silently. The

directions for the mother form of the questionnaire ana:

."The following questions are about different ways mothers

act toward their children. Read each question carefully

and think how well it describes the way your mother acts

toward you.

"Put a circle around the number in front of the

answer which you think is most true of your mother. For

example, if your mother always lets you off easy when you

are bad, you would put a circle around number 5 in the

following example:
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She lets me off easy when I am bad

1. never

2. hardly ever

3. sometimes

4. most of the time

5. always

Names of disturbed and well—adjusted boys were

supplied by Lincoln School. MSU Psychological Clinic. and

six area schools. Parents of disturbed children from

Lincoln were sent a letter directly from school personnel

explaining the purpose of the study and stating that they

would be contacted soon by the writer to set a convenient

time for testing (see Appendix E). Names of boys. rated

by their teachers as well-adjusted, were supplied by the

principals of six local elementary schools. Parents of

the well-adjusted children were sent two letters (one from

the school and one from the writer) eXplaining the study and

asking for participation. All subjects were called for

appointments, and in all cases testing was carried out

in the family homes.

Administration of Measures
 

The instruments were first administered to the

Disturbed children and their parents in their homes.

The parents were given PSFRT materials at the beginning of

the testing session and then the child was asked to join

the writer in another room to complete his questionnaires.

Finally, each child subject was assured that his parents

would not be told of his responses. In all cases, the

projective device was given to parents before the direct
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measure of parental motivation. Administration of the

projective before the direct measure has been recommended

by Davids &-Pildner (1958) and Getzels & Walsh (1958) as a

way to maximize the effectiveness of the projective material.

As soon as matched Well-adjusted children were located, the

same administration procedure was followed for them and for

their parents as for the Disturbed group.

After completing the two motivation instruments the

parents were asked to answer questions as to: age, number

of years of marriage: number of children, ages of children:

husband's occupation and education: if they used planned

parenthood for any of their children: if the child in this

sample was a planned birth.

Scoring and Statistical Treatment of Data

Each parent subject received parental motivation

scores by categories for the projective and direct device.

It was not possible, as originally planned, to sum scores

by categories across both instruments since correlations

between questionnaire and projective reSponses for all

motivations were low. The score of a couple, however, was

equal to the sum of the father's and the mother's scores

for each type of motivation. Total possible scores on the

categories varied because of different numbers of items per

motivational category in the subtests. Scores of motivation-

al subscales were not comparable for individual subjects but

means of subscale scores were compared for the Disturbed and
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Well-Adjusted groups. Both mother and father received total

scores from their child for each of the three behavior factors

of the BPB. Since Adjusted and Disturbed group subjects

were paired on the basis of the control criteria, dependent

t-tests for the Significance of the difference between the

means of matched group were carried out in all cases

(Guilford, 1965). Dependent t-tests were also used in

sex difference comparisons to determine the significance

of the difference between married pairs in motivation for

parenthood and perceived parental behavior.



CHAPTER Iv

RESULTS

Parent-need Oriented Motivation: Hypothesis I

Hypothesis I was a prediction stating that parents

of disturbed children would Show more motivation for parent-

hood oriented toward satisfaction of their own deeds than

would parents of well-adjusted children. Specifically, it

was predicted that parents of disturbed children would Show

more Narcissistic, Instrumental, and Parent-Centered moti-

vation. It should be noted that all five hypotheses of the

study concern predictions about parents (i.e., mother and

father taken together) of disturbed as opposed to well-

adjusted children. Since subgroup comparisons (as, Adjusted

Group mothers--Disturbed Group mothers) are relevant to each

of the hypotheses, however, these comparisons will be

reported and discussed along with material on the parents

combined.

Table 1 gives the results of a series of dependent

t-tests comparing the mean scores of parents in the Adjusted

group with those of parents in the Disturbed group on

Narcissistic motivation for both instruments. Reference

to the Family Opinion Survey section of Table 1 indicates

that the means of Adjusted Group mothers and fathers taken

alone and as a pair were higher than those of parents in the

55
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Disturbed group for Narcissistic motivation. The trend, then,

is opposite to the predicted direction. There were, how-

ever, no significant differences between groups.

Table l. Narcissistic motivation: means, standard deviations,

and between-troup t values on the Family Opinion

Survey and Picture—Story Free ReSponse Test.

 

 

FOS Mean SD Between-Group

 

 

 

 

t

Mothers

Adjusted 70.13 9.05

Disturbed 60.33 15.67 1.866 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 64.47 9.05

Disturbed 57.67 15.64 1.445 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 134.60 13.07

, Disturbed 118.00 24.01 2.097 N.S.

PSFRT Mean SD BetweengGr°uP

Mothers

Adjusted 6.93 2.60

Disturbed 7.13 1.46 —0.252 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 7.13 2.56

Disturbed 6.53 1.46 0.638 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 14.07 4.25

Disturbed 13.67 1.50 0.324 N.S.

 

N = 15 in each group.

Reference to Table l with regard to the Picture-Story Free

ReSponse Test similarly indicates that there were no signi-

ficant differences between Adjusted and Disturbed groups

for mothers and fathers taken alone or together on Narcissis-

tic motivation. Since there were no significant differences
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between groups on either instrument, Hypothesis I with reSpect

to Narcissistic motivation was not confirmed.

Table 2 shows mean scores relating to differences

between the Adjusted and Disturbed groups on Instrumental

motivation. The top portion of the table concerns between

group comparisons on the Family Opinion Survey, while the

bottom portion shows between group differences on the

Picture-Story Free Response Test. Reference to the Family

Opinion Survey section of Table 2 shows that mothers of the

Adjusted group gave significantly more Instrumental responses

(.05 level) than did mothers of the Disturbed group. The

table, further, indicates that for the questionnaire there

were no additional differences between Disturbed and Adjusted

groups on Instrumental motivation. That is, neither Dis-

turbed Group fathers taken alone nor Disturbed Group fathers

and mothers taken together differed significantly from

their Adjusted Group counterparts.

Of the six possible group comparisons relating to

Instrumental motivation, then, five resulted in no signifi-

cant differences between the means of Adjusted and Disturbed

Groups. One comparison on the questionnaire, that of Mothers-

Adjusted vs. Mothers-Disturbed, showed the mean of the

Adjusted group to be significantly higher than that of the

Disturbed group and the results were in the direction

opposite that predicted. Thus, Hypothesis I with respect

to Instrumental motivation was not confirmed.
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Table 2. Instrumental motivation: means. standard

deviations, and between-group t values on the

Family Opinibn Survey and Picture—Story Free

ReSponse Test.

 

 

FOS Mean SD Between-Group

 

 

 

 

 

t

Mothers

Adjusted 59.07 13.54

Disturbed 48.33 14.20 2.202 *

Fathers

Adjusted 54.53 10.72

Disturbed 50.13 12.80 0.876 N.S.

Combined Pairs

.Adjusted 113.60 17.20

Disturbed 98.47 19.22 2.102 N.S.

PSFRT Mean SD BetweenEGrouP

Mothers

Adjusted 6.13 1.64

Disturbed 5.53 2.00 0.831 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 7.67 2.82

Disturbed 6.13 1.64 1.527 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 13.80 3.45

Disturbed 11.67 2.50 1.502 N.S.

N =‘15 in each group * = Sig. .05 level

Table 3 indicates that the third prediction relating

to Hypothesis I, that parents of the Disturbed group would

Show more Parent-Centered motivation than parents of the

Adjusted group, was also not confirmed with either instrument.

Considering the Family Opinion Survey alone, it can be seen

that the mean scores of the Adjusted group mothers and fathers

are consistently, although nonsignificantly, higher than

those of the Disturbed group.
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Table 3. Parent-centered motivation: means, standard

deviations, and between—group t values on the

Family Opinion Survey and Picture-Story Free

ReSponse Test.

 

Between-Group

 

 

 

 

FOS Mean SD t

Mothers

Adjusted 131.40 21.04

Disturbed 110.66 29.83 2.101 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 125.27 21.97

Disturbed 110.93 30.33 1.385 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 256.67 29.77

Disturbed 221.60 45.15 2.260 *

PSFRT Mean SD Betweengsr°uP

Mothers

Adjusted 8.60 2.29

Disturbed 8.67 1.54 -0.085 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 9.00 2.70

Disturbed 8.27 2.55 0.679 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 17.60 4.03

Disturbed 16.93 3.15 0.461 N.S.

N = 15 in each group * = Sig. .05 level

When the mean scores of Adjusted and Disturbed group parents

were taken together mothers and fathers of the Adjusted group

gave significantly more Parent-Centered reSponses (.05 level)

to the Family Opinion Survey and results were opposite the

predicted direction. There were no significant differences

between groups on the Picture-Story Free ReSponse Test for

Parent-Centered motivation. Hypothesis I with respect to

Parent-Centered motivation was not confirmed.
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Thus, since no significant differences between groups

in motivation for parenthood oriented toward satisfaction

of parental needs were found by means of the PSFRT, and since

parent-need oriented motivation in two out of nine group

comparisons on the F08 was higher in the Adjusted than in

the Disturbed group. no portion of Hypothesis I was confirmed.

Child-need Oriented Motivation: Hypothesis II

Hypothesis II stated that parents of well-adjusted

children would Show more motivation for parenthood oriented

toward satisfaction of the child's needs. Specifically, it

was predicted that parents of the Adjusted group would Show

more NUrturant and Child-Centered motivation than parents of

the Disturbed group. Reference to Tables 4 and 5 will indi-

cate that this hypothesis was, by means of the Family Opinion

Survey only, partially confirmed.

Table 4 concerns Adjusted-Disturbed group comparisons

for NUrturant motivation. It shows that, on the Family

Opinion Survey, Adjusted Group means for fathers alone and

for mothers and fathers together were significantly higher

(.05 level) than means of the Disturbed group. Although the

difference between the mean scores of Adjusted and Disturbed

group mothers was not statistically significant, Table 4

indicates that consistent with the other comparisons,

Adjusted Group mothers also tended to Score higher on

NUrturance. There are, on the other hand, no significant

differences between means of the Adjusted and Disturbed
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groups on the Picture-Story Free Response Test Nurturant

motivation category.

Table 5 shows that results of t-tests of differences

between the means of Adjusted and Disturbed groups for Child-

Centered motivation were similar to those for NUrturant

motivation. Here, means of the Adjusted group were con-

sistently higher than those of the Disturbed group on both

instruments. The only significant differences between groups.

however, were found in scores on the Family Opinion Survey.

Adjusted Group fathers taken alone and Adjusted Group fathers

and mothers together gave significantly (.05 level) more

Child-Centered reSponses to the FOS than did Disturbed Group

fathers alone or mothers and fathers together. There were

no significant differences between groups for Child-Centered

motivation on the projective instrument.

Hypothesis II, then, with regard to the Family

Opinion Survey was confirmed at the .05 level for four

out of a possible six comparisons. On both NDrturant and

Child—Centered motivation. fathers of well-adjusted children

and mothers and fathers of well—adjusted children together

scored higher than did fathers of disturbed children or

mothers and fathers of disturbed children as a pair.
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Table 4. Nurturant motivation: means, standard deviations,

and between-group t values on the Family Opinion

Survey and Picture-Story Free ReSponse Test.

FOS Mean SD BetweeE-Group

Mothers

Adjusted 48.40 7.71

Disturbed 44.40 11.97 1.029 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 48.53 6.47

Disturbed 40.33 11.22 2.438 *

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 96.93 10.04

Disturbed 84.73 17.85 2.416 *

PSFRT Mean SD Betweeg'Gr°up

Mothers

Adjusted 7.93 2.74

Disturbed 8.53 2.77 -0.542 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 6.73 2.19

Disturbed 6.87 2.23 -0.l72 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 14.67 3.52

Disturbed 15.40 3.92 -0.562 N.S.

N = 15 in each group * = Sig. .05 level
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Table 5. Child-centered motivation: means, standard

deviations, and between-group t values on the

Family Opinion Survey and Picture-Story Free

ReSponse Test.

FOS Mean SD BetweeE'GrOup

Mothers

Adjusted 55.93 8.27

Disturbed 51.27 12.99 1.124 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 55.40 7.48

Disturbed 46.00 12.71 2.426 *

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 111.33 12.04

Disturbed 97.26 19.85 2.527 *

PSFRT Mean SD BetweenEGr°up

Mothers

Adjusted 8.00 2.85

Disturbed 7.73 1.95 0.253 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 7.13 1.81

Disturbed 6.93 2.15 0.305 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 15.13 3.25

Disturbed 14.67 3.27 0.394 N.S.

N = 15 in each group * = Sig. .05 level
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Additional Motivations for Parenthood:

Hypothesis III

Hypothesis III was a 2-tai1ed prediction that there

would be no significant differences between Adjusted and

Disturbed groups on Fatalistic, Humanitarian, or By—Product

motivation. Tables 6, 7. and 8 show that Hypothesis III

was confirmed for Fatalistic motivation by both instruments.

and for Humanitarian and By-Product motivation by the Family

Opinion Survey only. Some further support for the hypotheSiS

is furnished by the Picture—Story Free Response Test, however.

There were no significant differences by means of the pro-

jective instrument between groups on Humanitarian motivation

except for the mothers and fathers together comparison.

Contrary to the prediction here, Adjusted Group mothers and

fathers scored higher on Humanitarian motivation than did

Disturbed Group mothers and fathers (.05 level). Finally.

there were no significant differences with the projective

instrument between the Adjusted and Disturbed group mothers

on By-Product motivation. The PSFRT did, however, Show

significant differences between Adjusted and Disturbed

groups on the other two comparisons for By-Product motiva-

tion, i.e., fathers alone and mothers and fathers together.

