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AN INVESTIGATION OF DEFENSE MECHANISMS AND

RECALLED PARENT-CHILD RELATIONS

CHAPTER I

PROBLEM

Prior to 1960 there had been almost no systematic inves-
tigation of the idea that the development of defense mechanisms
is related to particular types of parent-child relationships. By
the time an individual reaches late adolescence or early adult-
hood, one would expect his characteristic patterns of defensive
behavior to be established. The question is, what are the factors
which contributed to an individual's developing the pattern of
defensive behavior which he manifests?

The present study is an investigation of the correlations
between the types of relationships the subjects recall having had
as children with their parents and the types of defensive behavior
which the subjects currently utilize. It is recognized that certain
distortions in recalled parent-child relations will have occurred
within each subject, and that the test-taking procedure may be in-
fluenced to some extent by a "halo effect" in which parental behavior
is recalled in a more positive manner than the actual facts might
warrant. Nevertheless, the general patterns of parent-child rela-
tions over the sample population should filter through whatever
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distortions may occur clearly enough to suggest trends in the
population. There is also evidence which suggests that in a study
of defense mechanisms and parent-child relations it is important
for the subjects to be old enough to have developed consistent
patterns of defensive behavior (Kawin, 1966; Weinstock, 1965).

The three primary questions which will be investigated
in this study are as follows:

First, are there significant differences among various
sub-samples of the population in the characteristic patterns of
parent-child relations, as well as differences in the character-
istic patterns of defensive behavior?

Second, what are the significant relationships between
recalled parent-child relations and specific defense mechanisms
in the total sample, as well as in the various sub-samples of the
population?

Third, are there any significant differences between
proposed actual behavior representing an externalized use of a
defense mechanism and proposed fantasy behavior representing an
internalized form of defensive behavior?

The secondary questions under investigation have to do
with postulations made in the literature relating certain types of
defensive behavior to certain types of familial relationships. The
secondary gquestions are as follows:

Question 1. Is there a significant positive relationship

between an "identification with an aggressor” type of defensive



3
behavior and parents who are recalled as being "less warm and re-
warding," i.e., punishing and demanding?

Question 2. Is there a significant positive relationship
between the use of projection as a means of defense and parents who
are recalled as being demanding and punitive?

Question 3. 1Is there afsignificant positive relationship
between denial in fantasy and parents who are recalled as demanding,
and a significant negative relationship with the amount of rewarding
behavior the parents exhibited?

Question 4. 1Is there a significant relationship between
the use of a defense mechanism such as rationalization and parental

behavior which is recalled as being of a rewarding nature?



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Defense Mechanisms and Parent-Child Relations

The concept of defense mechanism is traditionally defined
as follows:

Defense mechanisms: involuntary or unconscious
measures adopted by an individual to protect himself
against the painful affect associated with some
highly disagreeable situation, physical or mental,
of frequent occurrence; may be employed to cover a
wide range of the phenomena emphasized by analysts,
from repressions and forgetting to mannerisms and
the like, unconsciously assumed to cover a defect.
The term defiance reaction is sometimes used for the
resulting behavior, but also includes defensive
measures adopted more or less consciously to avoid
exposing that which there is a strong desire to
conceal (Drever, 1961).

The idea that defense mechanisms were involuntary or
unconscious measures has enjoyed a rather wide acceptance among
behavioral scientists; however, Swanson (1961) has countered this
idea with the proposal that defensive behavior is learned behavior
as opposed to the more "instinctual™ concept of the psychoanalytic
tradition. TFurthermore, Swanson suggests that defense mechanisms
are learned primarily through close interpersonal felationships
such as the family unit. He specifies that, "a defense is not,

in the first instance, an individual's reaction to a social situ-

ation, but, instead, that a defense is an aspect of his role in

U



5
a social relationship.”™ The implication here is that a defense
mechanism is determined by the characteristic role which a person
has learned to play in a threatening social situation rather than
being determined exclusively by the unconscious needs of the indi-
vidual. To elaborate on this idea, it would seem that Swanson is
suggesting that two hypothetical individuals with identical needs
in an identical social conflict situation might react quite dif-
ferently in their defensive behavior on the basis of the social
role which they have learned to play in such situations.
From Swanson's initial stance, described briefly above,
he goes on to define a defense mechanism:as: follows:
A mechanism of defense is a blocking of the
direct, overt expression of a persistent motive in
order to avoid the deprivations consequent upon such
expression. Defenses are ways of living with one's
unexpressed desires and with the dangers which
inhibit their expression, not of abandoning the
desires or of circumventing the dangers. . . .
The strength and importance of desires will
vary. The danger from expressing those desires is
also a matter of degree, and may change over time.
For these reasons, the amount of inhibition required
for self-protection also varies.
But defenses differ not only with regard to the
degree of their importance, persistence, and pervasive-
ness, they also vary with respect to the terms of
reconciliation, possible or required, between the
individual and his environment. Indeed, it is
differences among the terms of reconciliation which
are conventionally employed to distinguish one
defense from another (Swanson, 1961).
These proposals by Swanson grew primarily out of research

conducted by Miller and Swanson (1960)in which they investigated

the causes of the differences in the defenses which individuals
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manifest. The independent variables they chose to employ were
variables such as social class, severity of weaning and bowel
training, the style of reward and punishment employed by the sub-
jects' parents, frequency of reward, the arbitrariness of parental
demands for obedience, and the degree to which parents tried to
control their anger when disciplining their child. As Swanson
reflected on their research a year after it was published, he
summarized what he considered the basic significance of it and its
implications for further research as follows:

We explain an increasing amount of the variance

as we employ clusters of independent variables which
seem to approach a social replication of each defense.
By "social replication™ I mean that the relations to
oneself and others implied in the definition of a
particular defense seems to be embodied in the
individual's social relations; that the defense as

an intra-psychic pattern of attitudes seems'.to.be: a
fairly faithful copy of the subjects' overt relations
with other people (Swanson, 1961, p. 7).

If Swanson is correct in his "social replication" inter-
pretation, one would expect to find no significant differences
between internalized defensive behavior such as might occur in
fantasy, thought, or feelings, and overt behavior in the actual
social situation itself.

Swanson has commented on the following defenses, and
postulated as to their origin and development within the individual.

(8) Dendial and repression: Denial is said to be assoc-
iated with identification with an aggressor, and is said to appear

in a child under conditions in which the parents are "less warm and

rewarding" and who view the world as harsh and filled with dangers
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for which no adequate compensations are offered. Repression, on
the other hand, is associated with conformity primarily for the
sake of reward. Swanson suggests the following as conditions
which foster the development of repression as a defense mechanism:

In social life, norms associated with rewards

sufficient to overcome the satisfaction of aberrant

motives are likely to be the standards of those groups
which control some substantial part of the individual's
life career, promising many kinds of gains at many

points of time. As a consequence, their norms are

potent, persistent, and inescapable. These groups must
also be able to influence the individual, not only by
holding out and providing rewards, but by punishing the
expression of his deviant desires (Swanson, 1961, p. 15-16).

In order to at least partially substantiate his position,
Swanson refers to the research of Sears, Maccoby, and Levin (1957)
in which they report that children whose mothers reject them are
less likely than those accepted by their mothers to exhibit con-
siderable strength of consciemnce. They say that both acceptance
and withdrawal of love appear to produce a strong conscience.
Although the application is somewhat vague, Swanson is suggesting
that a strong conscience would lead to the denial or repression
of unacceptable thoughts or behaviors.

(b) Turning against the self: This defense, according
to Swanson's theory, is related to repression. In it, the indi-
vidual is said to be firmly committed to a social standard, while
at the same time he finds that either the standard is so demanding
that he frequently fails to meet its terms, or he finds that he

lacks the skills of self control required for putting his committ-

ment into practice. 1In either case, he would repeatedly fail to



do as he intended, and consequently blame or turn against himself
for failing to meet the unachieved but accepted standard of behavior.
Swanson suggests that children of mothers who feel that there are

few if any occasions on which aggression is justified are more like-
ly to employ this defense.

(¢) 1Isolation and reaction formation: Isolation is
described as being a condition in which the individual admits the
nature and existence of his aberrant desires, but declares, though
falsely, that he would never dream of acting on them. On the other
hand, in reaction formation the individual falsely declares that
he lacks the aberrant desires entirely. Both of these means of
defense reflect considerable self-control. These defenses, par-
ticularly reaction formation, are expected to appear in families
typified by open and intimate relations among their members, re-
quiring positive moral contributions from those members to the
life of the group and sustained by an appropriate setting in the
larger society.

(d) Projection: Regarding this means of defense,
Swanson says:

In projection, (the individual) stresses the

worth of his wishes as a counterpoise to the imposition
of the social standard. The standard itself is not
challenged, but those who insist on his conforming to

it are seen as making excessive, unjustified demands.

. . . There is, in short, some realistic ground, how-
ever slight, for supposing that others seek to harm

him. . . . This defense mechanism may occur when a
parent is excessive, perhaps changeable and contradictory,

in his demands and punitive in his discipline (Swanson,
1961, pp. 25-26).
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(e) Restriction of the ego, and denial in fantasy:
Restriction of the ego is said to appear when one senses that the
environment is cold rather than cruel. In this instance, the be-
havior is to forego the expression of desires in some circumscribed
area in order to avoid punishment. Denial in fantasy is said to be
an elaboration on restriction of the ego in which the individual
declares to himself that his wishes are in fact granted. Swanson
postulates that this defense mechanism arises as a product of
living intimately with those who enforce limitations. However,
this intimacy is a closeness of minute surveillance and detailed
inspection in which one's associates are ever alert for little,
inadvertant indications of one's resistance to their demands, to
which they require complete submission. In the family this would
be characterized by the parents giving little positive reward for
obedience and insisting upon abject submission to their requirements.
Preliminary studies have given some indication that there is a rela-
tionship between denial in fantasy and restriction of the ego on
the- one hand and social relationships wﬁ&ch encourage conformity
primarily by means of deprivation on the other (Beardslee, 1960;
Harris, 1959).

Regarding parent-child relations and defense mechanisms,
Weinstock (1965) made a longitudinal study of the family antecedents
of defense and coping mechanisms. The subjects were 39 males who
had been followed longitudinally in the University of California
Guidance Study from 21 months to 30 years of age. The parents of

his subjects had been interviewed extensively and observed in the
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home when the subject was about 2 years old, and followed contin-
uously with yearly interviews through the child's adolescence.
Interviewers made ratings of the parents throughout that time.

The subjects returned for a series of intensive inter-
views when they were approximately thirty years of age. Type-
scripts of the interviews were then rated independently by 2 clin-
ical psychologists on a series of 8 point scales measuring the
subjects' use of 10 defense and 10 coping mechanisms.

Weinstock found that intellectualization, projection, and
isolation are positively correlated, and denial negatively corre-
lated with a family's social status. He also found that denial is
related to a benign rather than a harsh family environment. Re-
pression was found to be related to this type of family environment
as well. Regression and doubt were found to be related to feelings
of doubt and inadequacy in the parents, and to their inadequacy in
adult roles through the subject's development. He also found that
for each of these four mechanisms the parent's modeling of behavior
closely resembling the behavior associated with each defense is
highly related to the subject's use of the defense as an adult.

He observed that:

"Families of subjects' using denial seém oblivious
to their socio-economic condition, while the subjects
using repression seem oblivious to their feelings and
impulses. Repression and doubt are clearly related to
repressive behavior in the parents.

Isolation, intellectualization, and projection,

the defenses that define the structured defense factor,

are each related to distincet family environments.
Results indicate that the early family environment is
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close and rewarding, but that the parents are restrictive
at adolescence. In addition, the mother seems to model
the inconsistent behavior associated with isolation. . . .
Isolation, projection, and the structured defense factor
seem to involve reactions to the parents' restrictive-
ness and to rejection of the subject, particularly in
early adolescence (p. 88).

He goes on to say that the importance of modeling sug-
gests that the extent to which the environment plays a role in the
development of ego mechanisms is influenced by the passivity-~
activity of the parents.