Table 8 indicates that the Adjusted Group subjects scored

higher here (.02 level). Thus, the prediction that there

would be no significant differences between groups was

confirmed for 15 of the 18 possible Adjusted—Disturbed group

comparisons relevant to Hypothesis III. Hypothesis III must



be regarded as basically confirmed.

The outcome of Hypotheses I-III which related

specifically to differences in motivation for parenthood

between mothers and fathers (combined) of well-adjusted and

disturbed children are summarized below. Hypothesis I

proposed that parents of disturbed children would show

more parent-need oriented motivation for parenthood. The

hypothesis was not confirmed and.

Centered motivation in fact.

in the case of Parent-

when means of mothers and

fathers were combined the Adjusted group scored higher and

results were in the direction opposite that of the prediction.

Table 6. Fatalistic motivations: means, standard deviations.

and between-group t values on the Family Opinion

Survey and Picture-Story Free Response Test.

 

FOS Mean SD
Between-Group

 

 

 

t

Mothers

Adjusted 34.80 4.54

Disturbed 31.66 9.00 1.169 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 33.67 3.87

Disturbed 28.47 11.49 1.698 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 68.47 6.62

Disturbed 60.13 16.93 1.750 N.S.

PSFRT Mean SD BetweeE'Gr°up

Mothers

Adjusted 4.73 1.05

Disturbed 4.33 .82 1.103 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 4.33 .82

Disturbed 4.53 1.19 —0.564 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 9.07 1.39

Disturbed 8.87 1.30 0.360 N.S.
 

N = 15 in each group



 

 

 

 

 

Table 7. Humanitarian motivation: Means. standard deviations,

and between-group t values on the Family Opinion

Survey and Picture-Story Free ReSponse Test.

FOS Mean SD BetweenEGroup

Mothers

Adjusted 32.47 4.81

Disturbed 30.60 9.68 0.747 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 31.60 6.25

Disturbed 30.33 8.47 0.429 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 64.07 7.29

Disturbed 60.93 14.51 0.703 N.S.

PSFRT Mean SD BetweFE'GmuP

Mothers

Adjusted 6.27 2.22

Disturbed 5.40 1.50 1.233 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 6.20 1.82

Disturbed 5.00 1.25 2.016 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 12.47 3.25

Disturbed 10.40 1.72 2.318 *

 

N = 15 in each group = Sig. .05 level
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Table 8. By-product motivation: means, standard deviations,

and between-group t values on the Family Opinion

Survey and Picture-Story Free ReSponse Test.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FOS Mean SD BetweenEGroup

Mothers

Adjusted 74.27 9.28

Disturbed 66.53 16.74 1.572 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 70.47 7.88

Disturbed 62.73 17.86 1.505 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 144.73 13.49

Disturbed 129.27 28.79 1.849 N.S.

PSFRT Mean SD BetweeE'Gr°up

Mothers

Adjusted 6.47 1.64

Disturbed 6.07 1.83 0.685 N.S.

Fathers

Adjusted 7.73 2.87

Disturbed 5.27 1.33 2.902 **

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 14.20 3.63

Disturbed 11.33 2.29 2.954 **

N = 15 for combined ** = Sig. .02 level

Hypothesis II proposed that parents of well-adjusted

children would Show more child-need orientated motivation

for parenthood. The hypothesis was confirmed for both

Nurturant and Child-Centered motivation by the questionnaire.

but for neither motivation by the projective; instrument.

Hypothesis III proposed that there would be no differences

between mean Scores of parents of well-adjusted and disturbed

children on three additional motivations for parenthood:

Fatalistic, Humanitarian. By-Product. The hypothesis was
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confirmed by both instruments for Fatalistic motivation

and by the conscious measure for Humanitarian and By-Product

motivations. Contrary to the predictions, however, parents

of well-adjusted children showed more Humanitarian and By-

Product motivation on the projective device.

Perceived Parental Behavior; Demanding

Punishing: Hypothesis IV

Hypothesis IV stated that parents of disturbed

children would be perceived by their offSpring as more

demanding and punishing than would parents of well-adjusted

children. It was also predicted that there would be positive

associations between parent-need oriented motivation for

parenthood and perception of the parents by the child as

demanding and punishing.

Tables 9 and 10 Show that the first portion of

Hypothesis IV, that parents of disturbed children would be

perceived by their children as more demanding and punishing,

was confirmed.

Disturbed Group mothers and fathers taken together

‘were rated significantly higher by their sons on the Demanding

scale of the BPBQ than parents of the Adjusted Group (.05

level) were rated. Parents of the Disturbed group were also

rated Significantly higher by their children on Punishing

(.02 layel). The tables also indicate that all differences

between means of the sub—groups (with the exception of mothers:

Adjusted vs. Disturbed on Demanding), for both demanding and

punishing behavior, were significant and in the direction

predicted.
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Table 9. Demanding behavior: m eans, standard deviations,

and between-group t values on the Bronfenbrenner

Parent Behavior Questionnaire (BPBQ).

 

 

 

Group Between-Group

Comparisons Mean SD t

Mothers
~

Adjusted 40.33 5.64

Disturbed 45.20 7.89 -l.794 N.S.

-Fathers

Adjusted 36.40 5.22

Disturbed 43.27 8.77 -2.497 *

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 76.73 10.22

Disturbed 88.46 15.47 —2.284 *

N = 15 in each group * = Sig. .05 level

The second portion of Hypothesis IV stated that there

would be a positive correlation between parent-need oriented

motivation for parenthood (namely, Narcissistic, Instrumental.

and Parent-Centered motivations) and ratings of parents as

demanding and punishing. It was expected that a positive re-

lationship would be found here regardless of a parent's

Adjusted or Disturbed group membership. Tables 11 and 12

indicate that, on the whole, the predicted relationships were

not found for either punishing or demanding behavior, and

hence the latter portion of Hypothesis IV was not confirmed.

Table 11 gives the Pearson product moment correlations

between scores on the Demanding scale of the BPBQ and the

three parent-need oriented motivations. It can be seen that

the significant correlations were in a negative, rather than

the predicted positive direction. Further, it should be

noted that each of the correlations which was large enough to



Table 10. Punishing behavior: means , standard deviations,

and between-group t values on the BPBQ.

 

‘

_’

Group Between-Group

 

 

Comparisons Mean SD t

Mothers

Adjusted 24.73 5.75

Disturbed 33.73 9.30 -2.593 *

Fathers

Adjusted 24.67 5.45

Disturbed 33.40 10.27 -2.453 *

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 49.40 10.22

Disturbed 67.13 18.27 -2.707 **

N = 15 in each group * = Sig. .05 level

** = Sig. .02 level

be Significant resulted from the relationship between De-

manding and a motivational scale on the Family Opinion

Survey. There was no Significant correlation between De-

manding and any parental motivation with the projective

instrument. Within the Disturbed group, however, the PSFRT

showed an interesting pattern of high, although nonsignifi—

cant, correlations. For both Narcissistic and Parent-

Centered motivation the projective instrument showed a high

positive correlation with Demanding for the Disturbed group

mothers, and an equally high but negative correlation with
 

Demanding for the Disturbed group fathers. The correlations

of Adjusted Group mothers and fathers here, on the other

hand, were both in the same direction. It would appear

that, in the Disturbed but not the Adjusted group, mothers

with high Narcissistic and Parent-Centered motivation are

perceived by their sons as demanding while fathers with
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equally high Narcissistic and Parent-Centered motivation are

not.

Table 12 gives the Pearson product moment correla-

tions between scores on the Punishing scale of the BPBQ and

the three parent-need oriented motivations. The significant

correlations between Narcissistic motivation and Punishing

were again in a negative direction and occurred only with

the objective instrument. There were no significant cor-

relations between Punishing and Instrumental motivation, on

either instrument. The only support found for the prediction

of a positive relationship between Punishing and parent-need

oriented motivation was furnished by the two Significant

correlations between Punishing and Parent-Centered motivation.

On the projective instrument, Parent-Centered motivation and

Punishing correlated positively for Adjusted Group fathers

(.52) and for the Adjusted group mothers and fathers com-

bined (.42). The two correlations significant here. how-

ever. could possibly be due to chance.

Perceived Parental Behavior:

Loving: Hypothesis V

Hypothesis V stated that parents of well-adjusted

children would be perceived by their offSpring as more loving

than would parents of disturbed children. It was also pre-

dicted that there would be a positive association between

child-need oriented motivation for parenthood and perception

of the parents by the child as loving.
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Table 13 shows the differences between mean scores

attributed to parents of the Adjusted and the Disturbed

groups by their sons on loving behavior. As the table indi-

cates, none of the three comparisons made resulted in signifi-

cant differences between groups. Parents of well—adjusted

children were not seen as more loving, and the first portion

of Hypothesis V was not confirmed.

Table 13. Loving behavior: means, standard deviations,

and between-group t values on the BPBQ.

 

 

Between-Group

 

Group Comparisons Mean SD t

Mothers

Adjusted 45.93 5.41

Disturbed 47.13 6.01 —0.589 N.S.

Fahters

Adjusted 52.20 6.18

Disturbed 51.73 6.09 0.194 N.S.

Combined Pairs

Adjusted 98.13 10.94

Disturbed 98.87 10.83 -0.178 N.S.

 

N = 15 in each group.

The second portion of Hypothesis V stated that there

would be a positive correlation between child-need oriented

motivation for parenthood (namely, Nurturant and Child-

Centered motivations) and perception by the child of his

parents as loving. A positive relationship was expected

here regardless of a family's Adjusted or Disturbed Group

status. Correlations between scores of parents on Loving,

and Nurturant and Child-Centered motivations are given in

Table 14.



T
a
b
l
e

1
4
.

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

s
c
o
r
e
s

o
n

t
h
e

L
o
v
i
n
g

s
c
a
l
e

o
f

t
h
e

B
P
B
Q

a
n
d

s
c
o
r
e
s

o
n

N
u
r
t
u
r
a
n
t

a
n
d

C
h
i
l
d
—
C
e
n
t
e
r
e
d

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
i
o
n

o
n

t
h
e

F
a
m
i
l
y

O
p
i
n
i
o
n

S
u
r
v
e
y

a
n
d

P
i
c
t
u
r
e
-
S
t
o
r
y

F
r
e
e

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e

T
e
s
t
.

 

B
P
B
Q

G
r
o
u
p

M
o
t
h
e
r
s

N
U
r
t
u
r
a
n
t

F
O
S

P
S
F
R
T

F
a
t
h
e
r
s

N
u
r
t
u
r
a
n
t

F
O
S

P
S
F
R
T

C
o
m
b
i
n
e
d

N
U
r
t
u
r
a
n
t

F
O
S

P
S
F
R
T

 

L
o
v
i
n
g

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

D
i
s
t
u
r
b
e
d

A
l
l

S
b
u
j
e
c
t
s

.
1
2

-
.
1
1

.
2
1

-
.
1
7

0
1
4

.
"
0
1
.
3

.
5
3
*

.
2
4

-
0
2
1

-
0
1
0

.
0
7

.
0
7

.
3
5

.
0
7

.
1
4

-
.
2
1

.
1
8

—
.
0
7

  

B
P
B
Q

G
r
o
u
p

M
o
t
h
e
r
s

C
h
i
l
d
-
C
e
n
t
e
r
e
d

F
O
S

P
S
F
R
T

F
a
t
h
e
r
s

C
h
i
l
d
-
C
e
n
t
e
r
e
d

F
O
S

P
S
F
R
T

C
o
m
b
i
n
e
d

C
h
i
l
d
-
C
e
n
t
e
r
e
d

F
O
S

P
S
F
R
T

 

L
o
v
i
n
g

A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

D
i
s
t
u
r
b
e
d

A
l
l

S
u
b
j
e
c
t
s

.
1
1

.
3
3

.
1
8

-
0
1
0

.
1
3

.
1
3

.
4
3

.
0
2

-
.
2
0

.
0
6

.
0
5

.
0
4

.
3
1

.
2
8

.
1
2

-
.
0
5

.
1
6

.
1
1

 

2:2:z«

3
0
A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

S
u
b
j
e
c
t
s

(
1
5

f
e
m
a
l
e
,

1
5

m
a
l
e
)

3
0
D
i
s
t
u
r
b
e
d

S
u
b
j
e
c
t
s

(
1
5

f
e
m
a
l
e
.

1
5

m
a
l
e
)

6
0

A
l
l

S
u
b
j
e
c
t
s

(
3
0

f
e
m
a
l
e
.

S
i
g
.

.
0
5

l
e
v
e
l

3
0

m
a
l
e
)

75



76

Since only one of the correlations in Table 14

reached significance, the second portion of Hypothesis V

was not confirmed. Inspection of the table will indicate

that for the Adjusted group all correlations, with one

exception, between the child-need oriented motivations and

Loving were positive, i.e., in the predicted direction.

One of these correlations, that for Adjusted Group fathers

on Nurturant motivation with the objective instrument was

high enough to differ significantly from chance (.05 level).

Several other positive correlations narrowly missed reach-

ing a significant level. The Disturbed group. in contrast.

showed no consistent relationship between scores on Loving

and either Nurturant or Child-Centered motivations.

Hypotheses IV and V, then, related to perceived

parental behavior and the association between perceived

parental behavior and parental motivation. The outcomes of

the hypotheses are summarized below. Hypothesis IV predicted.

first, that disturbed children would perceive their parents

as more punishing and more demanding than well—adjusted

children. The first part of Hypothesis IV was confirmed.