Due to the small sample, the subjectivity of the inter-
view data, and the ratings of it, and the fact that much of the
data was originally gathered for other purposes and had to be re-
interpreted in reference to ego functioning, Weinstock cautions
that the results of his study should be viewed as tentative in
their generalizability, but they are supportive of the idea that
defensive behavior is learned, to some extent, through parent-
child interaction.

Kawin (1566) studied the relationship between parent and
child defense preferences. Her subjects were 40 children four to
five years of age who were pupils in a California nursery school.
Hypothesizing that children learned defense behavior from the
primary identificand, Kawin predicted that the defenses of chil-
dren would be most similar to those of the parent who is perceived
as the more nurturant, with the power to punish by nurturance with-
drawal. The defenses which were selected for study, based on

Swanson's defense-family hypothesis, were Externalization of Blame

and Denial, Turning Against the Self, and Reversal of Affect.
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Contrary to her predictions, Kawin found that children’'s
defense behavior is no more like that of their mother than their
father, and further, that a girl's defense behavior is no more
like her mother's than is a boy's. Analysis of the defense tests
revealed that there were no significant differences between the
defense behavior of mothers as opposed to fathers. Also, no
dynamic relationship was found among the defenses investigated.

A review of the literature regarding defense mechanisms
and parent-child relations yields considerable support to the idea
that defense mechanisms are patterns of learned behavior, and that
parent-child relations have a notable effect on the types of de-~
fensive behavior that are learned. Howeﬁer, there is a need for
further investigation and clarification of the nature and extent of
relationship that apparently does exist between parent-child rela-

tions and the formation of specific defense mechanisms.



CHAPTER III

METHOD

Instruments

Until recently, no satisfactory objective instruments
were available for the measurement of either defense mechanisms
or parent-child relationships. Some research in the area of de-

fense mechanisms has been done using the Rosenzweig Picture

Frustration Test, the Blacky Defense Preference Inguiry, and

Byrne's Repression-Sensitization Scale. Also, work in this pro-

blem area has been attempted using various projective technigques;
ﬁowever, a relatively short, easily administered, valid and reli-
able instrument for the measurement of defense mechanisms was not
available for general use until Gleser and Ihilevich (1969)pre-

sented their instrument, The Defense Mechanism Inventory.

The Defense Mechanism Inventory (DMI) is a paper and

pencil test which is intended to measure the relative intensity

of usage of five major groups of psychological defense mechanisms.
The DMI is based on the assumption that the major function of
defenses is the resolution of conflicts between what is perceived
by the individual and his internalized values. This assumption is
substantiated in the work of Kroeber (1963), Miller and Swanson
(1960) , and Swénson (1961). The conflict is said to be resolved

13
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by a process whereby the ego attacks, distorts, or becomes select-
ively unaware of certain aspects of the internal world.
On the basis of this understanding of defenses, the
following classification system was devised:
1. Turning Against Object (TAO). This class of
defenses deals with conflict through attacking a real
or presumed external frustrating object. Such
classical defenses as identification-with-the-

aggressor and displacement can be placed in this
category.

2. Projection (PRO). Included here are defenses
which justify the expression of aggression toward an
external object through first attributing to it,
without unequivocal evidence, negative intent, or
characteristics.

3. Principalization (PRN). This class of
defenses deals with conflict through invoking a
general principle that "splits off" affect from content
and represses the former. Defenses such as intellectual-
ization, isolation, and rationalization fall into this
category.

4. Turning Against Self (TAS). In this class there
are those defenses that handle confliet through
directing aggressive behavior toward S himself.

Masochism and autosadism are examples of defensive
solutions in this category.

5. Reversal (REV). This class includes defenses
that deal with conflict by responding in a positive or
neutral fashion to a frustrating object which might
be expected to evoke a negative reaction. Defenses
such as negation, denial, reaction formation, and
repression are subsumed under this category. (Gleser
and Ihilevich, 1969, p. 52)

There are two forms of the DMI, a male form and a female
form. Each form contains ten conflict situation stories, two
stories for each of five areas of conflict. The conflict areas
which are covered are authority, independence, masculinity (male

form only), feminity (female form only), competition, and
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situational. These stories were structured in such a way as to
insure a broad coverage of the areas in which most persons en-
counter conflicts, and also to make possible an examination of the
idea that persons will differ in the defenses they use according to
the nature of the conflict.

The subjects are given the appropriate form of the test,
and after reading each story they are asked to respond to four
questions corresponding to four modes of behavior, namely, pro-
posed actual behavior (AB), impulsive behavior in fantasy (FB),
thoughts (T), and affect (A), how they would feel about the situ-
ation. Five responses are provided for each mode of behavior,
with each response representing one of the five defense mechanisms
listed above.

When taking the DMI, the subjects are asked to mark a
plus for the response most representative of his reaction and a
minus for the response least representative of his reaction. When
scoring the DMI, the responses marked with a plus sign are given a
numerical value of two, those marked with a minus are given a value
of zero, and the unmarked responses are given a value of one. For
any one defense mechanism in an individual mode of defense, Fantasy
Behavior for example, the total score can range from zero to 20.

A further breakdown into defense mechanism scores for
each conflict situation can also be calculated. With this scoring
procedure, the possible range for any one defense mechanism is

from zero to eight for each situation.
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Reliability studies of this inventory based on internal
consistency estimates yielded reliability coefficients of .69 for
males and .71 for females. A test-retest reliability study done
with a small sample of counselors (N=12) §ielded an average test-
retest correlation coefficient of .89. A second study done with
eleven graduate psychology students with a period of three months
elapsing between the first and second testing yielded an average
correlation coefficient of .76.

In an effort to pirovide construct validation for their
instrument, Gleser and Ihilevich (1969) provided a list of 15
defenses in alphabetical order to three psychologists and seven
social workers and asked them to match each of the 240 responses
of the DMI with one defense from the list. Analysis of this data
indicated that there was more than 60% agreement on those responses
keyed TAS, REV, PRN, but not on the responses keyed TAO and PRO.

In studies of the concurrent validity of the DMI with
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), Gleser
and Ihilevich (1969) report a sizable number of significant corre-
lations, with the minimum level of confidence having been set at
.05. TAO is positively correlated with scores on the F scale of
the MMPI (a scale suggesting that the individual who scores high
is placing himself in a rather poorer light than an objective view
would warrant), the Pd Scale (Psychopathic Deviate), the Ma Scale
(Hypomania) , and negatively correlated with the L Scale (a T score
above 50 on this scale suggests excessive rigidity or conscious

deception). PRN and REV are reported to be negatively correlated
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with F, Pd, Pa (Paranoia), Pt (Psychasthenia), and Sc (Schizo-
phrenia). The Si Scale (Social Introversion) and A (Anxiety) -are
negatively correlated with REV for males and PRN for both sexes,
and they are positively correlated with TAS as is D (Depression).
These correlations all appear to be in the logically expected direc-
tions.

In several previous studies investigating the relation-
ship of parent-child relations to personality variables (Cooper-
smith, 1967; Haan, 1963; Kawin, 1966; Weinstock, 1965) the primary
means of determining the patterns of parent-child relations was
either the subjective ratings of interviewers, or questionnaires
filled out not by the subjects themselves, but by the mothers of
the subjects in which they indicate their own attitudes toward
child-rearing practices in general and their own children in
particular. Neither of these means of investigation appears
appropriate for the present investigation because, on the one hand,
an objective quantifiable estimate of the relationship is called
for, and on the other hand, the individual's own estimate of the
way he has experienced parent-child relations is crucial because
it is his perception of the relationship rather than the mother's
beliefs about child rearing which would logically effect his
subsequent behavior.

In 1963, Roe and Siegelman developed an instrument for
the classification of parent-child relations as perceived and re-
called by the individuals: with whom it is used. Although the
original intention of its authors was to relate specific types of

v
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parent-child relations to various categories of occupational choices,
the instrument appears to be very well suited for use in the pres-
ent investigation.

The Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (PCRQ) by Roe

and Siegelman (1963, 1964) consists of a Mother form on which the
subject describes his relationship with his mother, and a Father
form on which he describes his relationship with his father. 1In
filling out the questionnaire, the subjects are asked to respond
to each statement by indicating whether the statement is Very Un-
true, Tends to be Untrue, Sometimes True-Sometimes Untrue, Tends
to be True, or Very True, as it relates to his experience with his
own parent.

There are ten sub-tests in the PCRQ. They represent re-
lationships characterized as Loving, Protecting, Demanding, Re-
jecting, Neglecting, Casual, Rewarding through Symbolic-love, Re-
warding through Direct-objects, Punishment by withdrawal of Symbolic-
love, and Punishment via Direct-Objects. Of these sub-scales, the
first six named above contain 15 items each. The last four have
ten items each. Roe and Siegelman describe these categories of
parent-child relations as follows:

Protective--this category includes parents who give

the child's interests first priority. They are very
indulgent, provide special privileges, are demonstrative-
ly affectionate, may be gushing. They select friends
carefully, but will rarely let him visit other homes
without them. They protect him from other children,

from experiences in which he may suffer disappointment
or discomfort or injury. They are highly intrusive and

expect to know all about what he is thinking and
experiencing. They reward dependency.
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Demanding--Parents in this group set up high
standards of accomplishment in particular areas,
manners, school, etc. They impose strict regulations
and demand unquestioning obedience to them, and they
do not make exceptions. They expect the child to be
busy at all times at some useful activity. They have
high punitiveness. They restrict friendships in
accordance with these standards. They do not try to
find out what a child is thinking or feeling, they
tell him what to think or feel.

Rejecting--Parents in this group follow the more
extreme patterns of the preceding group, but this
becomes rejecting when their attitude is a rejection
of the childishness of the child. They may also
reject him as an individual. They are cold and
hostile, derogate him and make fun of him and his
inadequacies and problems. They may frequently leave
him alone and often will not permit other children in
the house. They have no regard for the child's point
of view. The regulations they establish are not for
the sake of training the child, but for protecting
the parent from his intrusions.

Neglecting--These parents pay little attention
to the child, giving him a minimum of physical care
and no affection. They forget promises made to him,
forget things for him. They are cold, but not
derogatory nor hostile. They leave him alone, but
do not go out of their way to avoid him.

Casual--These parents pay more attention to the
child and are mildly affectionate when they do. They
will be responsive to him if they are not busy about
something else. They do not think about him or plan
for him very much, but take him as a part of the
general situation. They don't worry much about
him and make little definite effort to train him.
They are easygoing, have few rules, and do not make
much effort to enforce those they have.

Loving--These parents give the child warm and
loving attention. They try to help with projects
that are important to him, but they are not
intrusive. They are more likely to reason with a
child than to punish him, but they will punish him.
They give praise, but not indiscriminatingly. They
try specifically to help him through problems in the
best way for him. The child feels he is able to
confide in them and ask them for help. They invite
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his friends to the house and try to make things
attractive for them. They encourage independence and
are willing to let him take chances in order to grow
towards it. Distinction between Loving and Casual
categories can be difficult. A basic differentiating
factor is the amount of thought given to the child’s
problems.

Symbolic-Love Reward--The parents using this kind
of reward praise their children for approved behavior,
give them special attention, and are affectionately
demonstrative,

Direct-Object Reward--These include tangible
rewards such as gifts of money or toys, special trips,
or relief from chores.

Symbolic~-Love Pumnishment--Such punishments include
shaming the child before others, isolating him, and
withdrawing love.

Direct-Object Punishment--These include physical
punishment, taking away playthings, reducing allowance,
denying promised trips, and so on, (Roe and Siegelman,
1963, p. 357).

In the development of this questionnaire, its items were
either drawn from the literature or constructed to fit the ten
categories. These then were submitted to other professionals with
descriptions of the categories. Each one independently assigned
each item to a category or discarded it. Only those items which
were assigned to the same category by all of the judges were in-
cluded in the questionnaire. 1In this way the construct validity
of the questionnaire was established.

The original reliability study was conducted with 1u2
Harvard seniors serving as subjects. Internal consistency type
reliability coefficients ranging from .687 for Fathers in Symbolic-
Love Punishment to .896 on Fathers in Loving were established.

Reliabilities on the Mother form ranged from .708 on Symbolic-



21
Love Reward to .872 on Loving. These two instruments, the Defense

Mechanism Inventory, and the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire,

have been chosen for use in the present study of the correlations

between recalled parent-child relations and defense mechanisms.

A Description of the Sample

The subjects chosen for this study were persons who were
either in late adolescence or adulthood. The mean age was 21.5,
with‘a standard deviation of 5.57. The total sample consisted of
138 subjects, of which 50 were male and 88 were female.

The sample population was drawn from four different
institutions. Thirty eight of the subjects were students in a
beginning educational psychology class at the University of Oklahoma,
a state university located in Norman, Oklahoma. Fifty one of the
subjects were students in an introductory general psychology class
at Central State College in Edmond, Oklahoma, a state teacher's
college on the outskirts of a metropolitian area. Many of the
students at this college are living with their parents in the
surrounding area and commuting to school. Twenty nine of the sub-
jects were students in beginning psychology classes at Langston
University in Langston, Cklahoma. This school is.a state operated,
predominately Negro college. Finally, twenty of the subjects were
16 and 17 year old girls who were living at Girls State Training
School (referred to henceforth as Girls' Town), a state operated

detention home for delinquent girls.
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Administration of the Instruments

Participation in this study was put on voluntary basis,
and the questionnaires were kept anonymous in order to help insure
that the subjects would be as honest as possible in responding to
them.

In administering the instruments, instructions for com-
pleting them were given to the subjects as a group, and the admin-
istrator remained in the room while the subjects were completing
the questionnaires in order to clarify procedures to individuals

if necessary. The average time necessary for the completion of

both the DMI and the PCRQ was aboﬁt one hour and fifteen minutes.

Scoring Procedures

On the PCRQ, the subject is asked to respond to each item
by placing a check (x) on the test booklet in the column reflect-
ing the degree of truth that item has regarding the way his parent
acted toward him. There are five alternatives for each item,
ranging from Very Untrue to Very True. The scoring procedure is
to give a value of 1 to those items which are checked in the Very
Untrue column, 2 to those items checked in the Tends to be Untrue
column, and so on through a value of 5 for items checked in the
Very True column. These numerical values are then transferred to
a scoring sheet, and the total for each of the categories of parent-
child relations is computed.

Scoring the DMI is done by placing a scoring template for

each defense mechanism over the answer sheet. Plus signs are given
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a numerical value of 2, minus signs 0, and blanks are given a value
of 1. Summing the horizontal columns on the template yields a
defense mechanism score for each mode of defensive behavior, i.e.,
Actﬁal Behavior, Fantasy Behavior, etc. Summing the vertical col-
umns on the template yields a defense mechanism score for each of
the ten conflict situations. Suwmming the scores for each mode of
behavior then yields a total score for each defense mechanism.
This procedure is carried out for each of the five types of defense
mechanisms represented in the DMI.

In order to examine the degree to which a person's de-
fensive behavior tends to vary in response to different situations,
a defense variability score was calculated. This was achieved in
the following manner. For each defense mechanism, the total
defense mechanism score was divided by 10 (the number of situations)
in order to arrive at the expected score for that defense mech-
anism in each situation. Thenithe absolute differences between the
expected and observed scores were summed across situations for each

defense mechanism, and the sum of the differences for all the de-

fense mechanisms made up the defense variability score.

Statistical Treatment

In all, there are U6 variables employed in the present
investigation. There are 20 parent-child relations variables and
26 defense mechanism variables. As a means of determining the
relative independence of the measurement variables, a factor anal-

ysis of the data on the total sample was computed. The total sample
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is divided into four sub-samples according to the institutions from
which it was drawn, and it is also divided into total males and total
females.

In order to investigate the first primary question re-
garding significant differences among the various sub-samples, t
tests for differences between means of the sub-samples on each of
the 46 variables were calculated using Fisher's t formula for dif-
ference between uncorrelated means of samples with unequal N
(Guilford, 1965, p. 183).

In investigating the second primary question as to the
significant relationships between recalled parent-child relation-
ships and defense mechanisms, a series of Pearson r correlations
were calculated for the total sample, the total males, total fe-
males, and each of the four sub-samples testing the relationship
between each of the 26 DMI variables and each of the PCRQ variables.
An alpha level of .05 was set as a minimum for the determination of
a significant relationship. In exploratory research such as the
present study it is common to set an alpha level of .10 or .20 in
order to keep from eliminating a significant relationship; however,
because of the large number of correlations done in this study the
.05 level is more appropriate.

In investigating the third primary question, a test for
differences between the means of the Actual Behavior mode and the
Fantasy mode for each of the five defense mechanism categories
represented in the DMI was calculated. Fisher's t formula for un-

correlated means of samples of equal N was used.
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No additional statistical treatment was necessary for
the investigation of the secondary questions. Their investigation
was a matter of examining the results of the correlations between
the appropriate DMI and PCRQ categories to determine if the rela-
tionships in question do exist at a level determined as being

significant.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Factor Analysis of the Total Sample

Results of the factor analysis are presented in Tables
1 and 2. Altogether, eleven factors emerged from the analysis,
with six of them being DMI factors, and the other five being PCRQ
factors. There were no inter-test loadings which approached the
.5 level. The factors pertaining to the DMI (Table 1) will be
discussed first, and then followed by a discussion of the factors
within the PCRQ (Table 2).

Factor 1 is a DMI factor which seems to represent a
continuum of aggressiveness in defense behavior ranging from overt
aggression (TAO) through projection (PRO), principalization (PRN)
in fantasy, to a complete denial that conflict exists (REV).

Factor 2 is a DMI factor in which all the high loadings
were negative and included every mode of defense behavior in the
defense mechanism category of TAS. An examination of the inter-
correlations of TAS with the other categories of the DMI reveals
that the only positive correlations of TAS are among the four modes
of TAS and not with any other of the defense mechanisms represented
in the test. Thus, TAS appears to be negatively related to any

26



Table 1

Defense Mechanism Inventory Factor Loadings

Actual Fantasy Defense
Total Behavior Behavior Thoughts Affect Variability .
Factor TAO ~-.74921 -.616uY4 -.65305 -.68331 -.56419
REV +.97u427 +.72730 - +.70876 +.84u413 +.88953
PRO -.57248 +.65888
PRN +.70876
Factor TAS -.94525 -.67525 © -.65u71 -.83821 -.72386
Factor PRN +.89012 -.77600 -. 65447 -.71429
Factor PRO +.610u9 -.73284 - 47241
Factor +.58977
Factor PRN +.80168

Le
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other means of psychological defense, whether it be an aggressive
defense such as TAO or a passive defense such as REV.

Factor 3 is a DMI factor reflecting PRN as an independent
defense mechanism. However, it should be noted that the fantasy
mode of PRN appears as an independent factor by itself (Factor 6).
Considering the description of PRN as a defense mechanism which
"splits off affect from content and suppresses the former," it might
seem reasonable to postulate that for persons employing PRN as a
primary defense mechanism their expression of affect would be
through fantasy behavior while their actual behavior, thoughts, and
feelings would reflect principalization.

Factor U4 reflects projection (PRO) in total, actual, and
fantasy modes as an independent defense mechanism factor.

The only factor loading in Factor 5 which was .5 or
above was the Defense Variability score. This independence is to
be expected because of the nature of the score itself, that is, it
represents the fluctuation in a subject's use of each defense mech-
anism and therefore should not load high along with any of the
individual defense mechanisms. One might say that this factor
represents instability in a subject's defensive behavior.

The results of the factor analysis suggest that there
are four primary factors represented in the DMI. The first re-
flects the range of aggressiveness in defense behavior, with TAO
being at one end of the continuum and REV on the other. The other

three factors reflect TAS, PRN, and PRO as independent factors.
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With regard to the PCRQ Factors (Table 2) which emerged,
Factor 8 represents what appears to be a continuum of the subject's
-perception of maternal concern. The continuum ranges from reject-
ing (REJ) and neglecting (NEG) on one extreme to loving (LOV) and
rewarding (REW S-L) on the other. Factor 9 represents the same
type of perception of paternal behavior, the only difference in
the two factors being that Factor 9 also includes the aspects of
protecting (PRO) and direct reward (REW D-0).

Factor 7 reflects the subjects' perceptions of punitive
behavior and attention by their parents. Positive loadings on
this factor were primarily from the Father form, including PUN S-L,
DEM, and PUN D-0, and one loading from the Mother form which was
PUN D-0. Paternal behavior which was perceived as being casual
(CAS) made a negative contribution to the factor. Thus, it would
seem that the factor represents a continuum which ranges from high
negative attention and reinforcement of behavior to very little
attention or reinforcement of any kind.

Factor 10 is made up of REW D-0 from the Father form of
the PCRQ, and PRO, CAS, and REW D-0O from the Mother form. The
inclusion of CAS in this factor is difficult to explain since, by
definition, CAS reflects a perception of parental behavior that is
almost complétely casual, i.e., the parents "do not think about him
as a part of the general situation." It is possible that this
factor is reflecting a perception of parents whose primary means of
rewarding the child is through tangible gifts, and that parents who

use this means of reward tend to be either over protective and
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Table 2

Sub Scale Father Mother
Factor 7 PUN S-L +.72367

CAS ~.73266

DEM +.78329

PUN D-O +.81433 +.51188
Factor 8 REJ +.830U5

REW S-L -.800uu

LoV -.85U65

NEG +.86U67
Factor 9 PRO -.67765

REJ +.67387

REW S-L -.85422

LOV -.89191

NEG +.76729

REW D-0O -.62423
Factor 10 REW S-L +.56254

PRO +.75223

CAS +.74997

REW D-0O +.63010
Factor 11 PUN S-L -.64517

DEM -.66796

PUN D-0 -.59254
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solicitous or so casual in their relationship to the child that
they give him tangible rewards rather than time or concern.

Factor 11 yielded high negative loadings on PUN S-L,
PUN D-0, and DEM, all on the Mother form of the PCRQ. This factor
reflects the subjects' perceptions of a maternal tendency not to
punish or make demands of her child. This is perhaps a reflection
of the perception of a "permissive™ mother who makes very few
overt demands of her child, and punishes him very little either

physically or emotionally.

Means, Standard Deviations, and t Tests

for Differences Between Means

Means and standard deviations for the four sub-samples,
the total males, total females, and the total sample are presented
in Appendix I (pp.61-63 ) and II (pp.64-67 ). Differences between
the means of the four sub-samples and the results of the t tests
for differences are presented in Appendix III (pp.68-82 ).

The patterns of differences on the PCRQ reflect a tend-
ency for the Girls Town sub-sample to have higher means on the
variables in Factor 7 (parental punitiveness) than any of the other
sub-samples, however, the only significant differences which were
found were with the University of Oklahoma sample which consist-
ently had lower scores than any of the other three. This suggests
that there is a tendency for the Girls Town sample to perceive a
more punitive parental relationship than the other sub-samples, and

for the University of Oklahoma sub-sample to perceive a less
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punitive parental relationship than the others. The exception to
this tendency regarding Factor 7 is that the perception of maternal
punitiveness in the University of Oklahoma group was significant-
ly higher than any of the other three sub-samples. A possible
implication of this difference could be that in the University of
Oklahoma group the mother is perceived as being the primary dis-
ciplinarian, whereas in the other three groups there is a tendency
to perceive the father in that role. This would seem particularly
true regarding the:Girls Town group.

Factor 9 represents a continuum of perceived paternal
concern, with positive contributions to the factor being made by
REJ and NEG, and negative contribution to the factor being made
by PRO, REW S-L, and REW D-0. The pattern of significant dif-
ferences among the sub-samples tends to place the University of
Oklahoma group toward that end of the continuum representing a
perception of paternal loving concern, the Girls Town group toward
the opposite end of the continuum representing paternal rejection
and neglect, and the Langston and Central State College groups
somewhere in between. Factor 8 appears to be the maternal equiv-
alent of Factor 9, and correspondingly the pattern of significant
differences among the sub-samples tends to closely parallel that
of Faqtor 9.