The second portion of Hypothesis IV proposed that there

would be positive relationships between parent-need oriented

motivation for parenthood and ratings of parents on demanding

and punishing behavior. The second part of Hypothesis IV was

not confirmed. In fact, many of the significant correla-

tions found here were in a negative rather than the expected

positive direction. Hypothesis V proposed. first. that
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well-adjusted children would perceive their parents as more

loving than would disturbed children. No differences between

groups were found and the first part of Hypothesis V was

not confirmed. Hypothesis V also predicted that there would

be positive relationships between child-need oriented moti—

vation for parenthood and perception of parents as loving.

A suggestion of the positive association predicted was found

for the Adjusted but not for the Disturbed group, and

thus. the second part of Hypothesis V was not confirmed.

Additional Findings

Sex Differences in Parental Motivation

There were no significant differences between the

mean scores of males and females for any motivational cate-

gory on the Family Opinion Survey (Table 15. Appendix G).

Although the means of the females were a good deal higher

than those of the males on Fatalistic, Narcissistic and By-

Product motivations, none of the sex differences was large

enough to be significant.

Table 16 (Appendix G) indicates that there wggg

significant sex differences in parental motivation on the

projective instrument. Females gave significantly more

NUrturant (.05 level), and males gave significantly more

Instrumental reSponses (.05 level) to the Picture-Story

Free ReSponse Test. It appears, then, that of the two

instruments the projective device was more sensitive to

sex differences in parental motivation.
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Sex Differences in Parental Behavior

There were significant differences between mean

scores assigned by child subjects to their mothers and

fathers on two of the three Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior

scales (Table 17, Appendix G). The boys in the sample rated

their mothers as more demanding (.01 level) and their

fathers as more loving (.01 level). There were no signifi-

cant differences between parents in mean scores on punishing

behavior.

Table 18 (Appendix G) shows the mean parental behavior

scores assigned to mothers and fathers, separately by group.

It can be seen that Adjusted Group females were rated as more

demanding than males (.01 level). There were no significant

differences between mean scores of males and females in the

Disturbed group on demanding behavior. Adjusted Group boys

saw their mothers as more punishing than their fathers

(.02 level), but there were no differences between ratings

of mothers and fathers on punishing behavior in the Disturbed

group. Finally, boys in both the Adjusted and Disturbed

groups judged their fathers as showing more loving behavior

toward them than their mothers (.01 level). The consistently

higher t value within the Adjusted group would suggest that

well-adjusted boys were able to discriminate between the

behavior of their mothers and fathers toward them more clear-

ly than were disturbed youngsters and/or that there are, in

fact, more clear cut differences in behavior of mothers and

fathers within the Adjusted group.
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Parental Motivation and Planned Parenthood

It was anticipated that parents who planned the time

of the birth of the child included within the sample might

show a different pattern of parental motivations than parents

who did not plan their child's birth. Only five couples in

the Adjusted group and two couples in the Disturbed group

claimed that the birth of the child included in the study

was planned. The ratio of planned to unplanned births was

so small that no statistical comparisons of parental moti-

vation were made on that basis. A tally of the answers of

parents in both groups to a question about whether they had

planned the time of the births of their children showed

that eight couples in the Adjusted group planned the births

of one or more children, while only three Disturbed group

couples claimed to have done so.

Relationship between Objective and Projective

Measures of Parental Motivation

The Adjusted group showed a consistent series of

low to high positive correlations between corresponding

motivational categories on the Family Opinion Survey and

Picture-Story Free ReSponse Test (Table 19, Appendix G).

Humanitarian motivation r = —.44) was the single exception

in this series of positive associations for parents of

well-adjusted children. Four of the eight correlations

between projective and questionnaire motivational categories

for the Disturbed group, however, were negative.
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Since none of the correlations between motivational

categories on the two instruments for either group reached

significance, there did not appear to be a high consistency

between the two devices with respect to level of conscious

awareness tapped. The projective device would seem to have

measured parental motivation at a different level of aware-

ness than did the questionnaire. Of the two groups, however.

Adjusted Group parents showed the most consistency in their

answers .



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The present study was based upon two central proposi-

tions. It was suggested. first, that the conscious and un-

conscious motivations of parents for having a child have an

impact on the ultimate psychological adjustment of that

child. Secondly. it was proposed that the means by which

parental motivations have their impact upon eventual child

adjustment is through the behaviors of the parents toward the

child, as the child perceives them.

Hypotheses

In order to test the validity of the two central

propositions five hypotheses, founded on the theoretical

orientation outlined in Chapter I, were developed. It was

postulated that if a parent's own personality development

was incomplete or distorted, his conscious and unconscious

motivations for parenthood would include the hope or

expectation that the child meet his unfulfilled emotional

needs and that disturbed child adjustment would result

(Hypothesis I). If, on the other hand, a parent had

reached a sound and mature level of personality development

himself, he would expect to find primary satisfaction from

parenthood in meeting the emotional needs of the child and

81
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good child adjustment could be expected (Hypothesis II).

There are motivations for parenthood such as those arising

from cultural, religious, and naturalistic beliefs which

do not imply an expectation on the part of the parent to

meet either his own or the child's emotional needs. It was

proposed that both parents who are mature and those who

have immature or distorted personality development would

have equal amounts of the non-need dominated types of

parental motivations (Hypothesis III). If parents of dis—

turbed children are concerned with the child's meeting their

emotional needs, they would be perceived by the child as

behaving toward him in punishing and demanding ways (Hypothe-

sis IV). Finally, if parents of well—adjusted children do

seek satisfaction in meeting the needs of the child they I

would be perceived by the child as behaving toward him in

loving ways (Hypothesis V).

The results of the study indicate clear-cut dif-

ferences, statistically significant with one instrument or

the other, between parents of disturbed and well-adjusted

children on six of the eight motivations for parenthood

measured. No significant differences with either instru-

ment were found between groups for the Fatalistic or Narcise

Sistic categories. In all cases of significant differences

between groups. with both measures, the parents of well-

adjusted children received higher motivational scores.
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Outcome

The outcomes of the hypotheses and additional

findings of the investigation are briefly reviewed below.

Hypothesis I was not confirmed, and results were in the

direction opposite the prediction, since parents of well—

adjusted children gave responses showing more parent-need

focused motivation (Parent—Centered and Instrumental cate-

gories) for parenthood. Hypothesis II was partially confirm-

ed since parents of well-adjusted children gave more child-

need focused motivational reSponses to the questionnaire,

but not to the projective instrument, than did parents of

disturbed children. Hypothesis III was basically confirmed

because there were few differences between groups on the

non-need oriented motivations. The projective instrument.

however, elicited more responses in the Humanitarian and

By-Product categories from parents of well-adjusted than

from parents of disturbed children.

There were significant differences between the

Adjusted and Disturbed groups on ratings of perceived

parental behavior as well as in parental motivation.

Hypothesis IV was confirmed for the prediction that parents

of disturbed children would be judged by their sons as

Showing more demanding and punishing behavior than parents

of well-adjusted boys. The positive association eXpected

between demanding and punishing behavior and parent-need

oriented motivation was not confirmed. In fact, the results

allow no basis upon which to make a definitive statement
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of the relationship when Adjusted and Disturbed groups are

combined. There was the suggestion, however, of a negative

relationship between punishing and demanding behavior and

parent-need focused motivation within the Disturbed group.

As opposed to the Disturbed group and in accordance with the

prediction, within the Adjusted group the results pointed

to more of a positive association between the variables.

Hypothesis V was not confirmed for the prediction that

parents of well-adjusted children would be perceived as more

loving, Since child subjects in both groups perceived their

parents as showing equal amounts of loving behavior. Again.

when both groups were combined, there was no clear-cut

positive association between loving behavior and child-need

focused motivation. And again, as for Hypothesis IV above.

the results suggest confirmation of the predicted positive

association between parental motivation and behavior for

the Adjusted but not for the Disturbed group.

Additional Findings

The study Showed several interesting additional

findings. The FOS questionnaire was not sensitive to sex

differences in parental motivation. The projective instru—

ment did indicate differences between the sexes, however.

since fathers gave significantly more Instrumental and

mothers significantly more Nurturant responses. There were

sex differences in perceived parental behavior with both

the groups combined and within each group separately. When
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ratings of the well-adjusted and disturbed groups were

combined, mothers were judged more demanding and fathers

were seen as more loving. There were no differences between

parents on ratings of punishing behavior. The data were also

analyzed separately by group. Within the Adjusted, in contrast

to the Disturbed group, sex differences were more clear-cut.

Adjusted group mothers were seen as significantly more de—

manding and punishing, while fathers were judged significantly

more loving. In the Disturbed group fathers were rated more

loving than mothers, but there were no significant differences

between parents on the other two behavior dimensions.

There were differences between groups in the reported

use of planned parenthood for the control of family size and

spacing of births. More parents of well-adjusted children

claimed to have planned the birth of the child included in

the sample than parents of disturbed children. The proportion

of parents who stated that they had used planned parenthood

for ggy_of their children was higher in the Adjusted (8 out

of 15) than in the Disturbed (3 out of 15) group.

Correlations between comparable Scales of the question-

naire and projective measures of parental motivation were

generally low. Results show more consistency in parental

motivation as tapped by the two instruments in the Adjusted

than in the Disturbed group.

The following section of this chapter deals with

confirmed parts of hypotheses and with the additional findings

as outlined above. Next, predictions which were not confirmed
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are discussed. The final section offers suggestions for

future research.

Confirmed Hypotheses and Additional Findingg

Parental Motivation

The results of this study do indicate that parents

of well-adjusted children are concerned with meeting the

needs of the child more than are parents of disturbed

children. The fact that differences between groups were

found only with the questionnaire and not with the projective

instrument may have Special implications. There is a real

possibility, of course, that on an unconscious level as

well the parents of disturbed and well-adjusted children

do actually differ with reSpect to child-need focused moti-

vations. The projective instrument may simply not have been

sensitive to such differences. On the other hand, the results

obtained indicate that a conscious awareness on the part of

the parent of his satisfaction in meeting the child's needs

has positive implications for the child's emotional adjust-

ment. NDrturant and Child-Centered motivations connote a

real focus by the parent on the needs of another--his child.

Perhaps an individual must have reached a mature and healthy

level of personality development himself in order to Spare

energy for a deep concern with the welfare of someone else

(Erikson, 1950).

One of the most interesting findings regarding dif-

ferences between groups on the child—need focused motivations
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is that while mothers of the two groups did not significantly

differ from one another, fathers did. The results suggest

that it is critical to the eventual adjustment of the boy

that his father be concerned that the child's emotional needs

are satisfied. Curiously, therefore, the data indicate

that the father's concern may even be more crucial to the

child's well-being than the mother's. In accord with this

conclusion, recent clinical literature emphasizes the import—

ance of the father's impact on the emotional health of his

children (Lidz, et. al., 1965a: Mishler, 1966).

Major, in her 1967 study, found the same sort of

focus upon the child's welfare in the parents of well-

adjusted children and a similar lack of child-need oriented

motivation in the Disturbed group parents. Although Major

called her child-need focused category "Altruistic", in—

spection of items in the measurement techniques she used

shows the Altruistic category to be very similar to the

Child-Centered and NUrturant motivational classifications

used in this research.

Sex Differences in Parental Motivation

No significant sex differences in parental motivation

were found with the questionnaire. The lack of significant

differences may be related to the puzzling fact that females

tended to score higher than males on all motivations with the

Family Opinion Survey. Possibly, females tend to be more

”agreeable" when a questionnaire is of the agree-disagree
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continuum type. On the other hand the items used were of the

third-person variety (as, ”People want children because . . .")

and it could be that women simply have more sensitivity to

their own motives or empathy with the motivations of others

than men. Either of these eXplanations is consistent with

the fact that Major gig find sex differences on the Child

Study Inventory questionnaire when she used a forced-choice

answer format. A forced-choice method of reSponding would

eliminate possible effects of the tendency to agree

(acquiescence set) and would control for quantitative varia-

tions from subject to subject in sensitivity to motives of

self and others.

The Picture Story Free ReSponse Test, in contrast

to the opinion survey, did isolate sex differences in

parental motivation. Females gave significantly more

NUrturant, and males significantly more Instrumental responses.

The results here are consistent with Major's finding that,

although sex differences appeared with both her objective

and projective measures, the projective device was more

sensitive to them. The results of both studies would

suggest that males and females differ most from one another

on the more unconscious levels of motivation. Further, the

sex differences found in the present investigation are con-

sistent with Major's conclusion that females Show more

Altruistic and Fatalistic, and males more Instrumental and

Narcissistic motivation. In the present study, however,

the PSFRT did not show significant differences on the

Fatalistic or Narcissistic categories.
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Perceived Parental Behavior

As predicted, results indicate that there were real

differences between well-adjusted and disturbed children in

the way they perceived their parents' behavior toward them.

Since disturbed children did rate their parents as more

punishing and demanding, the postulated relationship between

disturbed emotional adjustment and perceived parent behavior

was confirmed.

When the Adjusted and Disturbed groups are compared

with respect to the ranges of raw scores assigned parents on

both Punishing and Demanding scales, the Disturbed group shows

a wider spread of scores. The Spread of scores as well

as the distribution, with Disturbed Group parents more often

scoring at the extreme ends of both ranges, suggests that

there may be a curvilinear relationship between Punishing

behavior, and Demanding behavior of parents and child adjust-

ment. In other words, although their mean scores were higher

overall, the parents of disturbed children were both more

and less punishing and demanding than parents of well-adjusted

boys. The question then arises as to what amounts of punishe

ing and demanding behavior are critical for healthy child

adjustment. Data here tend to indicate that a low to moder-

ate amount of punishing and demanding behavior on the part of

parents, as in the Adjusted group, is predictive of good

child adjustment.