There was no trend of significant differences evident
in either Factor 10 or Factor 1l regarding the perception of mater-

nal behavior.
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~Several significant differences among the sub-samples on
defense mechanisms were apparent. On TAS there were no significant
differences among the Girls Town, Langston, and Central State College
groups; however, the University of Oklahoma sub-sample had a signi-
ficantly higher mean than the Central State College group on the
Total TAS, Fantasy Behavior TAS, and Affect TAS. In every case,
the University of Oklahqma sub-sample mean was actually the highest
mean TAS score, but it only reached significance in the specific
instances cited.

Factor 1 included the DMI categories of TAO, REV, and
PRO. The only significant differences found for any of these
categories among the four groups were: (a) the Langston sub-
sample had a significantly higher mean than the University of
Oklahoma sub-sample on REV in terms of the Total DMI score, the
Thoughts score, and the Affect score; (b) the Central State College
sub-sample mean was significantly higher than the Girls Town sub-
sample mean on PRO in Thoughts.

Mean scores on PRN reflected a tendency for the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma and Central State College sub-samples to be higher
than the Langston and Girls Town sub-samples in the use of this
defense mechanism.

Significant differences between means on PRO indicate
that in Actual Behavior the Langston group is significantly higher
in the use of this defense mechanism than either the University of

Oklahoma or Central State College groups, and that the Girls Town
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group is significantly higher than any of the other groups in the
use of PRO in Fantasy Behavior.

A test of differences between mean scores of males and
females of the total sample (Appendix IV, pp.83-84 ) reveals that
the malés’ mean score was significantly higher than the females'
on the PCRQ Father form PRO and PUN D-0 categories as well as the
Mother form PUN D-0 category. These were the only significant dif-
ferences noted on the PCRQ.

Several significant differences were noted between males’
and females' mean DMI scores. First, males' mean scores on TAO
were significantly higher in the Total, Actual Behavior, Fantasy
Behavior and Affect modes of defensive behavior, and although they
were considerably higher in the Thoughts mode than were the females,
the t score only approached significance.

On the other hand, the mean score of females on TAS was
significantly higher than that of the males in all modes of de-
fensive behavior.

Other, less dramatic, differences which were noted were
that the mean scores of females on REV in the Actual Behavior and
Fantasy Behavior were significantly higher than those of males,
and the males had a significantly higher mean score on PRN in the
Actual Behavior mode.

These differences apparently reflect a social phenomenon.
In the society from which this sample was taken it seems much more
socially acceptable for a male to deal with confliet through overt-

ly aggressive behavior. Indeed, aggressiveness is even thought by
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many to be a desirable masculine attribute. It would not be sur-
prising, then, for males to score significantly higher on TAO than
females. At the same time, since aggressive behavior is generally
thought to be "unlady-like," it is not surprising that the females
score significantly higher than males on TAS. That is to say, it
would seem much more "lady-like" to be passive and self-effacing
than to be aggressive. The higher scores of the females on REV
in the Actual Behavior and Fantasy Behavior modes possibly reflects
a secondary tendency of females to deny that a conflict exists
rather than to resort to turning against the self.

Differences between means of Actual Behavior and Fantasy
Behavior are reported for both males and females in Table 3.

An examination of these results reveals that TAS for both
males and females was significantly higher in Actual Behavior than
in Fantasy Behavior; and for females the mean score for PRO was
significantly higher in Fantasy Behavior than in Actual Behavior.
These were the cnly significant differences found between the two
modes of defensive behavior for any of the five defense mechanisms.

A poséible interpretation of the difference found on TAS
is that this defense mechanism is a self-depreciating and emotionally
painful means of dealing with a conflictual situation, and is pos-
sibly the least personally desirable defense mechanism for an
individual to use. This postulation tends to be reinforced by the
consistently high negative loadings on TAS in Factor 2. If TAS
represents a learned behavior that is a means of fulfilling a social

role, and at the same time it is a painful role to play, it could
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Table 3

Differences Between Actual Behavior and Fantasy Behavior

TAO TAS PRN REV PRO
Males
dm 1.02 1.6 Lu2 .52 .36
&
t 1.980 3.27]1%% 1.050 1.013 .88u
* .05 = 2.008
*% 01 = 2.678
TAO TAS PRN REV PRO
Females
dm .83 1.70 .02 .24 1.43
t 1.758 U, 857%% .058 .615 3.388%%
*® .05 =1.990
* & .01 = 2.638
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be expected that an individual's fantasy behavior would tend to
handle the conflict in a less stressful and more emotionally
satisfying manner, i.e., use some other means of psychological

defense.

Correlations Between Defense Mechanism and

Parent-Child Relations Variables

The inter-correlations between the DMI variables and the
PCRQ variables for each division of the sample population are re-
ported in Appendices V - XXIV {(pp.85-124 ). In the Girls Town
sub-sample relatively few inter-correlations reached sufficient
magnitude to be considered significant relationships at the .05
level of confidence. It is possible that with a larger N more
significant relationships would have been obtained. Those corre-
lations which were determined to be significant indicate that with
the girls in this sub-sample recalled paternal loving behavior is
associated positively with Projection as a defense mechanism in
Actual Behavior, and paternal direct-object type rewarding be-
havior is related positively with Principalization as a defense
mechanism in Thoughts. With regard to recalled maternal behavior,
Punishing Symbolic-Love is related positively with Projection in
Thoughts, Casual is related negatively with Principalization in
Fantasy, Demanding and Punishing Direct-Object are each related
positively with Turning Against Self in Actual Behavior.

In the Langston sub-sample, recalled paternal rejection

is significantly related in a positive relationship with Projection
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in Actual Behavior and Turning Against Object in Fantasy, and it
has significant negative relationship with Turning Against Self
and Reversal in Actual Behavior, and Principalization in Fantasy.

Recalled Casual behavior in fathers is significantly re-
lated in a negative direction with both Turning Against Self and
Projection in Affect. Recalled paternal demanding behavior is
negatively related to Principalization in Thoughts.

There was a highly significant negative correlation be-
tween recalled paternal direct-object type punishment and Principal-
ization in Fantasy, and it is also significantly negatively corre-
lated with Projection in Thoughts, while being positively corre-
lated with Reversal in Thoughts. Recalled paternal neglect was
negatively correlated with Turning Against Self in Actual Behavior
and Principalization in Fantasy.

Recalled loving behavior on the part of the fathers of
this sub-sample was correlated positively with Turning Against Self
and Reversal in Actual Behavior and with Principalization in
Thoughts.

The Rewarding Direct-Object scale of the Father form of
the PCRQ was correlated negatively with Turning Against Object in
Total, Actual Behavior and Thoughts. It was also negatively corre-
lated with Projection in Total, Actual Behavior, Fantasy Behavior,
and Affect. This scale was positively correlated with Turning
Against Self and Reversal on the Total score, and with Turning
Against Self in Actual Behavior, and Principalization and Reversal

in Thoughts.
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With reference to recalled paternal behavior, there is
a pattern of relationships which emerges in the Langston sub-
sample which is unique among the four groups of subjects included
in this study. In the Langston sub-sample, the recollection of
behavior characterized as loving and the giving of tangible rewards
is significantly related to the use of Turning Against Self as a
psychological defense mechanism in Actual Behavior although not in
Fantasy, Thoughts, or Affect. A discussion of this pattern of
relationships and its possible explanation will follow after pre-
sentation of the results of all the sub-samples.

Recalled maternal behavior in the Langston sub-sample
showed a significant negative relationship between Punishing
Symbolic-Love and Rejection on the PCRQ and Principalization in
Fantasy on the DMI. It should also be noted that there is a signi-
ficant positive relationship between the Defense Variability score
and Punishing Symbolic-Love on the Mother form of the PCRQ. Re-
called demanding behavior was correlated positively with Turning
Against Object on the DMI Total, and Thought Behavior. It was
also correlated positively with Projection in Total, Actual Be-
havior, and Fantasy. Significant negative relationships were found
between recalled maternal demanding behavior and Principalization
in Total, Fantasy, and Thoughts, and with Turning Against Self in
Actual Behavior. Recalled maternal neglect was also correlated
negatively with Turning Against Self in Actual Behavior.

For the maternal loving scale a significant negative

relationship with Total Projection, and a highly significant



40
relationship with Turning Against Self in Actual Behavior was
found.

The maternal Rewarding Direct-Object scale for the Lang-
ston sub-sample showed a significant negative relationship with
Turning Against Object in Total, Actual Behavior, Thoughts, and
Affect. A significant negative relationship was also evident
with Projection in Total and Fantasy Behavior. A significant
positive relationship occurred with Principalization in Thoughts
and Total score, and with Reversal in Total score.

.In these recalled maternal behaviors the general trend
of relationships is for recalled negative type behavior on the
part of the mother such as punishing, rejecting, demanding and
neglecting to be associated positively with more aggressive types
of defensive behavior in the subjects, such as Projection and
Turning Against Object and negatively with the more passive types
of defense mechanisms, such as Reversal and Principalization. It
should also be noted that recalled maternal loving behavior in
this sub-sample has a highly significant relationship to Turning
Against Self in Actual Behavior, but not in any other mode of
defensive behavior.

In the Central State College sub-sample there are a
large number of significant correlations between the PCRQ and the
DMI. Recalled paternal rewarding behavior, Rewarding Symbolic-
Love and Direct-Object, is negatively correlated with Turning Against
Object in Actual Behavior. The recalled casual behavior in fathers

is related negatively to Turning Against Self in Affect. The
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Demanding scale of the Father form of the PCRQ is negatively re-
lated to Reversal in Fantasy on the DMI.

Recalled paternal punishing behavior of a direct nature .-
shows a significant negative relationship with Reversal in Fantasy
and Principalization in Thoughts, while it shows a significant
positive relationship with Turning Against Self in Thoughts.

The Loving scale of the Father form of the PCRQ has a
significant positive relationship with Principalization in Total,
Fantasy, Thoughts, and Affect on the DMI, and a significant negative
relationship with Turning Against Object in Total, Actual Behavior,
and Thoughts. Reversal in Affect also has a significant positive
relationship to the Loving scale on the Father form for the Central
State College sample. The Defense Variability score had significant
negative correlations with the Rewarding Symbolic-Love and Loving
scales of the Father form.

An examination of Appendices XV - XXIV reveals that in
the Central State College sub-sample the Mother form of the PCRQ
there were eighty three significant correlations with the DMI. A
general trend in these correlations is clearly apparent. The re-
collection of negative types of maternal behavior, i.e., Punishing
Symbolic-Love, Rejecting, Demanding, Punishing Direct-Object, and
Neglecting are positively related to the more aggressive defenses,
i.e., Turning Against Object and Projection, and they are negative-
ly related to Principalization, Reversal, and Turning Against Self.
Conversely, the recollection of a positively affirming type of

maternal behavior is related positively to Principalization, Reversal,
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and, in the one instance of Rewarding Direct-Object, to Turning
Against Self in Affect, while it is negatively correlated with
Turning Against Object and Projection. It should also be noted
that significant negative relationships exist between the re-
collection of affirming maternal behavior and the Defense Vari-
ability score.

In the University of Oklahoma sample a relatively small
number of correlations reached sufficient magnitude to be consider-
ed significant. There were no significant correlaticns with Turn-
ing Against Self. The correlations which were of sufficient
magnitude to be considered significant followed very closely the
general trend which was evident in the Central State College and
Langston samples, namely, recalled loving and rewarding behavior
had significant positive relationships with Principalization and
Reversal, and significant negative relationships with Turning
Against Object and Projection. The converse is true with this
sub-sample as well. That is, recalled parental punishing and de-
manding behavior is positively correlated with Turning Against
Object and Projection, and shows significant negative correlations
with Principalization and Reversal.

An examination of the correlation coefficients for the
total males in the sample reveals a total of 50 significant corre-
lations. The general trend of the recollection of affirmative and
loving parental behavior being correlated positively with Prin-
cipalization and Reversal and negatively correlated with Turning

Against Object and Projection, along with the recollection of
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negative type parental behavior being positively related to Turn-
ing Against Object and Projection also is evident in the males of
the total sample. It was also noted that with the males the Defense
Variability score has a significant negative relationship with Re-
warding Direct-Object.

The pattern of relationships of the females in the sample
was similaf to that of the males with the one noteworthy exception
that recalled maternal loving behavior has a significant positive
relationship with Turning Against Self in Actual Behavior.

An examination of the significant correlations in the
total sample confirms the trend in relationships made evident in
the sub-samples, with the exception being that there are no signi-
ficant positive correlations of PCRQ variables with Turning Against

Self.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The results of the correlations which were calculated
between the PCRQ variables and the DMI variables are suggestive
of support for Swanson's postulation that defense mechanisms are
learned behavior which is an aspect of a person's role in a
social relationship, and furthermore that family relationships are
influential in the learning of the defense mechanism. To elab-
orate on the support for this postulation, it is noted that the
Defense Variability score is significantly correlated in a negative
direction with recalled parental behavior characterized as loving
and rewarding. This suggests that the more parents are recalled as
being loving and rewarding the less variable, or, to put the con-
cept positively, the more stable is the person's use of his de-
fense mechanisms. Although it is not conclusive evidence, it
suggests that rewarding behavior on the part of parents tends to
reinforce the learning of a particular pattern of defense mechanisms
more effectively than does non-rewarding behavior. Further support
is given to this suggestion by the observation that recalled negative
type behavior such as punishing, demanding, rejecting either has a
much lower negative correlation, a small positive relationship or,
as in the case of recalled maternal Punishing Symbolic-love in the

i
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Langston sub-sample, a significant positive relationship with Defense
Variability. This is not to say that no learning of defense mech-
anisms takes place as a result of negative reinforcement, but
simply to suggest that affirmative type relationships which pro-
vide positive reinforcement seem to be more effective in teaching
the child consistent patterns of defensive behavior.

It is also interesting to observe that recalled affirm-
ative type parental behavior is significantly related in a positive
direction to rational, non-aggressive, non-hostile types of defense
mechanisms, such as Principalization and Reversal; whereas, the
more aggressive punitive types of recalled parental behavior have
significant positive relationships with the more aggressive and
hostile types of defense mechanisms, i.e., Turning Against Object
and Projection. The defensive behavior of the subject appears to
closely model the type of behavior he recalls his parents having
used with him. Thu;, it might be postulated with some suggestive
support that the learning of patterns of defensive behavior in the
subjects is related to modeling behavior, whether the recalled
parental behavior was negative or positive.

A closer examination of the results suggests that al-
though modeling behavior is probably an important factor in the
learning of either aggressive or non-aggressive types of defense
mechanisms, those parents who were recalled as being more affirm-
ative in their relationships with the subjects also seem to have
been concerned about teaching their children appropriate social

role behavior. The best example in support of this postulation is
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to be found in the results of the inter-correlations in the Langston
sub-sample. This sub-sample was made up entirely of Negro college
students. The correlation of Loving and Rewarding Direct-Object
on the Father form of the PCRQ with Turning Against Self on the
DMI yielded highly significant positive relationships in the Actual
Behavior mode only, indicating that the more loving the father was
recalled as being, and the more he was remembered as giving tangible
rewards, the more a subject was inclined to turn against himself,
and additionally, the less likely he was inclined (Fathers, REW D-0
correlated with TAO in Actual Behavior equals -.538) to use an
aggressive defense in dealing with a conflict situation. It is im-
possible in the present research to empirically verify an explanation
for this phenomenon with the Langston sub-sample; however, there
appears to be a logical explanation for it. First of all, the
Negro has traditionally played a subservient role in American
society, and for a Negro to achieve a comfortable financial and
social position he was more or less required to learn to maintain
a subservient role. The giving of tangible rewards to a child re-
guires financial resources, and it is not illogical to assume that
the fathers who were financially able to give tangible rewards to
their children had not only learned to play a subservient role in
society, but also in their desire for their children to have a "good
life" they were concerned to teach them the necessary means of
adjustment in the society in which they lived. If one plays a

subservient role in a conflict situation which requires some means
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of defense for dealing with the conflict, his actual behavior, no
matter what kind of internalized behavior he was experiencing,
would logically be to turn against himself and assume whatever
blame or hostility may be involved in the conflict situation. Thus
we have the logical, although certainly not empirical, connection
between the recollection of fathers who give tangible rewards to
their children and the significant tendency to employ Turning
Against Self in Actual Behavior as a mechanism of defense.

Additional support to Swanson's postulation that a de-
fense mechanism is an aspect of a social role that a child learns
is observed in the statistics of the females of the sample. First
of all, females have traditionally played a more subservient role
in American society than have males. 1In keeping with this, it was
observed in comparing the scores of the males and females in this
sample that the mean score on Turning Against Self in the female
group was significantly higher in every mode of defensive behavior
than the male mean. Conversely, the male mean on Turning Against
Object was significantly higher than the female mean. This would
seem to be a reflection of the cultural norm that it is more "lady-
like" to be subservient and self-depreciating, and that it is more
"manly" to be aggressive and forceful in dealing with conflict.
The significant positive relationship between recalled loving be-
havior on the part of the mother and the females' use of Turning
Against Self in the Actual Behavior mode only Qould also imply some
degree of maternal concern for her daughter's "proper" social ad-

jﬁstment.
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With reference to the specific questions asked in Chapter
II regarding some of Swanson's postulations as to the type of
parent-child relationships which influence the development of cer-
tain kinds of defense mechanisms, an examination of the results of
the statistical treatment of the data suggests the following:answers.

Question 1. The results of the significant intercorre-
lations between TAO on the DMI and Punishing D-0O and Demanding
suggests that, on the basis of recalled parental behavior, mothers
play a more important role in the development of TAO than do
fathers. Only two out of seventy intercorrelations with the Father
form on these variables reached a level determined as being signi-
ficant. On the Mother form, Punishing D-0 is positively corre-
lated with TAO in the Central State College sub-sample in Total,
Fantasy, and Thoughts on the DMI, but not with the Actual Behavior
mode. Significant intercorrelations of these variables were not
evident in any of the other sub-samples. Recalled maternal demand-
ing behavior appears to be the most influential of the PCRQ variables
under consideration in the development of TAQ as a defense mechanism,
and that influence seems to be limited tc certain uses of the de-
fense mechanism as well as to certain parts of the sample population.
First of all, no significant correlations were found between these
variables on the Actual Behavior mode of the DMI, while significant
correlations were found between Demanding (Mother form) and Total
and Thoughts in the Langston sub-sample, Total, Fantasy, and Affect
in the Central State College sub-sample, Total, Fantasy, Thoughts,

and Affect in the total male sample, and in the sample as a whole
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with Total, Fantasy, Thoughts and Affect. An inference from these
concurrent measures of defense mechanisms and recalled parent-child
relations is that of the variables under consideration in this
question, recalled maternal demanding behavior is the most clearly
related to the use of TAO as an internalized defense mechanism, but
does not appear to be related to TAO as it might appear in actual
externalized behavior. These results offer some support to Swanson's
postulation that an "identification with an aggressor" type of de-
fense mechanism appears in a child whose parents are "less warm and
rewarding," and "who view the world as harsh and filled with dangers
for which no adequate compensations are offered.” However, any
support given to that postulation on the basis of these results
would have to be limited specifically to recalled maternal demand-
ing behavior.

Question 2. This question has to do with the relation-
ship between Projection (PRO) on the DMI and the categories of
Punishing D-0 and Demanding on the PCRQ. An examination of the re-
sults of the intercorrelations of these variables reveals that the’
only significant positive correlations which occur are with Demand-
ing (Mother form only). 1In the Langston sub-sample, Demanding
(Mother form) has a significant positive correlation with Total,
Actual Behavior, and Fantasy. In the Central State College sub-
sample the significant positive correlations of these variables
are with Total, Actual Behavior, and Thoughts. With the males in
the sample, the correlations are with Total, Actual Behavior, and

Affect. The two sub-samples which were predominantly female
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(Girls Town, the University of Oklahoma) had no significant inter-
correlations between these variables.

Swanson's postulation was that projection "may occur
when a parent is excessive, perhaps changeable and contradictory,
in his demands and punitive in his discipline" (Swanson, 1961,

P. 25-26). The results of this study suggest that, at least with
recalled parent-child relationships, excessive, perhaps changeable
and contradictory, maternal demands appear to have a significant
positive relationship to the use of projection With male children,
but no relationships were found to exist with these variables for
females, and paternal behavior appeared to have no significant
influence. It should also be noted that recalled punitive disci-
pline, whether from mothers or fathers, showed no significant
positive relationship with projection as a2 defense mechanism.

Question 3. Swanson postulated that demanding parents
who gave few positive rewards would be related to children who were
prone to use denial in fantasy as a defense mechanism. The signi-
ficant correlations which were found between Reversal in Fantasy
and PCRQ variables suggest that with recalled parent-child rela-
tions the relationship may be in the opposite direction from that
which Swanson suggested. The only significant positive relation-
ships which were found were in the categories of Loving (both
Mother and Father forms) and Rewarding D-O (Father form only). The
Demanding category, as well as Rejecting, Neglecting, and Punishing

D-0, produced significant negative correlations with Reversal in
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Fantasy. These correlations all seem to be in the opposite direction
from that which was postulated by Swanson.

Question 4. In investigating the postulation that iso-
lation as a defense mechanism would be expected to appear "in fami-
lies typified by open and intimate relations among their members,
requiring positive moral contributions from those members to the
life of the group and sustained by an appropriate setting in the
larger society,”" (Swanson, 1961) the results were examined for
significant positive relationships between PRN on the DMI (a de-
fense mechanism category which includes isolation, rationalization,
and intellectualization) and the Loving categories of the PCRQ.
Recalled maternal loving behavior was correlated positively with
Principalization on the Total, Actual Behavior, and Thoughts for
the Central State College sub-sample and the males in the sample.
Significant relationships with recalled paternal loving behavior
occurred with PRN only in the Thoughts mode of the Langston sub-
sample, and the Affect mode of the University of Oklahoma sub-
sample. Although these results are definitely in the direction
Swanson postulates, they are certainly not overwhelming. One
possible reason for the somewhat meager support of this postulation
is that the postulation itself presupposes that isolation is one
of the more socially desirable defense mechanisms for persons to
use. This may be true, but some support has already been forth-
coming in the présent study to indicate that in the Langston sub-
sample and the total female sample Turning Against Self may have

been the more socially acceptable of the defense mechanisms.
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However, if Swanson's postulation could be expanded to include all
of the "non-aggressive™ or non-hostile types of defense mechanisms,
and say that one or the other of them could be expected to appear
along with Loving and Rewarding behavior on the part of parents,
then there would be much more support evident in the results of

the present investigation.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY
Several aspects of the present study place limits on its
interpretation and generalizability. First of all, the results
are based exclusively on concurrent data obtained through the use

of the Defense Mechanism Inventory and the Parent-Child Relations

Questionnaire. Neither of the instruments is altogether reliable,

and the only type of validity which has been established for either
instrument is construct validity. Therefore, the results of the
present study must be interpreted as suggestive evidence rather
than experimentally proven facts.

A second limitation in interpreting the results is that
the measurement of parent-child relations was based upon the sub-
jects' recall of the relationships they experienced as children
with their parents. There was no way in the present study to
establish the degree of accuracy of subject recall of the relation-
ships in question.

A third limitation on interpretation of results is the
limitation of sample size. Factor analysis is statistically sen-
sitive to sample size and number of variables. The statistics
reported on the sub-samples were relatively small, particularly ir

53
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the case of the Girls' Town sub-sample, and this needs to be taken
into account in the interpretation of results.