The present study is, in the writer's knowledge, the

first research investigation using the BPBQ to compare responses
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of normal to those of disturbed children. The results here

are in accord with material cited earlier to the effect that

parents of disturbed children are hostile or rejecting and

controlling since Siegelman (1965) concluded, on the basis

of his factor analysis of the Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior

Questionnaire. that the Punishment scale of the measure

carries strong connotations of rejection.

There is no clear evidence for confirmation of the

theoretical position that parental behavior stems from

motivation for parenthood. It does seem that there is a more

direct and positive, as predicted, relationship between moti—

vation for parenthood and behavior for the Adjusted than for

the Disturbed group. Many of the correlations between

parent-need oriented motivation and ratings of punishing and

demanding behavior, and child-need oriented motivation and

ratings of loving behavior were positive for the Adjusted

group. A thorough consideration of the puzzling aSpectS of

these relationships for both Adjusted and Disturbed Groups

will follow in a later section of this chapter.

Sex Differences in Perceived Parental Behavior

When the parental behavior ratings of well-adjusted

and disturbed boys were combined, there were significant

differences in the way the boys saw their mothers and fathers.

Mothers were judged to show more demanding behavior and

fathers were rated as more loving. There were no sex dif-

ferences in ratings of punishing behavior. The results may.
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in part, be explained by the fact that most of the mothers

in both groups did not have jobs but were full-time house-

wives. It is possible, then, the boy sees mother as the

requiring, demanding parent since she is in charge of the

house during the day. He may see her as Something of a damper

on his fun and find her expectations of him troublesome. On

the other hand, father probably comes home from work at the

end of the day and Spends some time playing with his son. It

is likely that both parents share the task of disciplining

the boy but that father, in contrast to mother, may not re-

quire too much of him. Consequently, boys in the 8-11 year

'old range could have a more thoroughly pleasant relationship

with their fathers than their mothers. It is also possible

that the BPBQ is tapping a boy's identification with his

father in this age group. By this time a boy probably has

allied himself with his father against the womenfolk and the

behavior of his mother, at least in contrast to his father.

may have taken on rafiier distasteful connotations. It would

be interesting to see whether girls in the 8-11 year old

range view their mothers more favorably than did the boys

in this sample.

When ratings of parental behavior were examined for

the groups separately, there were larger differences in the

perceived behavior of mothers and fathers in the Adjusted

than the Disturbed group. The data may suggest that well-

adjusted boys can more clearly discriminate between the

behavior of their parents. Another. not inconsistent,
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possibility is that parents of well-adjusted boys show clearer

distinctions in sex role behavior to their sons than do

parents of boys who become disturbed.

The Adjusted group boys viewed their mothers as

significantly more punishing and demanding than their fathers.

while disturbed boys saw their mothers as only somewhat more

demanding and punishing. Although both groups rated their

fathers as more loving, the distinction on loving behavior

between mothers and fathers was stronger (a larger t) for

the Adjusted group. In line with the explanation above, it

is indeed possible that the BPBQ is measuring something akin

to identification with the father and that well-adjusted

boys have a stronger identification with their fathers at

this age than do disturbed boys. A conclusion relating to

the normal emotional development of boys can be made from

comparing the reSponSeS of the two groups to the Bronfenbrenner

measure. The data indicate that, at least by ages 8-11.

boys who are emotionally healthy will tend to ally themselves

with their fathers and against their mothers, thereby endors-

ing male and rejecting female role behavior.

The fact that well-adjusted boys rated their mothers

as more punishing and demanding than their fathers while dis-

turbed boys did not may have still further implications.

Perhaps this finding underscores an inability on the part of

mothers of disturbed boys to set clear limits for acceptable

behavior. Mothers of well-adjusted boys may take more

responsibility for disciplining than do mothers of disturbed



93

boys. It is. of course, a frequent clinical observation

that mothers of children referred for help with emotional

problems have difficulty in establishing and enforcing

limits.

Planned Parenthood

As reported previously, parents of well-adjusted boys

claimed to have planned the birth of the child included in

the sample more often (5 couples in the Adjusted group:

2 couples in the Disturbed group) than did parents of

disturbed boys. Furthermore, a tally of the answers of

parents in each group to a question about whether they had

planned the time of the births of their children showed that

parents in the Adjusted group planned the births of their

children more often (8 couples in the Adjusted group:

3 couples in the Disturbed group). There would seem to be

a suggestion here of some sort of a relationship between the

use of planned parenthood and the emotional health of their

children. A review of recent literature revealed no research

studies on the issue but clinicians often observe that dis-

turbed children were often "unwanted", i.e., not planned, an

unwelcome surprise.

Relationship between FOS and PSFRT

The general low correlations between scores on the

motivational categories with the two tests suggest: (1) the

two measures were sensitive to qualitative differences in
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motivation and/or: (2) different levels of motivation were

tapped.

The opinion survey appears to have been sensitive to

the adjustment-disturbance dimension since it discriminated

between groups on four out of the eight motivational cate-

gories. The projective device could discriminate between

Adjusted and Disturbed Groups on only two of the eight pos-

sible parental motivations. In contrast to the FOS, however.

it was sensitive to differences in motivation between males

and females.

As has been reported, there were more consistently

positive correlations between scores on the two measures in

the Adjusted than in the Disturbed group. The consistency

of the Adjusted group lends support to Allport's (1953)

notion that non-neurotic persons have more motivational

components available to conscious awareness. Admittedly

for this study to support Allport's position, the assumption

must be made that the parents of the Adjusted group here

either were not neurotic or that they were at least less

neurotic than parents of the Disturbed group. Such an

assumption seems reasonable but could be disputed. Finally.

Major (1957) reasoning from Allport's position predicted

that there would be larger differences in parental motivation

scores between objective and projective measures for the

Disturbed than for the Adjusted group. Although Major's

results did not confirm the hypothesis, the findings of this

study tend to support her original prediction. The reason
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that this and not Major's own study found the Adjusted group

to be more consistent is probably that the PSFRT is "more

projective" than Major's original multiple-choice projective

test. Consequently, the levels of motivation for parenthood

tapped in this study were more disparate than they were in

the prior investigation.

Unconfirmed Hypotheses
 

Generally, three predictions of the study were not

confirmed by the results: (1) that parents of disturbed

children would show more parent-need oriented motivation for

parenthood than parents of well-adjusted children: (2) that

parents of well-adjusted children would be perceived as more

loving than parents of disturbed children; (3) that there

would be positive relationships between parent-need focused

motivation and perceived demanding and punishing behavior,

and between child-need focused motivation and perceived

loving parental behavior. Three types of factors could have

been reSponsible, all or in part, for the fact that the

predictions were not confirmed. Theoretical foundations of

the study, instruments used, and subject variables will each

be examined in turn so as to determine their respective

contributions to unexpected results.
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Theoretical Foundations

Parental Motivation

It was the theoretical position of this study that

when parental motivation is focused on the satisfaction of

the parents' needs, the situation has pathological impli-

cations for the emotional adjustment of the child. Parents

of disturbed children, consequently, were expected to report

more parent-need oriented motivation for parenthood than

parents of well—adjusted children. The results Show that

parents of well—adjusted children have a dual motivational

focus-—both on their own and the child's needs. Parents of

disturbed children, in contrast, showed a motivational focus

on neither their own nor the child's needs.

What sorts of conclusions, then, can be drawn about

the validity of the theory in relation to the study's outcome?

It seems to the writer that three alternative conclusions

are possible. First, the theory is inaccurate and should

be revised to coincide with results to the effect that

parents of well-adjusted children actually do have a dual

motivational focus, while parents of disturbed children have

neither. Second, the theory is sound but the instruments

did not tap the parent-need oriented motivations of the

Disturbed group because parents of disturbed children have

less conscious and unconscious awareness of their own and

the motives of others than do parents of well-adjusted

children. Third, the theory is inaccurate in its assertion
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that motivation for parenthood itself affects level of child

adjustment and it is, rather, some variable related to parent-

al motivation that has an impact on adjustment.

The first option is to take the results at face value

and revise the theory about parental motivation in accord

with the study's outcome. The suggestion to revise the

theory is particularly tenable since no research study has

actually proven that parents of disturbed children have

overriding parent-need focused motivations. Although Major

(1967) found a trend for parents of disturbed children to

Show more Narcissistic and Instrumental motivation than

parents of adjusted children, the results were not statisti-

cally Significant. Conceptually, there are four possible

types of motivational need focus:

(a) Child but not parent-need orientation

(b) Parent but not child-need orientation

(c) Dual parent and child-need orientation

(d) Neither parent nor child-need orientation

Major (1967) found (a) for the Adjusted group and trends

toward (b) for the Disturbed group, while this writer found

(c) for the Adjusted and (d) for the Disturbed. If either

the parental motivation instruments used here were more

sensitive than those of the previous study or if the Adjusted

and Disturbed groups here represented more extreme ends of

the adjustment-disturbance continuum, then the actual state

of affairs may be more clearly shown by the results here than

by Major's study and the theory should be revised. There is.
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further, some reason to believe that the FOS may be more

sensitive than the shorter and more transparent Child Study

Inventory used by Major as well as that the PSFRT with its

free reSponse endings is "more projective" than Major's

multiple-choice projective instrument. In addition, it

is quite probable that this study included a more severely

disturbed clinical population than the previous work.

Although they had been referred to a child guidance clinic

for help with emotional problems, Major's Disturbed Group

children were (in the writer's knowledge) able to attend

school in regular classrooms. Thirteen of the fifteen dis-

turbed children in this sample were so emotionally upset

that they had to be removed from the regular classroom and

placed in a special school setting. In addition, the

emotional disorders of the children in the present sample

were of a long standing nature while the problems of the

children in Major's Disturbed Group had appeared only short-

ly before testing. There are, then, Several agruments in

favor of accepting the results at face value and altering

the theory about the impact of different types of motivation

on child adjustment.

If the results 35; an accurate reflection of the

state of things, what sort of theoretical explanations can

be offered? It is quite reasonable to assume that in order

for a family to produce an emotionally healthy child,

parent-child relations must be mutually satisfying. Possibly

parents of children who become disturbed are not obtaining
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the satisfactions that they might from parenthood and,

consequently. view their child as a burden and responsibility.

0n the one hand it may not be rewarding to them to meet the

child's needs for nurturance and. on the other, they may have

no expectation that the child will help to meet their own

needs. The child in such families would be emotionally

"superfluous" and probably ignored. In contrast, parents of

well-adjusted children may not only expect to enjoy nurturing

the child, but also anticipate that the child will give them

something in return. The results here indicate that Adjusted

Group panents are aware of their own expectations of their

children and can report ways in which having children ful-

fills some of their own emotional needs. In a like manner,

the higher overall means of the Adjusted group and females

on both instruments can be interpreted to mean that parents

of well—adjusted children and mothers are freer to become

involved with and more concerned for having and raising

children than parents of disturbed children or males, i.e.,

more overall motivation for parenthood. A likely interpre-

tation of the results. then is that there are more patho-

logical implications in a parent's ignoring the child

(i.e., hoping to satisfy neither child nor parent emotional

needs within the context of the parent-child relationship)

than in his expecting to gain some emotional satisfactions

from the child.

The second possible interpretation of the fact that

the results did not confirm some of the predictions is that
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the theory is sound. The most likely explanation here is

that parents of well-adjusted children simply have more

awareness of their own motivations, and more empathy for
 

the motives of others.

In accordance with the second interpretation, perhaps

neither device actually measured parental motivation but,

rather, a variable related to it such as awareness of or

sensitivity to motives. A high sensitivity on the part of

a subject to his own feelings and motivations concerning

parenthood would enable him to identify with the adults

pictured in the PSFRT and lead to fairly high category

scores. 0n the other hand, since the questionnaire is of a

third-person format (for example, "People want children be-

cause they help strengthen the family”), a high score in any

category reflects the subject's ability to recognize or

empathize with the motives of others.

Possibly parents of well-adjusted children can admit

to themselves less pleasant or "desirable" motivations toward

their children and are, in this sense, more self-accepting.

The results could indicate that, in contrast, parents of dis-

turbed children deny that they look to their children for

satisfaction of any of their own emotional needs. Further,

awareness of their strong, pervasive motivations for having

children on the part of Adjusted Group parents might account

for the finding of differences between them and parents of

disturbed children on the By—Product and Humanitarian moti—

vational scales of the PSFRT. Sensitivity to one's own
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motivations would likely have more impact on projective than

questionnaire test scores.

If indeed parents of well—adjusted children are more

sensitive to their own motivations, they may also be more

readily able to empathize with the motives of others--an

ability which the FOS format requires. The writer's obser-

vation of the subjects as they took the tests would support

this notion. Parents in the Disturbed group, while respond-

ing to the F08, often made comments to the effect that "NObody

could feel that way." One father. for example, insisted

"There's only one reason for having children." He was re-

ferring to a sort of obligation to the natural, "God-given",

order of things. In contrast, parents in the Adjusted group

often commented, "Well, I;_don't feel that way but I see how

some people could."