The generalizability of the present study is limited in
several respects. Each of the subjects, with the exception of those
from Girls' Town, was a college student, which presupposes a certain
minimum level of academic achievement, and some motivation for self-
improvement which may not be characteristic of the general population.
Generalizations about students from the respective institutions
represented in the sample are limited by the small number of subjects
in each sub-sample, the selectivity of the sampling process, and the
unequal distribution of males and females among the four sub-samp}es.

The primary conclusion drawn from the patterns of dif-
ferences and relationships evident in the present study is that
defense mechanisms represent expressions of learned rather than
instinctual behavior. The results also offer suggestive support
to the idea that the learning of defense mechanisms takes place
both through the child's modeling of parental behavior and through
the parent's using positive reinforcement to obtain desired behavior
in the child.

The negative relationship which was found between defense
variability and the recollection of rewarding and loving parental
behavior offers additional support to the idea that behavior can be
successfully modified by the use of systematic reinforcement. 1In
the present study, the behavior which appeared to be deliberately
and positively reinforced was clearly associated with consistency

in the type of defensive behavior utilized in dealing with conflict

K
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or frustration; whereas, behavior which could be explained only
on the basis of negative reinforcement and the child's modeling of
parental behavior did not show a significant degree of consistency.

The results of the present study go beyond the simple
idea that a parent's behavior toward his child is an important
factor in determining the behavior of the child. They suggest that
loving relationships and positive reinforcement from parents are
more effective in establishing desired behavior in the child than
are demanding relationships and punitive reinforcement. This con-
cept is one of the basic principles in the behavior modification
theory (Bandura, 1969).

As an illustration of the support which the present study
gives to the principles of behavior modification, consider, for
example, the hypothetical case of an eight year old boy who has
become a problem because of his frequent aggressive behavior. The
results of the present study suggest that this type of behavior
has been learned by the child as a means of handling conflict or
frustration. It also has been suggested that defense behavior seems
to be acquired through the modeling of parental behavior.

When parents are confronted with aggressive behavior in
children it is not uncommon for them to administer corporal punish-
ment to the child in response. Thus, the more aggressive behavior
the child demonstrates, the more often he is met with aggressive
behavior on the part of significant adults in his life. When the

child creates a situation of frustration or conflict for adults,
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they respond by demonstrating an aggressive means of handling con-
flict, thus providing the child with a model of the behavior which
they are trying to extinguish in him.

The results of the present study suggest that it is im-
portant to provide a child with an appropriate model of desired
behavior, and in addition, to deliberately provide positive rein-
forcement of the desired behavior in the child. This is a common
technique used in the experiments in behavior modification (Bandura,
1969). With this principle in mind, the overly aggressive child
should be prevented from doing physical harm to other persons or
property, but he should not be punished or scolded for his aggres-
sive behavior, although he should be informed that his behavior is
unacceptable. At the same time, all of the child's expressions of
acceptable behavior should be positively rewarded and reinforced.
This approach has been used frequently by researchers and clinicians
in modifying specific, usually anti-social or pathological behavior
in children. The results of the present study support an extension
of the principles of behavior modification to child rearing practices
in general, suggesting first of all that children will tend to be-
have in much the same way as their parents behave toward them, and
secondly that the most effective means of establishing a desired
pattern of behavior is through positive reinforcement.

To summarize, the present study was an exploratory invest-
igation of the association between recalled parent-child relation-
ships and defense mechanisms. A review of relevant literature yielded

a limited number of research studies done in the problem area. The
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previous studies in the problem area suggested that there are
relationships between defense mechanisms and parent—chi}d relations,
although the nature of the relationships needed further clarification.
The instruments used in the present study were the Defense

Mechanism Inventory and the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire.

These instruments were administered to 50 males and 88 females from
a total of four different institutions; a state university, a state
teachers' college, a state college whose student population was pre-
dominantly Negro, and a state correctional institution for juvenile
girls., The mean age of the subjects was 21.5 years.

In the statistical treatment of the data, a factor analysis
was performed on the data as a means of determining the independent
factors operating within each of the two instruments. Results of
the factor analysis yielded five independent parent-child relations
factors, and six independent defense mechanism factors. There were
no indications of inter-test factors.

A series of t tests were carried out in order to compare
the sub-samples on each of the defense mechanism and parent-child
relations variables. These tests for differences revealed a number
of significant differences among the sub-samples on both defense
mechanism and parent-child relations variables. Some differences
were also found between proposed actual defense behavior and defen-
sive behavior in fantasy.

The next process in the statistical treatment of the data
was a series of Pearson r correlations relating each of the defense

mechanism categories to each of the parent-child relations categories
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as a means of determining what significant relations exist between
defense mechanisms and recalled parent-child relationships. These
inter-correlations revealed a number of significant relationships,
with some general trends being clearly apparent.

The trends in the relationships between recalled parent-
child relations and defense mechanisms gave support to the primary
proposition that defense mechanisms represent learned rather than
instinctual behavior. They also support the behavior modification
principle that positive reinforcement is more effective than nega-
tive reinforcement in the establishing of desired patterns of be-

havior in children.
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Appendix I

PCRQ Means and Standard Deviations

N 20 29 51 38 50 88
Girls Central Univ. Total
Town Langston | State Okla. Males Females Sample
X 43.10 43.59 37.45 42.18 59.06 41.89 40.86
Fathers PRO
o 8.61 8.67. 8.4l 7.03 9.20 7.92 8.u8
PUN X 28.65 25.38 25.00 23.16 25.06 25.13 25.10
St o= 8.41 5.23 6.75 6.37 5.56 7.40 6.77
X 32.90 32.90 30.64 27.42 32.28 hl.u4l 31.72
o o 13.28 10.66 8.83 8.37 9.59 11.24 10.64
X 41.90 40.97 42.92 44.10 42,4y 42.83 42.69
oS o 8.43 8.74 10.u45 7.84 9.06 9.21 9.12
REW X 28;20 32.10 30.90 33.92 30.92 31.98 31.59
oo o 8.72 6.61 6.86 5.54 6.95 6.97 6.95
X 44.50 4.1 43.18 41.66 43.32 43.05 43.14
DEM o-  11.84 6.17 9.71 9.29 8.28 9.84 9.27
PUN X 27.05 24.17 2u.51 21.39 25.80 22.90 23.95
P e lom 5.70 7.31 7.42 6.82 7.93 7.65

T9



Appendix I (continued)

N = 20 29 51 38 50 88

Girls : Central Univ. Total

Town Langston State Okla. Males Females Sample
Fatﬁers X 43.35 53.00 ug . us 55.05 50.00 51.34 50.86
LoV o 17.13 11.89 12.22 12.72 12.07 14.31 13.51

X 34.40 30.10 30.92 27.21 31.40 29.57 30.23

NEG- a 13.u8 8.27 10.50 7.0u4 10.56 10.21 10.33

REW X 26.70 28.17 23.51 26.16 24.70 26.24 25.68

0o g 9.40 6.78 6.77 6.01 6.91 7.30 7.17

Mothers X 42.60 41.28 41.06 43.37 41.58 42.18 41.95
FRO g 9.67 6.27 7.13 7.89 7.21 7.81 7.57

PUN X 26.65 26.03 25.25 26.71 25.76 26.17 26.02

570 o 7.47 4.59 S.ﬁg 8.13 5.20 7.06 6.u3

X 33135 31.31 27.75 . 26.92 29.66 28.75 29.08

Red g 10.72 8.18 7.02 11.09 7.45 10.23 9.30

X 44.05 43.24 u3.2u4 44, 37 42.58 L, 28 43.067

e 12.08 6.27 8.16 8.88 7.24 9.28 8.61

29



Appendix I (continued)

N = 20 29 51 38 50 88
Girls Central Univ. Total
Town Langston State Okla. Males Females Sample
Mothers REW X  30.20 33.38 33.63  36.11 34.12 33.56 33.76
o oo 11.0u 5.09 5.96 6.06 5.26 7.79 6.96
X 41.60 .28 41.53  42.32 43.18 41.86 u2.33
e 10.05 4.93 7.7%  11.34 7.90 9.22 8.76
PUN X  24.uQ 24.93 25.00  32.u5 26.08 23.56 24,47
D0 o 9.52 4.55 6.62 8.07 6.07 7.54 7.13
X  u7.10 55.03 56.25  57.11 55.26 54.70 54.91
v o 13.75 8.97 9.64 9.92 7.60 12.12 10.68
X 31.70 30.79 26.86  25.32 27.36 28.31 27.96
Y e 102 8.47 8.80 8.u3 8.12 9.68 9.13
REW X  28.35 29.1u 26.45  27.37 27.00 27.85 27.54
PO o 5.06 7.62 8.01 6.53 8.12 7.57

€9



DMI Means and Standard Deviations

Appendix II

N=20 29 51 38 50 88
Girls ' Central Univ. Total
Town Langston State Okla. Males Females Sample
X 39.150 36.52 37.02 35.29 40.24 34.76 36.776
Total TAO
g~ 10.10 10.93 10.u46 8.95 9.38 11.03 10.762
X  38.800 38.62 37.96 41.79 36.10 11.08 39.285
TAS
G- 14.30 6.56 7.14 8.77 5.75 7.72 7.447
X 44,400 44.03 47.35 u7.7u4 46.38 46.31 46.333
PRN A
o 5.87 6.69 6.55 4.51 6.38 6.28 6.365
X  40.900 u42.97 39.88 37.71 38.21 41.19 40.080
REV
a 7.42 8.69 8.96 7.80 8.76 9.03 9.02u4
X  37.400 38.10 36.80 36.58 38.34 36.40 37.101
PRO
g 11.02 5.33 5.93 5.56 5.89 5.79 5.88u4
Act. X 10.u450 8.62 8.9u4 8.37 9.70 8.50 8.935
Behav. TAO
o 7.25 2.90 2.79 2.58 2.64 2.99 2.920
X 10.1000 9.90 10.00 10.63 9.32 10.65 10.167
TAS
g- 3.53 2.62 2.16 2.28 1.96 2.25 2.239

h9



Appendix IT (continued)

N= 20 29 51 38 50 88 :
Girls Central Univ. Total
Town Langston State Okla. Males Females Sample
Act. - X 10.65 12.31 12.33 12.84 12.32 12.17 12.225
Behav. PRN
G 1.71 S 2.1 1.94 2.12 1.96 2.38 2.231
X 10.20 10.55 10.63 10.53 10.00 10.82 10.522
REV :
g 2.66 2.37 2.72 2.12 2.51 2.08 2.277
X 8.60 9.14 7.98 7.58 8.6U 7.95 8.203
PRO .
o 2.uy 2.u6 2.07 1.95 2.27 2.21 2.2u5
Fant. X 9.60 9.27 10.ul 9.61 10.72 9.33 9.833
‘Behav. TAO :
o 2.50 3.21 3.23 2.88 3.13 ‘3.30 3.297
X 8.1 8.69 8.08 9.16 7.72 8.95 8.507
TAS
g u.26 2.33 2.1u4 2.84 2.01 2.50 2.u02
X 12.15 11.59 12.76 12.63 12.74 12.19 12.391
PRN
g 2.05 2.81 2.32 1.92 2.57 2.09 2.281
X 10.60 11.00 9.67 10.03 9.u8 10.58 10.181
REV
Jg  2.01 3.32 2.73 2.u2 2.82 2.81 2.850

59



Appendix II (continued)

N = 20 29 51 38 50 88

Girls Central Univ. Total

Town Langston State Okla. Males Females Sample

Fant. X 11.25 9.28 8.9y 8.58 9.00 9.38 9.2u6
Behav. PRO

G- 3.07 2.09 1.63 1.67 1.74 3.84 3.235

Thots X 9.90 9.31 8.2u 8.00 9.u8 8.16 8.638
TAQ

o 7.16 4.18 3.69 3.14 3.38 4,06 3.866

X 9.80 9.97 10.24 11.18 9.6U 10.79 10.377
TAS

T 4,85 2.34 2.07 2.8u4 1.79 2.65 2.u435

X 11.30 10.28 11.37 12.13 10.86 11.61 11.3u1
PRN

9 2.39 1.73 2.u41 2.20 2.31 2.33 2.341

X 10.15 10.66 9.90 9.05 g.uy 10.10 9.862

REV :

g 2.74 2.1u 2.4 2.70 2.6u 2.54 2.586

X 8.85 9.90 10.20 9.63 10.52 9.36 9.783
PRO

g  3.03 1.59 3.09 2.31 2.02 .2.02 2.092

99



Appendix II (continued)