The ”differential sensitivity to motives" explana-

tion would clarify at least two puzzling findings in regard

to motivational scores of the Disturbed group. First, it

would eXplain why the parents of the two best adjusted

children in the Disturbed group (those attending regular

classes and not placed in a Special school) scored higher

on most motivational categories of both instruments than the

mean for their group, i.e., appeared more like the Adjusted

group in their answers. The Disturbed group showed, secondly,

a consistently larger variance on the motivational categories

of the FOS than the Adjusted group. It seems Adjusted Group

parents had a higher, and more limited, range of sensitivity
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to the motives of others. If Disturbed Group parents had

an unusually lgw_level of sensitivity for the motivations of

others, they would have a wider range for variability in

scores from parent to parent and, consequently, the observed

larger variance would result.

The ”differential sensitivity" eXplanation since it

does not require revision of the original theory, is also

consistent with the assumption that if a parent's personality

development is incomplete or distorted, then unconscious

motivations for parenthood become important. The results of

this study show that if the motivations postulated for the

Disturbed group were actually present, the subjects were too

defensive to adknowledge them. With the PSFRT the Disturbed

group did, however, appear more parent-need oriented in

relation to the Adjusted group than it did on the PCS.

While the Adjusted group scored higher on the questionnaire

scales of Instrumental and Parent-Centered motivation, there

were no differences between groups here on the projective

device. The possibility is, then, that an instrument even

less structured than the PSFRT, if such a measure were avail-

able, might have uncovered a real parent—need focus in the

Disturbed group.

Finally, the writer in her interaction with Disturbed

group parents made several observations which support the

theory as originally proposed and suggest that the data may

not represent the true motivational state of things. It

‘Nas supposed that those parents most likely to have disturbed
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children are immature, dependent individuals who eXpect the

child to meet their needs. The writer's observation was that

Distrubed Group fathers, particularly, seemed childlike and

dependent. During her visit to the home, several of these men

singled the disturbed child out from their other children and

asked that he wait on them or take care of a younger sibling.

One of these Disturbed Group fathers stands out from the

others as remarkably immature, inadequate, and dependent. At

the beginning of the testing session, Mr. C. insisted that

he could not read or write and would, therefore, be unable

to do the job asked of him. When the writer told Mr. C. that

if he wished she would be happy to read the material out loud

and write down his responses for him, he set grudgingly to

work. Soon, thereafter, he commented that if he had known

how much trouble the tests were going to be he would not

have been at home when the appointment time came. Slowly

and with many lapses in concentration Mr. C. filled out the

testing materials. He stopped his work completely several

times, once in order to listen to a transistor radio.

After about two hours had passed Mrs. C., who had long since

finished her tasks, threatened her husband with, "If you

don't hurry up and finish I won't make you any dinner.“

As he, finally, handed the writer his protocols Mr. C.

sang to her, "Goodbye to you. . . . . goodbye to you. . . . ."

Mr. C. can certainly be described as emotionally infantile.

Two alternative explanations for the fact that the

iresults did not substantiate the motivational theory on

‘Mhich the study was based have been explored. Essentially,
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they were: (1) that the results do accurately reflect reality,

and that the theory should be revised; (2) that the theory is

sound but differential sensitivity to motives between groups

affected scores on questionnaire and projective instruments,

and influenced results. There is a final possible explanation.

Parental motivation taken alone may have no implications for

child adjustment. It could be that there is another unknown

variable which intervenes between motivation for parenthood

and its impact. The unknown factor might, for example, be

how the parental motives are communicated to and perceived

by the child. Ibssibly parents of well-adjusted children

are able to communicate their ambivalent, both parent and

child-need motivations, clearly to the child. On the other

hand, the data show that parents of disturbed children have

little awareness of their own motivations and they may, as

a consequence, communicate them to the child in an unclear

or confusing fashion. The fact that correlations between

parental motivations and perceived parental behavior were

more generally positive in the Adjusted than the Disturbed

group supports the intervening variable notion.

Perceived Parental Behavior

The only prediction of differences in perceived

parental behavior between groups not confirmed was the

hypothesis that parents of well-adjusted children would be

Perceived as more loving. There were no differences between

Ikijusted and Disturbed Groups in ratings of loving behavior.
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The disturbed boys see their mothers and fathers as

behaving toward them in rejecting (i.e., high scores on

Punishment scale of BPBQ) and loving ways, at the same time.

Quite possibly this finding reflects the ambivalent feelings

of Disturbed Group parents toward their sons. Parental

ambivalence is frequently mentioned in clinical literature

as having pathological implications for the emotional health

of children. Probably neither the parental love nor the hate

is damaging in itself, but the two feelings mixed together in

a combination that confuses the child may be pathogenic.

Winder and Ban (1962), for example, found that "parental

ambivalence" is antecedent to deviancy in preadolescent

boys. In their study and consistent with the present results,

parents of deviant boys scored high on affection agg_rejection.

The authors saw affection as a compensatory overlay developed

to conceal or defend against the parents' feelings of re-

jection.

Finally, Siegelman (1965) does point to the fact that

the BPBQ is sensitive to recognition on the part of child

subjects that their parents do have ambivalent feelings toward

them. Loving and Punishing are independent factors and the

questionnaire was constructed so that they have neither a

negative nor a positive statistical relationship to one

another.
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Parental Motivation and Perceived

Parental Behavior

It was proposed that parental behavior, as it is

perceived by the child, is the critical variable intervening

between parental motivation and child adjustment. In general.

the hypotheses of positive correlations between the two sets

of variables predicted the relationship more accurately for

the Adjusted than for the Disturbed group. Even though the

relationship was more straightforward for Adjusted Group

subjects, there still does not seem to be a simple 1:1

correspondence between motives and perceived behavior. The

data suggest that the directness of the conceptualized re-

lationship is influenced by at least three types of factors.

(1) Sex of the parent appears to influence the

direction of correlations.

(2) Sex of the child is a likely factor but cannot be

substantiated here because all child subjects were

boys.

(3) Clinical status of the family (i.e., membership in

the Adjusted or Disturbed group) was shown to be a

factor. It is unclear as to whether the results

are due to the pathogenic impact of the parent, or

to the disturbed child's miSperception of his

parents' behavior, or to both.

When their patterns of correlations between motives

and behavior are compared, it is clear that differences be-

tween groups do exist. The same parental motivation in

both Disturbed and Adjusted groups was often related to a

different perceived parental behavior. Sex of the parent,

Particularly in the Disturbed group, seems to have affected

the direction of these correlations. In the Disturbed but

IKTt the Adjusted group, for example, mothers with high
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Narcissistic and Parent-Centered motivation (PSFRT) were

seen as demanding while fathers with the same high motiva-

tions were not. Apparently, mothers and fathers of disturbed

children act upon their motivations differently from one

another. Possibly a Disturbed Group father who scores high

on Narcissism finds satisfactions for himself outside the

home. The mother of the same boy, on the other hand, since

she Spends the bulk of her time at home, may h§y§_to inter-

act with him and so she becomes demanding. In any case the

same relationships, those between Narcissistic and Parent-

Centered motivations and demanding behavior, operate dif-

ferently within the Adjusted group. Here mothers and fathers

of well-adjusted boys report on their motivations for parent-

hood and are seen as behaving in similar, rather than opposite,

fathions. Neither Adjusted Group mothers nor fathers who

score high on Narcissism is demanding, while both mothers

and fathers who score high on Parent-Centered motivation are

perceived as demending.

There were general negative correlations between

parent—need oriented motivations on the FOS scales and

demanding and punishing behavior. It could be that conscious

awareness by.a parent of his own expectations of satisfying

emotional needs through the child acts as a sort of control

on the parent's behavior. Thus, he may refrain from treating

his child in punitive and demanding ways. When the parent-

need oriented motivations are unconscious as measured by the

JPSFRT, however, the Adjusted group shows a more positive
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relationship between them and punishing and demanding be-

havior. The degree of awareness the parent has for his own

motives, then, seems to have consequences for the child's

perception of his parents' behavior as well as for the

child's adjustment.

Measurement Techniques

One particularly striking fact about the data is that

Adjusted Group parents and females consistently scored high-

er on motivation for parenthood than did Disturbed Group

parents or males. The Adjusted group and females received

higher mean scores on all motivational scales of the FOS.

Adjusted subjects scored higher on all but one, and females

on all but two, of the PSFRT motivational scales. The high

scores of Adjusted subjects surely did have a bearing on

the fact that some hypotheses were not confirmed, and the

reasons for them will be explored in the sections on the

FOS and PSFRT which follow.

FOS

The questionnaire appears to have been quite sensi—

tive to the adjustment-disturbance dimension since there

were significant differences between Adjusted and Disturbed

groups on four of the eight motivational scales. Because

the parents of well—adjusted boys scored consistently higher,

however, the possibility must be considered that Adjusted—

Disturbed group differences resulted from some factor other

than real differences in parental motivation. In other
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words, the FOS may have tapped a variable related to the

adjustment-disturbance continuum not motivation itself.

What sort of "phantom variable", then, could have influenced

results? Acquiescence reSponse set or a social desirability

factor are the most likely suspects.

The agree-disagree format of the questionnaire could

have elicited an "acquiescence set", that is a predisposition

to agree, from the Adjusted group. Equally logically, the

format may have elicited a prediSposition on the part of

Disturbed group subjects to disagree with item content. A

survey of recent litarature showed no study in which measures

of acquiescence response set were administered to adjusted

and disturbed groups. There is, unfortunately, then, no

way to know whether the results here could have been antici-

pated on the basis of set to agree or disagree alone. The

literature does, nevertheless, offer some information rele-

vant to the question.

Acquiescence set was first studied after it was

observed, in connection with research on the authoritarian

personality, that persons who tend to agree score high on

the "F" scale (Meganee, 1960). When the item content of the

.E'scale was reversed, the same subjects still tended to agree

lout this time they endorsed the opposite of their original

:responses. The notion was, then, that tendency to agree

Imight be more important than item content. A number of

Studies of acquiescence set were carried out in the early

15360's--with fairly uniform negative results. Attempts were
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made to relate the tendency to agree to observed behavior,

with no success (McGee, 1962b; McGee, 1962c). Attempts were

made to isolate the effect of acquiescence set on scores of

objective tests (Rorer, 1965: McGee, 1962a; Didkens, 1963).

The consistent conclusion of researchers was that reSponse

set had little or no impact upon the various instruments they

studied.

Couch and Keniston (1960) postulated that acquiescence

set is a personality variable and that there is an agreeing

personality syndrome. They used a 7-point agree-disagree

continuum scale, much like the FOS format, to isolate those

individuals who tend to endorse and reject large numbers of

items. The two groups of subjects, called "yeasayers” and

“naysayers”, were studied by means of psychological tests and

clinical interviews. The authors describe yeasayers as

individuals with weak egos who respond easily to external

stimuli and internal impulses. They are thought to have

id-dominated personalities and to indulge freely in gratify-

ing impulses. Central to the dynamics of the yeasayer's

personality is his failure to have internalized parental

<:ontrols. On the other hand naysayers, persons who show a

aset to disagree, are described as super-ego dominated indivi—

<3uals. -They are thought to have active, guiding egos, and

strong internalizations of parental controls. Naysayers

are reputed to suppress impulses since strong feelings

tflireaten their personal equilibrium.
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If the present study gig measure reSponse set, it

likely was of the naysayer variety. Parents of the well-

adjusted children, who did tend to agree more frequently

with items, simply do not resemble Couch and Keniston's

impulsive yeasayer personality type. Parents of the dis-

turbed children do bear some similarity to the naysayer

type personality in the sense that they probably suppress

affect and impulses, and control hostile feelings. If any—

thing, then, reSponse set might appear because of a set to

disagree among Disturbed Group subjects. If some of the
 

parents of disturbed children did in fact have a set to dis-

agree due to overcontrol of affect and so on, the conclusion

can simply be drawn as it was above, that parents of disturbed

children are not very aware of own or of others' feelings

and motivations.

By far the most persuasive argument against reasoning

that the results were influenced by a setxof the acquiescence-

disagreement type lies within the study itself. On the pro-

jective instrument, where response set could not have made

an impact since subjects completed stories with their own

open-ended comments, Adjusted Group subjects still scored

higher than Disturbed Group subjects on seven of the eight

motivational scales.

The reSponse set issue has again raised the question

as to whether parents of well—adjusted children have more

awareness of motives or some like quality. If so, the

questionnaire would certainly seem to have been sensitive
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to such differences between groups. One way to eliminate the

effects of the Adjusted group's, and maybe the females',

ability to empathize would be to put the FOS in a forced—

choice format. The experimenter could then compare groups

regarding, for example, the proportion of Nurturant to
 

Instrumental motivation of which the subjects are consciously

aware, without concern for the absolute scores of conscious

motivation in either. Since this method would control for

quantitative awareness of motivation, it might more clearly

bring out the subtle motivational differences between groups.

Perhaps one of the reasons that the results of this study

differ in some respects from Major's findings is that she did

employ a direct measure with a forced-choice method of

reSponse.

Still another suggestion is that higher motivational

scores of Adjusted Group subjects and women are due to another

type of response set--the tendency to give socially desirable

answers. SD is not an adequate explanation for the results

here, however, since Adjusted Group subjects and females

scored higher on all_motivational categories whether they

reflected favorably on the endorser or not.

There is one final difficulty with the form of the

FOS used in this study. Again and again parents in both

groups asked the writer whether to respond in accord with

their own feelings or with their notions about the motives

of others. They consistently indicated that it would be

much easier and clearer to answer for themselves (in the
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first-person) than to Speculate about "people in general"

as the third-person format requires. The writer's impres—

sion is that since the questionnaire is moderately trans-

parent in its intent anyway, whatever disguise values there

is in the third—person form might easily be sacrificed for

the greater clarity of a first-person format.