N = 20 29 51 38 50 88 .
Girls Central Univ. Total
Town Langston State Okla. Males Females Sample
Feelings X  9.20 9.31 9.78 9.29 10.34 8.97 9.u6Y
TAO :
o 2.13 2.79 2.u3 2.83 2.28 2.68 2.623
X 10.30 10.97 9.9u 11.05 9.72 10.97 10.514
TAS
g 2.57 2.73 2.30 2.52 1.73 2.69 2.u53
X  10.50 9.83 10.65 10.37 10.u40 10.36 10.377
PRN
g 2.05 2.33 2.72 1.92 2.u9 2.26 2.337
X 9.90 10.90 9.65 8.53 9.30 9.83 9.638
REV
g 2.01 3.24 3.15 3.10 2.98 3.56 3.359
X 10.20 9.79 9.92 10.87 10.20 10.19 10.196
PRO
0" u.01 2.13 2.67 2.35 2.66 2.42 2.502
Variability X  50.17 51.08 54.32 52.06 52.94 52.12 52.41
g~ 2.76 5.68 6.94 7.75 7.09 7.80 7.54

L9
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Appendix III

Differences Between Means and t Scores

Girls Central
Town Langston State
Fathers PRO Univ dm .92 1.4l 4.73
of
Okla t Ju31 .726 2.782%%
Central dm 5.65 6.1u
State
t 2.188% 3.070%%
dm .49
Langston
t .191
Fathers PUN Univ dm 5.u9 2.22 1.84
S-L of )
Okla t 2.7U5%% 1.51 1.286
Central dm 3.65 .38
State
t 1.871 .263
dm 3.27
Langston
t 1.651
Fathers REJ Univ dm 13.53 5.u8 3.22
of
Okla t U.665%% 2.331% 1,721
-Central dm 10.31 2.26
State
T 3.735%% 1.008
dm 8.05
Langston
t 2.361%
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Girls Central
Town Langston State
Fathers CAS Univ dm 2.20 3.13 1.18
of
Okla. t .973 1.526 .578
Central dm 1.02 1.95_
State
t .383 .8u0
dm .93
Langston
t .364
Fathers REW Univ dm 5.72 1.82 3.20
S-L of
Okla t 2.994%% 1.213 2.335%
Central dm 2.70 .80
State
t 1.356 .503
dm 3.90
Langston
t 1.748
Fathers DEM Univ. dm 2.8u 2.u8 1.52
of
Okla t .989 1.233 . 734
Central dm 1.32 .96
State
t LU74 .Uu75
dm .36
Langston
t .136
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Girls Central
Town Langston State
Fathers PUN Univ dm 5.66 2.78 3.12
DO of
Okla t 2.388% 1.664 1.950
Central dm 2.5 .34
State
t 1.154 .213
dm 2.88
Langston
t 1.2u6
Fathers LOV Univ dm 11.70 2.05 .5.60
of
Okla t 2.896%% . 665 2.07u%
Central dm 6.10 3.55
State
t 1.6u8 1.245
dm 9.65 -
Langston
t 2.286%
Fathers NEG Univ dm 7.19 2.89 3.71
of :
Okla t 2.62u% 1.529 1.864
Central dm 3.u8 .82
State
t 1.137 .356
dm 4.30
Langston
t 1.356
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Girls Central
Town Langston State
Fathers REW Univ dm .54 2.01 2.65
DO of
Okla t .262 1.272 1.892
Central dm 3.19 4.66
- State
x 1.661 2.9u49%
dm 1.u7
Langston ‘
t .625
Mothers PRO Univ dm 77 2.09 2.31
of
Okla t .273 1.161 1.u425
Central dm 1.54 .22
State :
t .723 .137
dm 1.32
Langston
t .568
Mothers PUN Univ dm .06 .68 1.u46
S-L of -
Okla t .027 .400 1.000
Central  dm 1.40 .78
State
t .853 .639
dm .62
Langston
t .352
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Appendix III (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
Mothers REJ Univ dm 6.43 4.39 .83
of
Okla t 2.087% 1.777 .H25
Central dm 5.60 3.56
State
t 2.333% 2.03u%
dm 2.04
Langston
t 741
Mothers CAS Univ dm .32 1.13 1.13
of .
Okla t 113 U557 .579
Central dm .81 0.0
State
t .320 0.000
dm .81
Langston
t .301
Mothers REW Univ dm 5.91 2.73 2.U8
S-L of .
Okla t 2.592% 1.936 1.907
Central dm 3.43 .25
State
t 1.649 .187
dm 3.18
Langston
t 1.330
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Appendix III (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
Mothers DEM Univ dm .72 1.96 .79
of
Okla t .235 .863 .385
Central dm .07 2.75
State
t .030 1.708
dm 2.68
Langston
t 1.218
Mothers PUN Univ dm 8.05 7.52 7.45
of
Okla t 3.3540%% U, yyges U, 715%%
Central dm .60 .07
State
t .292 .047
dm .53
Langston
t .254
Mothers LOV Univ dm 10.01 2.08 .86
: of
Okla t 3.128%% .877 409
Central dm 9.15 1.22
State
t 3.112%% .552
dm 7.93
Langston
t 2.395%
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Appendix III (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
Mothers NEG Univ dm 6.38 5.47 1.54
of )
Okla t 1.85u 2.604% .819
Central dm 4,84 3.93
State
t 1.943 1.926
dm .91
Langston ‘
t .329
Mothers REW Univ dm .98 1.77 .92
of
Okla t JUll 1.035 .54
Central dm 1.90 2.69
State
t .863 1.681
dm .79
Langston
t .370
DMI TOT TAO Univ dm 3.86 1.23 1.73
of
Okla t 1.478 .502 .808
Central dm 2.13 .50
State
t .766 .200
dm 2.63
Langston
t 1.962
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Appendix III (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
DMI TOT TAS Univ dm 2.99 3.17 3.83
: of
Okla t .970 1.617 2.239%
Central dm .84 .66
State
t .321 .uou
dm .18
Langston
t .058
DMI TOT PRN Univ dm 3.34 3.71 .39
of
Okla t 2.368% 2.688%% .317
Central  dm 2.95 3.32
State
t 1.725 2.1u41*
dm .37
Langston
t .196
DMI TOT REV Univ dm 3.19 5.26 2.17
of
Nkla t 1.u83 2.578% 1.179
Central dm 1.02 3.09
State
t L UU3 1.478
dm 2.07
Langston
t .851



Appendix III (continued)
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Girls : Central
Town Langston State
DMI TOT PRO Univ dm .82 1.52 .22
of
Okla t .371 1.117 .176
'Central dm .60 1.30
State
t .289 .962
dm .70
Langston
t .290
DMI AB TAO Univ .dm 2.08 .25 .57
of
Okla t 1.563 .367 .966
Central dm 1.51 .32
State
t 1.247 .usu.
dm 1.83
Langston
t 1.203
DMI AB TAS Univ dm .53 .73 .63
of ,
Okla t .679 1.196 1.312
Central dm .10 .10
State
t .lu2 .181
dm .20
Langston
t .224
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Appendix III (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
DMI AR PRN Univ dm 2.19 .53 | .51
of ‘
Okla T 3.91%=* 1.000 1.169
Central dm 1.68 .02
State
t 3.360%=* .ou2
dm " 1.66
Langston
t 2.8U7%%
DMI AB REV Univ dm .33 .02 .10
of .
Okla t .509 .035 .185
Central dm U3 .08
State
t .590 .131
dm .35
Langston
T U471
DMI AB PRO Univ dm 1.02 "1.56 LUo
of
Okla t 1.700 2.84U4b%% .917
Central dm .62 1.16
State
t 1.063 2.23%
dm .54
Langston
t 74Ul
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Appendi£ IIT (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
DMI FB TAO Univ dm .01 .34 .80
of .
Okla t .012 .us0 1.192
Central dm .81 1.1u4
State
t 1.00 1.496
dm .33
Langston
t .378
DMI FB TAS Univ dm 1.15 Ju7 1.08
of
Okla t 1.213 .716 2.003*
Central dm .02 .61
State
t .025 1.173
dm .68
Langston
t .705
DMI FB PRN Univ dm .u8 1.0u .13
of
Okla t .875 1.783 277
Central dm .61 "1.17
State
t 1.0I6 1.976
dm .56
Langston
t .7u8
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Appendix ITI (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
DMI FB REV Univ dm .57 .97 .36
of
Okla t .890 1.371 .636
Central dm .93 1.33
State
t 1.355 1.919
dm LU0
Langston
t U471
DMI FB PRO Univ dm 2.67 .70 .36
of
Okla t Y, 22u%% 1.u92 1.272
Central dm 2.31 .34
State
t 4.02y*% .801
dm 1.97
Langston
t 2.633%
DMI THOTS TAO Univ dm 1.90 1.31 .24
of
Okla t 1.378 1.u55 .317
Central dm 1.66 1.07
State ‘
t 1.258 1.174
dm .59
Langston
t .356
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Appendix III (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
DMI THOTS TAS Univ dm 1.38 1.21 .94
of
Okla t 1.352 1.8u4y 1.807
Central dm Lub .27
State
t .525 .529
dm .17
Langston
t .160
DMI THOTS PRN Univ am .83 1.85 .76
of
Okla t 1.313 3.700%%* 1.520
Central dm .07 1.09
State
i .108 2.096%%
dm 1.02
Langston
t 1.700
DMI THOTS REV Univ dm 1.10 1.61 .85
of
Okla t 1.u43 2.613% 1.526
Central dm .25 .76
State
t .368 1.386
dm .51
Langston
t .923
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Appendix III (continued) -

Girls - Central
Town Langston State
DMI THOTS PRO Univ dm .78 - .27 .57
of :
Okla t 1.071 .5u0 1.187
Central dm 1.35 .30
State
t 2.109% .671
dm 1.05
Langston
t 1.548
DMI TAQO Univ dm .27 .02 .49
AFFECT of
Okla t .367 .028 .865
Central dm .58 U7
State
t .917 .783
dm A1
Langston
t L1u5
DMI TAS Univ dm .75 .08 1.11
FEEL of
Okla t 1.050 .123 2.134%
Central dm .36 1.03
State
t .562 1.609
dm .67
Langston
t .851
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Appendix III (continued)

Girls Central
Town Langston State
DMI PRN Univ dm .13 .54 .28
FEEL of
Okla t .237 1.038 .538
Central dm .15 .82
State
t .218 1.348
dm .67
Langston
t .895
DMI REV Univ dm  1.37 2.37 1.12
FEEL of
Okla t 1.75u 3.011%% 1.651
Central dm .25 1.25
State
t .322 1.671
dm 1.00
Langston
t 1.203
DMI PRO Univ dm .67 1.08 .95
FEEL of
Okla t .789 1.908 1.733
Central dm .28 .13
State
t .334 .222
dm 41
Langston
t .455
* p.<.05

** p<. 01
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Appendix IV

Differences Between Means and t Scores

for Males and Females

DMI dm I

Tot TAO 5.48 2.712%%
TAS 4.98 3.964%%
PRN .07 .062
REV 3.07 1.938
PRO 1.9L4 1.818

AB TAQ 1.20 2.352%
TAS 1.33 3.436%%
PRN .15 .375
REV .82 2.050%
PRO .69 1.725

FB TAQ 1.39 2.421%
TAS 1.23 2.985%%
PRN .55 1.375
REV 1.10 2.200%
PRO .38 .662

T TAQ 1.32 1.9u6
TAS 1.15 2.712%%
PRN .75 1.820
REV .66 1.494]1
PRO 1.16 3.213%%

Aff. TAQ 1.37 - 3.064%%
TAS 1.25 2.9ug#x%
PRN .ol .097
REV .53 .883
PRO .01 .022

Variability .82 .611

PCRQ

F PRO L7.17 11.515%*
PUN S-L .07 .058
REJ LA . 459
CAS .39 L2Uu
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Appendix IV (continued)

PCRQ dm t

F REW S-L 1.06 .858
DEM .27 .163
PUN D-0 - 2.90 2.167%
LOV 1.34 .557
NEG 1.83 1.000
REW D-0 1.54 | 1.213

M PRO - .60 445
PUN S-L .4l .358
REJ .91 .550
CAS 1.70 1.115
REW S-I, .56 452
DEM 1.33 . 843
PUN D-0 2.52 2.017%
LOV .56 .295
NEG 1.05 .647
REW D-0 .85 .631

%p .05 = 1.979

#%p .01 = 2.616



Appendix V

PCRQ Father Form(Protecting)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample

Total
TAO .202 -.220 -.110 =244 -.161 -.003 -.096
TAS -.017 .256 -.0u8 .001 .152 -.059 .061
PRN -.0u2 -.001 .152 .uu3 -.077 173 .069
REV -.287 .227 .071 .301 .119 .ouy .097
PRO .193 -.287 -.101 -.216 -.008 -.099 -.086

Act.