PSFRT

Parents of both groups can be described as surprised

by, unprepared for, and frightened of the request that they

look at pictures and write story endings. Some of the sub-

jects, probably because of their anxiety about the task,

actually did not write material very relevant to the pictures

and story beginnings. Parents of the disturbed children,

in particular, balked at the job and had to be encouraged

and reassured. The writer's impression is that some of the

subjects purposefully did not answer the questions asked

(”Why do the people in the pictures want children" and

"What will they expect from their children"). Probably

parents, especially in the Disturbed group, were suSpicious

about what would be done with their answers. They were '

aware that the writer had contact with the personnel of

Lincoln School and were asked to sign release of information

slips (at the end of testing) so that material collected

in the study could be given to their social workers if it

should prove helpful to the school's work with the families.

Presentation of the projective instrument elicited

expressions about inadequacy (”I wasn't very good in school",
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”13m not very creative") from both groups. Most of the sub-

jects also seemed motivated to "do a good job". It was the

general impression of the writer that the task was mildly

to severely threatening and that the subjects' defensiveness

may have somehow dampened their responses.

Relationship between FOS and PSFRT

Since correlations between the FOS and PSFRT were

low, group differences were not computed on the basis of the

sum of motivational category scores across measures. To have

summed the scores as originally planned would not have given

the maximal information about overt and covert levels of

motivation. On the contrary, such a procedure would simply

have confused and diluted the results from both tests.

Major (1967) has suggested that research studies in

the motivation for parenthood area be designed so that there

are large differences between levels of awareness tapped by

direct and projective measures. It would seem that the

present study actually did measure more distinctly different

levels of motivation than have been tapped previously. At

least, correlations were lower here between the FOS and the

PSFRT than they were between Major's direct and projective

instruments.

Subject Variables

There is the possibility that subject variables, not

controlled or accounted for, affected the data so that some

predictions were not confirmed. Variations in test-taking
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attitudes, imperfect matching, or proximity or overlapping

of the groups on the adjustment-disturbance continuum were

potential sources of error.

It was the writer's observation that there were clear

differences between groups in the way the subjects approached

both her, and the tasks, Adjusted group parents were fairly

relaxed, mildly curious about the study, but matter-of-fact

in their attitude toward the tests. They set to work in a

business—like fashion, made few comments about content of

test items, and seemed to finish faster than Disturbed group

parents. Often they asked about the purpose of the study,

the writer's involvement with it, and why they had been

chosen to participate. Their attitude toward the writer was

polite, interested, and mildly distant.

In contrast to Adjusted Group parents, mothers and

fathers of the disturbed children were apprehensive about

the tasks and often hostile toward the writer. After a few

sessions with Disturbed Group families, the writer came to

expect from them a general climate of punishing her for bring-

ing such a miserable job to do. Frequently the subjects

eXpressed hostility indirectly by making critical observa-

tions of FOS test items, reading them aloud to one another

in a sarcastic, ridiculing manner, etc. Sometimes the subjects

made even more direct, pointed remarks to the effect that

such studies are really useless. After the testing was

completed and the writer was about to leave, one father

commented to her that if she would only read a particular
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chapter of the Bible it would answer all the troublesome

questions she had asked. The Bible passage proved to assert

that everything including having children, should proceed

according to God's law and the natural order of things and

that all book learning and the like should be cast aside

(Ecclesiastes, Chapter I).

Disturbed Group couples appeared different from

parents of well-adjusted children in a further interesting

way. Unlike Adjusted Group parents where there seemed to

be a fairly equal marital “balance of power", in the Disturbed

group often one spouse or the other appeared to have more

than his share of the control. To simplify, it often seemed

that either one or the other of two pictures was presented:

(1) strong husband and inadequate wife, or; (2) inadequate

husband and competent, mothering wife. In the second type

of husband-wife relationship, the husband usually asked his

wife for encouragement on the tests, what to do, how to

Spell, etc. These inadequate-seeming, dependent men also

asked their children (frequently the disturbed child in—

cluded in the sample) to bring them food, beer, milk for

younger children, and so on.

Mbst of the children in the Adjusted group could

read the BPBQ for themselves but acted bored with the job

and were clear with the writer that they did not much enjoy

doing it. In spite of their boredom they did what was re-

quired of them fairly conscientiously, and quickly went off

to play when they finished. The writer actually had more
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contact with the Disturbed group boys than with the others.

First of all, few of the disturbed children could read the

BPBQ for themselves and they needed to have items read to

them. Secondly, they seemed to expect and want more from

the writer's interaction with them than the other children.

Often they tried to give her something by showing their

toys and drawings, asked if she would come again. They

worked with painfully serious concentration and appeared

very eager to please. One ll year old boy was particularly

graphic in his way of asking for something. On the back of

the mother form of the questionnaire he drew a large, dis-

torted, monster-like female figure. Growing on a jagged

platform from the large figure's head was a tiny shape which

had extra long arms and huge hands. Printed unmistakably

above the tiny shape's head in cartoon fashion, was the word

”Help."

The differences between groups in test-taking atti-

tudes seem to reflect and lend validity to their classifica—

tion as Disturbed or Adjusted. It may be, of course, that

the sharp contrast in attitudes somehow affected the study's

results but if so such affects would probably be consistent

with clinical status of the groups and would not introduce

extraneous variables.

In order to obtain valid differences between groups

relevant only to the variables studied, Adjusted and Dis-

turbed families were matched as to age of child, religion,

and socio-economic level. It was necessary to sort through
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the records of all boys 8-11 years old in six Lansing area

schools before families of well-adjusted children which

appropriately matched the Disturbed group on the criteria

were found. Appendix C indicates that twelve of the fifteen

Disturbed Group families were perfectly matched according

to the three criteria. The remaining three Adjusted-Dis-

turbed matches were exact with regard to two of the control

‘
3

criteria, but only approximate for the third. In one case

i
“
m

”
I
o
-
a

ages of children differed by one year, and in the other two

cases the socio-economic levels were a single step removed

(i.e., Middle vs. High; Low vs. Huddle). Since religious

beliefs can influence motivation for parenthood, care was

taken to insure that religion was matched exactly in all

cases.

It was the writer's impression that, although socio-

economic levels were matched according to criteria perfectly

in 13 cases, they were qualitatively higher in the Adjusted

group. The families were classified into levels according

to education of the father in the following manner:

(1) Low -- less than high school graduation

(2) Huddle -- high school graduation with or without

trade school training

(3) High -- some college and beyond

Actual occupations and educational levels of the fathers are

Shown in Appendix C. As the table indicates, often fathers

<>f well-adjusted boys seem to have more actual years of

<aducation and jobs of higher status than fathers of the

d isturbed boys .
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It is puzzling as to the way in which qualitiative

differences in groups' socio-economic levels may have

affected results. A general conclusion is that Adjusted Group

parents had some reason to be less defensive and threatened

by the testing than Disturbed Group parents. Parents of

well—adjusted boys were aware before testing that their

child was judged to show good emotional adjustment. They

were not aware, however, that their reSponses would be com-

pared to those of parents of disturbed children. It could

also be that the somewhat higher socio—economic level of the

Adjusted group caused them to be more sophisticated about

psychological tests and, consequently, less apprehensive.

Indications were that the two groups represented

extreme positions on the adjustment-disturbance continuum.

Adjusted group boys were rated by their teachers as showing

average or better emotional health. Most of the well-

adjusted subjects were actually judged to have outstandingly

good adjustment compared to their classmates. In contrast,

thirteen of the fifteen Disturbed Group boys were so emotion-

ally upset that they had been removed from regular classrooms

and placed in Lincoln School for special treatment. The

diagnostic evaluations of these youngsters showed two basic

types of pathology. Most boys were described as having

severe behavior disorders as evidenced by their hyperactivity,

poor impulse controls, and violent attacks on other children.

,A.second type of pathology often mentioned was of a withdrawal

luature. A few of the boys in the Disturbed sample daydreamed
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excessively, were fearful and had bizarre fantasies. The

two disturbed children still attending regular school classes

had been referred to a psychological clinic for help with

emotional problems. In each case, the emotional disorder

was severe enough to warrant a recommendation for psycho-

therapy.

Suggestions for Further Research

The conceptualized relationships between motivation

for parenthood and child adjustment and between motivation

for parenthood and perceived parental behavior are not so

simple as it was assumed. In contrast, the associations

between perceived parental behavior and level of child

adjustment seem quite straightforward. A fruitful approach

for future research would be to break the critical variables

down into smaller units for study. The present investiga—

tion was global in orientation and, consequently, raised

more questions than it answered. For example, how important

is it for parents to gain need satisfaction from their

children and, what is the critical amount of parent-need

motivation conducive to good child adjustment? In all

likelihood, satisfactionof some parent needs is desirable

but at what point or under what conditions might a parent-

need focus become pathogenic?

The study also raised questions regarding parental

behavior. It can be assumed that demanding and punishing

7by parents in moderate quantities, as in the Adjusted group,
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represents setting limits and is as such conducive to good

child adjustment. On the other hand, parents of disturbed

children show an excess of these behaviors. Too much punish-

ing and demanding likely leads to childhood behavior dis-

orders and neurotic conditions. There is the third possi-

bility that failure of parents to set limits (punish and

demand) results in defective character structure or delinquency.

What then are the amounts of demanding and punishing behavior

critical for good child adjustment?

This study supports the contention that it is more

fruitful to investigate parental behavior as the child per-

ceives it than to ask parents to report on their behavior

and attitudes. Results here clearly tie perceived parental

behavior to the Adjusted or Disturbed group status while

research on actual parental attitudes and behavior have

reported negative findings. A similar sort of principle

could be used to study motives of parents. The impact of

motivation for parenthood on child adjustment might be

clarified if Adjusted and Disturbed Group children were

asked to asnwer a questionnaire, like the FOS, as they feel

their parents would.

The results of the present study also raised an

issue about the importance of a parent's awareness of his

own motives for having children. One way to interpret the

data is that parents of well—adjusted children have more

awareness of their own, and sensitivity to the motives of

<others. How and why, then, might lack of such awareness
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adversely affect the emotional health of a child?

The present study has some additional implications

for further research in the motivation for parenthood area.

Both the questionnaire and the picture measures used here

might be more effective if their form were modified. With

the FOS, accurate measurement of motivation could have been

hindered by two factors: (1) differential sensitivity of

Adjusted and Disturbed Group subjects to the motives of

others: (2) a tendency to agree or disagree with item

content. The questionnaire might be written in the first-

person so that it is clear to the subject that his own

motives are being inquired about. In addition, the same

FOS items used in this study could be placed in a forced—

choice format of the Edwards variety wherein each item of a

set is equated with its partner for social desirability. If

the FOS were revised in the suggested way subjects would

receive the same overall score but would differ from one

another qualitatively, that is would show a different profile

of motivations. Such a questionnaire format, without chang-

ing basic item content, would control for variability in

total level of motivation and degree of sensitivity to motives

so that the more qualitative differences could be isolated.

One of the purposes of this study was to develop a

direct measure that would be more sensitive to motivation

for parenthood than the only questionnaire device that pre-

viously existed in the area, the Child Study Inventory. The

,aim of developing a more effective direct research tool seems
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to have been accomplished since the FOS has more items with

a wider range of item content, and eight internally consistent

categories rather than the four previously used classifica-

tions of motives. Further, the FOS did prove to be sensitive

to some of the motivational differences between Adjusted and

Disturbed Groups. The FOS, revised as suggested above has

promise as a tool for future research.

The PSFRT proved much more sensitive to sex dif-

ferences in motivations for parenthood than to differences

between Adjusted and Disturbed Groups. It does not seem

feasible to use a measure more projective than the story

completion device to study motivation for parenthood variables.

A less structured instrument would likely be so ambiguous that

the critical motives would not be elicited. Subjects might

very well tell imaginative stories to pictures of parents and

children but it is doubtful that they would include reasons

for the parents' wanting the children. The major difficulty

here with the PSFRT seemed to be in tapping motives of parents

of disturbed children. An open-ended response task was quite

threatening to them and responses to picture and story be-

ginnings were not always appropriate. Pictures with story be—

ginnings and multiple—choice type endings, similar to those

used by Major (1967) would probably be most effective when

comparing motives of an Adjusted and a Disturbed group.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of the present investigation was to

explore motivations for parenthood as they relate to child

perceptions of parental behavior, and as they relate to the

mental health of children. Since an adequate direct measure

of motivation for parenthood was not available, the present

study included the development of a questionnaire for this

purpose.

Two groups of subjects were selected for the study.

-The Disturbed group consisted of 15 boys who were diagnosed

as having emotional problems, and their parents. The Adjust—

ed group consisted of 15 boys whose teachers rated them as

well-adjusted, and their parents. Groups were matched with

reSpect to age of child, religion, and socio-economic level.

Three instruments were used to explore parental

motivation and behavior in both groups. The Family Opinion

Survey (FOS), a questionnaire measure of motivation for

parenthood developed in the context of the present research,

consisted of 86 third-person statements. In conjunction

with the questionnaire, a projective instrument was also

used to study motives of parents for having children. The

Picture Story Free ReSponse Test, adapted from Major's (1967)

Picture-Story Completion Technique, consisted of four pictures

124
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with story beginnings for which subjects were required to

write story endings. Responses to both direct and projective

measures of motivation for parenthood were classified as

parent-need oriented (Narcissistic, Instrumental, Parent-

Centered), child—need oriented (Nurturant, Child—Centered),

or non-need oriented (Humanitarian, Fatalistic, By-Product).

Perceived parental behavior was measured by the 45 item

Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire from which

child ratings of parental behavior can be assessed along

three dimensions: Demanding, Punishing, and Loving.

Results of the study pertaining to motivation for

parenthood can be summarized as follows:

I. Adjusted Group parents showed more parent-need

oriented motivation for parenthood (FOS) than

Disturbed Group parents, contrary to the prediction.

II. Adjusted Group parents showed more child-need

oriented motivation for parenthood (FOS) than

Disturbed Group parents, in accord with the pre—

diction.

III. Adjusted Group parents showed more Humanitarian

and By-Product motivation for parenthood (PSFRT).

The prediction that there would be no differences

between groups on the non-need oriented motivations

was not substantiated, but the hypothesis was

basically confirmed because there were actually few

differences between groups.

Results of the group comparisons on perceived parent-

al behavior are summarized below:
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IV. Disturbed Group parents were rated as more Demanding

and more Punishing than Adjusted Group parents, in

accord with the prediction. The expectation of a

positive association between parent-need oriented

motivations and demanding and punishing behavior was

not confirmed, but there were trends in the predicted

direction for the Adjusted group.

V. There were no differences between group ratings on

Loving and the prediction that parents of the Adjust-

ed group would be judged as more Loving was not con-

firmed. The expectation of a positive association

between child-need oriented motivation for parenthood

and loving behavior was not confirmed, but there were

trends in the predicted direction for the Adjusted

group.

Results also showed sex differences in motivation for

parenthood (PSFRT) and perceived parental behavior. Females

showed more Nurturant and males more Instrumental motivation

for parenthood, while mothers were perceived as more Demand-

ing and fathers more Loving in behavior. Finally, although

low correlations between motivational categories on the

questionnaire and projective instrument indicated that the

two measures were tapping different levels of awareness of

motives, Adjusted Group parents showed more consistency

between tests.

It was concluded that motivation for parenthood and

‘perceived parental behavior variables bear complex relation-

ships to one another as well as to child level of adjustment.
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The present paper raised a series of puzzling questions.

Suggestions, which should prove helpful to future investiga-

tions, were made for modifications of existing measurement

techniques.
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APPENDIX A

SUGGESTED CRITERIA FOR TEACHER SELECTION OF

WELL-ADJUSTED CHILDREN

(Hereford, 1963)

Factors to consider in evaluating child adjustment may be:

The

How

His

His

His

child's relationship with you, the teacher.

well he is accepted by the other children.

reaction to rules and regulations.

attitude and cooperativeness.

general emotional maturity.
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APPENDIX

ADJUSTED-DISTURBED PAIRS MATCHED ON CONTROL CRITERIA

Pair No.

1. Disturbed

Adjusted

2. Disturbed

Adjusted

3. Disturbed

Adjusted

4. Disturbed

Adjusted

5. Disturbed

Adjusted

6. Disturbed

Adjusted

7. Disturbed

Adjusted

8. Disturbed

Adjusted

  

Age Religion S-E Level Education Occupation

9 P H Attended Real Estate

7College Appraiser

9 P H Completed Highway

College Engineer

11 C H Completed Engineer

College

11 C H Attended Office

College Manager

10 C H Attended Field

College Engineer

9 C H Post- Executive,

Graduate Community

Work Chest

9 P H Attended Inspector

College

9 P H Post- Teacher

Graduate

Work

10 P M High School Bridk-

Graduate Layer

10 P M High School Mold-

, Graduate Maker

9 C M High Plumber

School

Graduate

Trade

School

9 C H College Salesman

Graduate

9 P H Attended Production

College Manager

9 P H College Civil

Graduate Engineer

11 P L Completed Machine

Jr. High Operator

11 P M High SchoolBuilder
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Pair No.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Disturbed

Adjusted

Disturbed

Adjusted

Disturbed

Adjusted

Disturbed

Adjusted

Disturbed

Adjusted

Disturbed

Adjusted

Disturbed

Adjusted
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Age Religion S-E Level Education

11 P L Completed

Jr. High

11 P L Completed

8th Grade

10 P M High School,

Graduate

10 P M High School

Graduate

11 P H Attended

College

11 P H College

Graduate

9 P M High School

Graduate

9 P M High School

Graduate

8 P H Post-

Graduate

Work

8 P H Post-

Graduate

Work

11 P H Attended

College

11 P H Attended

College

8 C M High

School

Graduate'

8 C M High

School

Graduate

Occupation
 

Finish

Painter

Carpenter

Factory

worker

Supply

Builder

Foreman

High School

Teacher

Draftsman

Buyer

Assistant

Professor

College

Admissions

Officer

Interstate

Commerce

Clerk

Farmer

Program

Specialist

Retail

Sales



APPENDIX C

PICTURE-STORY FREE RESPONSE TEST

(1) SCORING MANUAL

l-Point ReSponses - Statements which cannot be interpreted

as indicating any of the eight types of parental

motivations defined

There is no danger from the population explosion now.

She's thinking of her son's future.

Jason is afraid of marriage.

NUrturant Motivation

2-Point ReSponses

References to the fact that it's enjoyable or satis—

fying to have children. Mild, lukewarm, vague statements

about the fact that having children is nice. ReSponses about

parents liking or enjoying children. Comments about what

the pictured parents might have to give a child.

They will enjoy having a child.

3-Point ReSponseS

ReSponSes of moderate intensity about loving children,

wanting to teach them things and watch them develop, giving

them things (as, love, patience).

John is thinking that "if I had a child of my own I

could hold it as often as I would like to beside

coming home to him and seeing him develop.“
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4-Point Responses

Strong statements about satisfaction in watching and

helping a child develop. Comments about wanting to share

living with children. Intense statements about loving and

wanting to care for children (enjoying being nurturant).

Wanting children to grow up into independent, happy, healthy

adults who find satisfaction in life.

To love, care for and guide into worthwhile, happy,

healthy beings

Humanitarian Motivation

2-Point Responses

Mild, vague references to notion that having children

is the right, adult, proper thing to do. May be implication

here about how having children is a duty and will benefit

society as a whole. Comments about satisfactions to be found

in creating a new life and producing a child of "good

character” (who is kind to others, etc.).

Creating a new life

3-Point Responses

Moderately strong references to the value of family

relationships, contribution of children to mankind. Moderate-

ly intense expectations as to good qualities a child should

have in order to benefit others.

She expects him to be loving, considerate, likeable,

hard-working, a good provider, honest, fair.
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4-Point Responses

Strong, sweeping statements about the importance of

a child's contribution to society through his good qualities.

Rather peculiar, idealized, unrealistic expectations appear

here.

Asset to society in general.

Fatalistic Motivation

2-Point ReSponses

Mild, vague references to idea that having children

is nature's way, natural, etc.

A child is a miracle (of nature).

3-Point ReSponses

Moderate statements about naturalness of having

children. Implicit here is the idea that little more needs

be said about having children than that being a parent is

natural -- that's the way things are.

It is nature.

4-Point ReSponses

Strong comments about the natural order of things.

God's laws may be invoked here.

God ordained that we have large families.

Narcissistic Motivation

2-Point Responses

Mild statements indicating that children are part

of the parents, that children belong to parents, and are to
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be "enjoyed". Vague fantasies about what the child may grow

up to be like and hopes that he may, in some ways, be like

the parents. General, mild, or vague comments indicating

that the parents expect the child to behave toward him in

ways so as to enhance the parent.

He likes sports and he would like his son to be

in Sports.

3-Point Responses

Moderately intense statements indicating ownership

of a child and identification with him. Fairly clear

references to the possibility that a child will be enhancing

to a parent —- as, fulfill a parent's life, give him

incentive for his work, behave in ways that help the parent

to feel somewhat better about himself.

Expect a child to respect and obey me and act

in a way that pleases me.

4—Point Responses

Strong indications that the parent feels the child

belongs to him and intense expression of identification with

the child. Expectations that the child behave in a way to

glorify the parent. Comments implying that the parent is

incomplete or unfulfilled as a person without producing

children. Vicarious living through the child.

Hopes he will have more and do more than she

has ever done. All the things she had hoped

for herself.
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Instrumental Motivation

2-Point Responses

Weak statements to the effect that children can do

something for the parent. Mild comments about what the

children might accomplish or what they might give to or do

for the parents.

Expect fellowship from children.

3-Point Responses

Moderate statements about the function of children

within a family or a marriage. Statements implying that

life would be lonely, boring, empty, unrewarding (usually

unexplained) without children.

People who don't have children miss out on life.

4—Point ReSponseS

Responses strongly indicating the function of

children in a family or marriage. Implication is that the

parents B§§_the children for fairly tangible gains - security

in old age, love and companionship, etc.

Only advantage is a tax deduction.

Parent-Centered Motivation

2-Point Responses

Statements mildly and/or vaguely mentioning that

children can meet parental needs. They can meet parental

needs either through enhancing the parent's picture of

hmiself or performing a function or role in the family.
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In any case, responses classified here will be only vague,

general, or watered down statements about what the parent

might gain (in terms of his own need satisfaction) from

having a child.

Children give a common interest in a family.

3-Point Responses

Moderate statements about the ways children help

to meet parental needs.

They want children for their own happiness

and satisfaction.

4-Point ReSponses

Strong statements about the ways in which children

can meet the needs of their parents. Often these reSponses

are quite specific in content and may sound "way out"

(unrealistic), malevolent, exploitive.

He would like to prove he could father a child.

Child-Centered Motivation

2-Point Responses

Mild Statements about how having children around

is enjoyable and satisfying. General, rather vague reference

as to what a parent might give a child. Indications that

the parent wishes good things for the child in the future.

Mild, general goncern for the welfare of the child.

These people enjoy children and being parents.
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3-Point ReSponses

Moderate references to caring for children, wanting

to give them things, and concern for their welfare.

He thinks of how much he could give a child——

security, money, love, a good home.

4-Point Responses

Strong concern with the welfare of the child and

clear indications that the parent finds satisfaction in

helping the child develop in a way that is appropriate for

him. Encouragement of the child as an independent person

in his own right. Sharing experiences with the child.

" . . . to have them each day and see how

they grow and feel their need and love for you”

By-Product Motivation

2-Point ReSponses

Vague statements about the "naturalness or rightness"

of having children. General references to natural (or God's)

law and to duty to society (or God) as reasons for having

children are classified here.

A child is a miracle.

3-Point Responses

Statements of moderate intensity about creating

life, the value of human life, and contributing to society

through raising a child of."good character". Also moderate-

ly strong references to the natural order of things are

included here.

Child may contribute to mankind.
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4-Point Responses

Strong references to nature, God's law, etc. as

reasons for having children. Clear and strong statements

about the value of families and the contribution of children

to society are included here.

Having children is fulfilling the God

given privilege of a man and a woman.
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APPENDIX C

(2) INTERJUDGE RELIABILITIES BY MOTIVATIONAL CATEGORY

  

Pearson r* Spearman-Brown**

Nurturant .59 .85

Humanitarian .64 .88

Fatalistic .91 .98

Narcissistic .38 .71

Instrumental .75 .92

Parent-Centered .44 .76

Child-Centered .64 .88

By-Product .75 .92

*Based on correlations between ratings of judges

for responses of 15 subjects.

**Estimate of correlations between judges for ratings

of all 60 subjects' reSponSes.



Card I.

Card II.

Card III.

Card IV.
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APPENDIX C

(3) PROJECTIVE STORY STEMS

John Thompson is completing his year of intern-

ship in an obstetrics Specialty. He is married,

but because of the expense of medical school,

he and his wife Jane have put off having children.

While re-examining his first delivery, John is

wondering about the advantages of having a child

of his own.

Janice Collier is holding her small son Alan

while she is daydreaming about his future.

Many things run through her mind but she is able

to come up with three or four especially important

things that she expects of him.

Fred and Alice Smith have no children as yet.

They are looking at this poster which illustrates

the dangers of population explosion and are asking

themselves why they should have children.

Jason has been regularly seeing a girl named

Sandra whom he likes very much. He is, in fact,

seriously considering asking Sandra to marry him

when he receives a promotion next month. Recent-

ly Jason learned that Sandra is unable to have

children. He is now thinking about the reasons

he would like to have children of his own.



APPENDIX D

FAMILY OPINION SURVEY

l. Subscale reliabilities

 

 

 

Sub-scale Tl - T2 correlation

Nurturant .72

Humanitarian .64

Fatalistic .72

Narcissistic .72

Instrumental .79

Parent-centered .79

Child-centered .72

By-product .69

2. Subscale correlations

Humani- Fatal- Narcissis- Instru-

tarian istic tic mental

Nurturant .11 .27 .55 .23

Humanitarian .67 .34 .47

Fatalistic .31 .40

Narcissistic
.54

Child-centered By-product

Parent-centered .44 .51

Child-centered
.27

3. Items by motivational category.

A. GrOUp A: Five subscales, 71 items
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Nurturant N=12

People have children because it is a joy to care for someone

who depends upon you.

Men want children because they just like them.

People want children because they would like to help someone

grow and develop.

Men want children because they would like to care and provide

for someone.

Men want children so they can teach them things.

Women want children because they would like to care and

provide for someone.

Women want daughters so they can teach them things.

People have children because they enjoy helping someone

develop.

Women want children because they just like them.

People want children because they would like to help someone

on the road to a happy and satisfying life.

Men want sons so they can teach them things.

Men want children so they can play with them.

Humanitarian =11

People have children because they believe in the value of

human life.

Having children is a social obligation.

People have children because that is their Christian duty.

Having children is a duty to society.

It is only right and proper for couples to have children

after they get married.

Married couples have children because that is the right

thing for them to do.

People want children because having children is part of

being a mature adult.
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Married couples have children because that is the right thing

for them to do.

Having children is the duty of all couples as citizens.

Couples have second and third children so that they have

a chance to correct the mistakes they made with the first.

Men and women Want to have children because that is part of

their rightful task in life.

Fatalistic N=8
 

Men want children because that is what nature intended.

There is an inborn, natural instinct to be a parent.

Becoming a mother is just a natural step for girls after

they grow up and get married.

Men want children because it is a natural instinct.

Couples want children because that is what nature intended.

Becoming a father is just a natural step for boys after

they grow up and get married.

Women want children because it is a natural instinct.

Women want children because that is what nature intended.

Narcissistic N=l9

What parents want most from their children is reSpect.

People have kids because they are curious as to what a

child of their will look like.

People have children because they want to give somebody the

things they missed out on in childhood.

People want children so that they can make someone else's

childhood better than their own was.

Couples want children because that is the way to a woman's

greatest fulfillment.

People have children because that is one way to get some

of their own childhood back.
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Mother expects her daughter to be everything She never was.

People want children because they like to know that a part

of themselves will carry on after death.

Men want children because they want to be respected and

loved by somebody.

Parents eXpect their children to follow in their footsteps.

People have children so that there will be someone to carry

on the family line.

Mothers hope that their children will be a credit to them.

Women want children because they enjoy having someone look

up to them.

Men want children because children are a reflection of

themselves.

Father eXpects his son to be like himself.

People have children because kids keep you young.

Parents expect their children to be good-looking.

People have children because they get a kick out of seeing

their children do things that an adult just can't get

away with.

Father eXpectS his son to be everything he never was.

Instrumental N=21

Men want children because having a family raises a man's

position in the eyes of the community.

Couples have children because if they didn't others might

think there was something wrong with them.

People want children because they help you to make friends

in the community.

Women have children because that is one of the few ways they

can make something out of their lives.

Women want children because that is one way to show others

just.how hard their lot in life is.

Married couples have children so that they can have an

ideal family life.
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Couples have children to keep their marriage off the rocks.

People have children because a childless marriage leads to

a boring home life.

People expect their children to keep them company.

Women have children because it is a sure way to keep their

husbands.

People want children because Childlessness is frowned upon

today.

People have children because that is what is expected of

mature, married couples.

People have children when they feel they are in a rut in

the hopes that their children will rise in the world.

PeOple want children in order to help with family chores and

projects.

People want children to help hold their marriages together.

Women have children because they feel that's better than

sitting around the house with time on their hands.

People want children because all their friends are having

them.

Women want children because having a family raises a woman's

position in the eyes of the community.

Women have children because it's embarrassing to be a house-

wife and not a mother.

Husbands and wives hope that having a child will help

them to settle their differences.

Couples have children because a childless marriage is empty.

B. Group B: Three subscales, 76 items

Parent-centered, N=42

People have children in the hopes that their children will

go farther in the world than they did.

Father expects his son to be everything he never was.

People want children so that they can have the joy of

presenting their own parents with grandchildren.
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Men want children because having a family raises a man's

position in the eyes of the community.

Couples have children because if they didn't others might

think there was something wrong with them.

People want children because they help you make friends in

the community.

Women have children because that is one of the few ways they

can make something out of their lives.

Men want children so they can be a "big man" to somebody.

People have kids because they are curious as to what a

child of theirs will look like.

Women want children because that is one way to show others

just how hard their lot in life is.

Married couples have children so that they can have an

ideal family life.

Couples have children to keep their marriage off the rocks.

Couples want children so that there will be more of a common

ground between them.

People have children because a childless marriage leads to

a boring home life.

People want children because becoming parents is one way to

keep life interesting.

People expect their children to keep them company.

Couples want children because that is the way to a woman's

greatest fulfillment.

Married couples have children in the hopes that there will

be someone around to care for them in their old age.

Women have children because it is a sure way to keep their

husbands.

People want children because Childlessness is frowned upon

today.

People have children because that is one way to get some

of their own childhood back.

People have children because that is what is expected of

mature, married couples.
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Mother expects her daughter to be everything she never was.

People want children because they like to know that a part

of themselves will carry on after they are gone.

People want children because they help strengthen the family.

Parents eXpect their children to follow in their footsteps.

People have children so that there will be someone to carry

on the family line.

Women want children because they enjoy having someone look

up to them.

People want children because they feel that children will

give them companionship and affection as they grow

older.

People have children when they feel that they are in a rut

in the hopes that their children will rise in the world.

Men want children because children are a reflection of them-

selves.

People want children in order to help hold their marriages

together.

People want children in order to help with family chores

and projects.

Women have children because they feel that's better than

sitting around the house with time on their hands.

People want children because all their friends are having

them.

Women want children because having a family raises a woman's

position in the eyes of the community.

Women have children because it's embarrassing to be a house-

wife and not a mother.

Parents expect their children to be good-looking.

Women have children because being a mother is an art and

very much looked up to.

People have children because they get a kick out of seeing

their children do things that an adult just can't get

away with.

Husbands and wives hope that having a child will help them

settle their differences.
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A child is living proof of his father's manliness.

Child-centered N=l4

People have children because they believe in the value of

human life.

Men have children so they can teach them how to avoid their

own failures.

People have children because it is a joy to care for someone

who depends upon you.

Men want children because they just like them.

People want children because they would like to help someone

grow and develop.

Men want children because they would like to care and provide

for someone.

Men want children so they can teach them things.

Women want children because they would like to care and

provide for someone.

Women want daughters so they can teach them things.

People have children because they enjoy helping someone

develop.

Women want children because they wound like to help someone

on the road to a happy and satisfying life.

Men want sons so they can teach them things.

Men want children so they can play with them.

People want children because they would like to help someone

on the road to a happy and satisfying life.

By-product N=20

Men want children because that is what nature intended.

People have children because that is their Christian duty.

Having children is a duty to society.

It is only right and proper for couples to have children

after they get married.
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People want children because they see parenthood as the duty

of a mature adult.

Married couples have a duty to bring children into the world.

There is an inborn, natural instinct to be a parent.

People want children because having children is part of being

a mature adult.

Women want children because being mothers is their purpose

in life.

Becoming a mother is just a natural step for girls after

they grow up and get married.

Married couples become parents because that is the normal

thing for them to do.

Men want children because it is a natural instinct.

Couples want children because that is human nature.

People have children so that they can help make the future

world a better place.

Women want children because that is what nature intended.

Having children is a duty of all couples as citizens.

Becoming a father is a natural step for boys after they

grow up and get married.

Men and women want to have children because that is part of

their rightful task in life.

Women want children because it is a natural instinct.

Married couples have children because that is the right

thing for them to do.



APPENDIX E

BRONFENBRENNER PARENT BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Child subjects are asked to reSpond in one of two ways for

each item: either the options for responding are "always,

most of the time, sometimes, hardly ever, never": or they

are "almost every day, about once a week, about once a month,

only once or twice a year, never“.

Father form:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

I can talk to him about everything.

When I go someplace for the first time, he comes with

me to make sure that everything goes well.

He says that I have to have his permission first when

I want to go to the movies or play with my friends.

He makes me work hard on everything I do.

I can talk him in to most anything.

He is fair when he punishes me.

He seems to be upset and unhappy when I do not behave

myself.

He is happy to be with me.

He makes me feel good and helps me when I have troubles.

He worries and is afraid I cannot take care of myself.

He wants to know exactly how I spend my money when I

want to buy some little thing for myself.

He tells me that I have to do better than other children.

He lets me off easy when I am bad.

When I have to do something for him he explains why.

He makes me feel ashamed when I am bad.

He says nice things about me to other people.

I feel that he is there for me when I need him.

He does not let me roam or wander around because some-

thing might happen to me.

He tells me exactly when I should come home.

He tells me that I must have very good grades in school.

He finds it hard to punish me.

When he punishes me he explains why.

He tells me, "I don't want to have anything more to do

with you", when I don't behave myself.

My father is very good to me.

He says nice things to me when I do something good.

He punishes me by sending me out of the room.

He teaches me things that I want to learn.

He tells me that other children behave better than I do.

He slaps me.

He punishes me by making me do extra work.
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31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.
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He goes on pleasant walks and trips with me.

He wants me to run errands and do favors for him.

He punishes me by not letting me play with other

children.

He helps me with my hobbies or things I like to do.

He pesters me and keeps telling me to do things.

He Spanks me.

He punishes me by not letting me do things I really

enjoy.

He enjoys talking with me.

He wants me to keep my own things in good order.

He punishes me by sending me to bed early.

He helps me with my school work when I do not under-

stand something.

He tells me that I am bad and yells at me.

He says he will Spank me if I am bad.

He punishes me by taking my favorite things away.

He wants me to help around the house.



APPENDIX F

LETTER FROM LINCOLN SCHOOL

Dear Mr. and Mrs. :

In the next few days, Mrs. Ross Carter from Michigan State

University will be contacting you in regard to a study she

is doing in cooperation with us. She is interested in the

attitudes and opinions that parents have toward the family.

Mrs. Carter will ask for an appointment with you in your

home to complete the attitude survey. Your attitudes and

opinions will be kept strictly confidential.

We would be most appreciative of any cooperation that you

can give Mrs. Carter since her work may help us better

understand the family and family relations and to provide

better services to you and your child.

Sincerely,

Pedro A. Ojeda Robert L. Little

Child Psychiatrist Administrative Director

Gilbert A. Hansen

Principal
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APPENDIX G

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
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Table 15. Means, standard deviations, and between-sex

t values of scores on the Family Opinion Survey.

Motivation Mean SD sex Differences

NUrturant

Females 46.40 10.11

Males 44.43 9.92 0.709 N.S

Humanitarian

Females 31.53 7.57

Males 30.97 7.34 0.320 N.S.

Fatalistic

Females 33.23 7.18

Males 31.07 8.83 1.309 N.S.

Narcissistic

Females 65.23 13.53

Males 61.07 13.02 1.382 N.S.

Instrumental

Females 53.70 14.68

Males 52.33 11.81 0.413 N.S.

Parent-Centered

Females 121.03 27.47

Males 118.10 27.02 0.455 N.S.

Child-Centered

Females 53.60 10.96

Males 50.70 11.30 1.174 N.S.

By-Product

Females 70.40 13.87

Males 66.60 14.12 1.357 N.S.

 

N = 30 in each group.
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Table 16. Means, standard deviations, and between-sex

t values of scores on the Picture-Story Free

Response test.

 

Sex-Difference

 

Motivation Mean SD t

Nurturant

Females 8.23 2.73

Males 6.80 2.17 2.423*

Humanitarian , _

Females 5.83 1.91

Males 5.60 1.65 0.561 N.S.

Fatalistic

Females 4.53 .94

Males 4.43 1.00 0.303 N.S.

Narcissistic

Females 7.03 2.08

Males 6.83 2.07 0.408 N.S.

Instrumental

Females 5.83 1.82

Males 6.90 2.40 -2.058*

Parent-Centered

Females 8.63 1.92

Males 8.63 2.60 0.555 N.S.

Child-Centered

Females 7.87 2.40

Males 7.03 1.96 1.556 N.S.

By-Product

Females 6.27 1.72

 

N = 30 in each group. * = Sig. .05 level.
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Means, standard deviations, and between-sex t

values of scores on the BPBQ.

Table 17.

 

 

 

 

 

Parental Behavior Mean SD BetweeE-sex

Demanding .

Females 42.77 7.18

Males 39.83 7.91 3.127***

Punishing

Females 29.23 8.87

Males 29.03 9.227 0.183 N.S.

Loving

Females 46.53 5.65

Males 51.97 6.03 -6.400***

N = 30 in each group. *** = Sig. .01 level.

Table 18. Means, standard deviations, and between-sex t

values for Adjusted and Disturbed Groups of scores

on the BPBQ.

 

Between-sex

 

 

 

 

Parental Behavior Mean SD E

Demanding

Adjusted

Females 40.33 5.64

Males 36.40 5.22 4.094 ***

Disturbed

Females 45.20 7.89

Males 43.27 8.77 1.191 N.S.

Punishing

Adjusted

Females 27.73 5.75

Males 24.67 5.45 2.593**

Disturbed

Females 33.73 9.30

Males 33.40 _g10.27 0.172 N.S.

Loving

Adjusted

Females 44.93 5.40

.Males 52.20 6.18 -7.l98 ***

Disturbed

Females 47.13 6.01

Males 51.73 6.09 -3.286 ***

N = 15 in each group. ** = Sig. .02 level.

*** ; Sig. .01 level.
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Table 19. Intercorrelations of the Family Opinion Survey

and Picture-Story Free Response Test for the

Adjusted and Disturbed Groups.

 

I. Adjusted Group

Nur Hum Fat

Nur .18

Hum -.44

PSFRT

Fat .03

Nar

Inst

P-C

C-C

B-P

II. Disturbed Group

Nur Hum Fat

Nur .36

Hum -.24

Fat .16

Nar

PSFRT

Inst

P-C

C-C

B—P

FOS

FOS

Nar

.14

Nar

.01

Inst

.40

Inst

-.34

P-C C-C

.43

.07

P-C C-C

-010

.30

.22

.27

 

N = 15 couples in each group.
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