Behav. TAO .120 -.235 -.152 -.0ul ~.290% .080 -.085
TAS -.307 274 074 .196 .215 -.006 115
PRN .089 -.010 .06k .065 .060 .019 .027
REV -.321 .296 .072 J1ul .137 -.0u8 .061
PRO .276 -.1u5 -.034 -.358 .011 -.023 -.033

Fant.

Behav. TAO .321 -.105 .ou2 -.2U6 .015 -.021 -.040
TAS .098 .24l -.luh .021 .072 -.010 .057
PRN -.269 -.089 .20u .229 -.066 .108 .011
REV -.305 .032 .0us .138 .066 -.00u .053
PRO -.194 -.179 -.118 .053 -.070 -.092 .070

Thots.
TAO 117 ~.222 -.082 -.214 -.081 -.016 -.063
TAS - 1uy .168 .022 -.103 -.098 -.106 ~-.004
PRN .162 .105 .025 .236 -.0u3 .126 .083
REV -.170 .225 .00 .285 .075 .066 .088
PRO .004 ~-.l6u .087 -.031 .010 -.015 -.0u8

S8



Appendix V (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total

Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Feelings

TAO .206 -.155 - 1uh -.250 -.225 -.0u5 -.144

TAS .073 -.154 -.010 -.162 .205 -.159 -.008

PRN -.225 .005 -.011 JU33%% -.167 .153 .017

REV -.251 .20u .093 .183 131 .039 .082

PRO .220 -.252 -.014 -. 134 .0ub6 -.080 -.027

Variability 101 -.060 -.227 .168 -.208 -.010 -.091
%p < .05
**%p .01
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Appendix VI

PCRQ Father Form (Punishing Symbolic-Love)

Girls Central Univ. Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla. Males Females Sample

Total
TAO .000 .186 -,019 -.063 .034 .oy2 .037
TAS -.031 -.135 121 .005 -.007 -.015 -.011
PRN -.001 -.138 -.063 .091 -.0u48 -.089 -.075
REV .014 -.134 -.110 ~.068 -.055 -.038 -.0u1
PRO -.137 .159 .0u6 074 .032 .0u7 -.0u1

Act.

Behav. TAO .020 .201 .023 -.038 .055 .106 .089
TAS .28u -,2u9 .058 -.013 -.062 .005 .011
PRN -.029 .056 .168 .070 .085 -.035 .003
REV .050 -.193 -.050 -.156 - .04l -.119 -.089
PRO -.220 .012 -.153 .181 -.029 -.003 -.011

Fant.

Behav. TAO .036 .100 .ou7 -.039 -.0u47 .062 -.029
TAS -.316 -.104 .106 -.076 .218 -.192 -.083
PRN .oul1, -.198 -.029 .159 -.089 .001 -.029
REV .139 .019 -.087 -.055 -.033 .022 -.0u7
PRO -.242 .098 .l2u .060 .190 -.021 .078

Thots.
TAO .02u .173 .086 -.095 .079 .090 .085.
TAS 135 -.089 .231 .181 174 .066 .089
PRN .0u6 -.130 -.186 -.085 -.215 -.096 -.128
REV -.2u2 -.119 -.051 .020 .052 -.083 -.0u0
PRO .003 .026 -.051 -.101 -.012 -.102 -.073

L8



Appendix VI (continued)

Girls " Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Feelings
TAO -.128 .138 -.129 -.016 .032 -.080 -.050
TAS .o6u -.134 .3u5 .015 .106 .083 .086
PRN -.064 -.088 -.037 -.093 .098 -.131 -.057
REV .097 -.187 -.157 -.089 -.139 -.015 -.0u7
PRO .053 .267 .126 .108 .001 116 .078
Variability .186 .329 ~-.056 .093 .00k -.028 -.019
* p. £ .05
*% p. & .0L
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Appendix VII

PCRQ Father Form (Rejecting)

Girls'

Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO 074 .3u5 .1y2 .012 JA1h .193 L175%
TAS .071 -.180 -.027 .087 .0ou -.055 -.050
PRN -.132 -.320 -.063 -.101 -.204 -.212 -.208%
REV .059 -.2uU6 -.130 -.238 -.038 -.076 -.070
PRO -.258 .231 .087 224 .100 .065 .082
Act. Behav.
TAO 117 .135 .184 .005 .087 .229% .191%
TAS .333 ~-.361% -.159 -.061 -.167 -.105 -.129
PRN -.039 -.042 .008 .089 -.099 -.127 -.117
REV .031 - . u52% .012 -.351%* -.082 -.228% -.176%
PRO -.407 .383% -.056 .353% .217 .073 124
Fant.
Behav. TAQ -.079 JU91 % .061 -.03u4 .Oul .088 .080
TAS -.050 -.205 .197 .001 .262 -.142 -.038
PRN -.130 -.36u* -.161 -.034 -.282% -.174 -.205%
REV .299 -.006 -.195 -.033 -.016 .o6u .030
PRO -4y -.121 .157 .083 .091 .067 .067
Thots.
TAQO .113 -.305 .190 -.035 .186 .213 .209%
TAS .097 -.095 .019 LUl .ou7 -.011 -.006
PRN -.092 -.351 -.171 -.103 -.316% -.135 -.187
REV -.240 -.158 -.106 -.196 .054 -.162 -.09u
PRO .000 .ouz2 .019 -.039 -.016 -.088 -.052
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Appendix VII (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Feelings
TAQO .169 .182 .003 111 .053 .085 .083
TAS .016 -.119 -.044 .193 -.089 .016 -.018
PRN -.180 -.182 104 -.326% .132 .205 -.087
REV .112 -.172 -.133 -.217 -.034 -.032 -.035
PRO -.147 .223 .166 .205 -.021 127 .075
Variability .266 .209 -.019 .01n -.107 .109 .045
*p & .05
*%p £ .01

06



Appendix VIII

PCRQ Father Form (Casual)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO .106 -.192 .086 -.010 .038 -.003 .005
TAS .057 .010 -.190 .06L -.264U .0u6 -.035
PRN -.006 .198 .055 -.008 .084 .096 .091
REV -.216 .225 -.105 -.068 -.137 -.047 -.074
PRO .224 -.292 J11 .203 .235 -.027 .063
Act. Behav.
TAQ -.000 -.159 112 -.149 .068 -.067 -.027
TAS ~-.320 176 ~-.0u9 .026 -.07u .040 .009
PRN .184 -.034% -.0u2 .053 .131 -.003 .038
REV -.299 .275 -.079 -.132 -.052 -.048 -.0us
PRO .287 -.262 .017 .218 -.0u2 .034 .003
Fant. Behav.
TAO JA12 -.171 .03u -.036 .017 -.004 " -.001
TAS .195 -.17u .009 .182 -.083 .106 .051
PRN -.155 .199 -.063 ~.227 .056 -.065 -.018
REV -.172 170 .012 .008 .092 .051 .oou
PRO .1u7 -.062 -.074 ~-.034 .090 -.029 -.004

T6



Appendix VIII (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO .130 -.170 .ou2 -.036 -.038 -.01u -.02u
TAS -.126 -.065 -.125 -.069 -.214 -.02u -.068
PRN .026 .310 .024 -.009 .081 .092 .090
REV -.125 .026 -.160 -.145 -.155 -.137 -.140
PRO .096 .033 246 .301 .369%% .129 .201%
Feelings
TAO .161 -.127 .129 .185 11 .095 .092
TAS 014 -.U418% -.319% -.0u9 -.239 -.2u3%* -.226%
PRN -.1u6 121 .099 -.060 -.019 .099 .054
REV -.207 .199 -.139 -.085 -.1u9 -.076 -.097
PRO .215 -.392% .199 .015 .220 -.015 074
Variability .231 -.276 .057 .ou8 .026 .054 .043
*p &£ .05

*%p & .01

¢b



PCRQ

Appendix IX

Father Form (Rewarding Symbolic-Love)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAQ -.021 -.129 -.266 .176 -.157 -.08u -.122
TAS -.117 -.006 -.009 -.234 .037 -.109 -.038
PRN .070 .221 .099 140 .00u .23u% .1u8
REV -.065 .123 .211 .0u3 .06u .052 .068
PRO .252 -.102 -.118 -.007 .ou0 -.029 ~-.016
Act. Behav.
TAOQ -.036 .010 -.319% .253 -.245 -.0ul -.121
TAS - -.385 .266 .189 -.203 .153 -.025 .053
PRN J117 .005 Jluhy .091 .126 .186 .l6u
REV -.133 .233 .069 .022 .059 .ou2 .061
PRO .308 -.282 -.031 -.230 .02u -.130 -.08u
Fant. Behav.
TAO .120 -.143 -.199 .161 -.103 -.001 -.051
TAS .005 -.016 -.092 ~.234 .oou -.100 -.047
PRN .0u3 .189 .186 .182 .088 .216 .153
REV -.083 .003 191 -.091 .015 .018 .030
PRO -.123 -.007 -.179 .218 -.054% -.1u46 -.116

€6



Appendix IX (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State’ Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO -.008 -.155 -.219 .089 -.108 -.120 -.126
TAS -.209 -.0u4 -.095 -.250 -.083 -.121 ~-.089
PRN .136 .369 .10u4 .028 .04L .196 .150
REV .025 .018 .231 .194 .095 .085 .097
PRO .129 .096 .003 .0u0 .029 .123 .066
Feelings
TAO -.2u9 -.099 -.108 074 . -.055 -.077 -.087
TAS .055 -.051 .038 -.179 .126 -.060 .008
PRN -.126 .131 -.162 .180 -.214 .066 .oyl
REV .073 .125 .200 .050 .0u3 .053 .055
PRO .326 014 -.056 -.078 .062 .050 .054
Variability -.261 -.100 - 410%% 175 -.226  -.131 -.166
*p £ .05

#%p & .01

ul



PCRQ Father Form (Demanding)

Appendix X

Girls

Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO . 284 .ou3 .028 .05u .268 .039 .105
TAS -.239 -.056 -.035 -.163 -.160 -. 114 -.123
PRN ~-.268 ~-.333 .001 .021 -.191 -.089 -.123
REV -.1u8 -.007 -.156 -.010 -.207 -.009 -.073
PRO .106 .225 .085 .065 .138 .09y .109
Act. Behav.
TAO .201 .055 .ouy .199 .233 .088 131
TAS -.062 -.187 -.035 -.301 -.112 -.16u -.147
PRN -.192 -.1ue 142 .127 -.161 .054 -.006
REV -.2u7 -.1u7 ~.083 -.0u0 =174 -.079 -.113
PRO .227 .307 -.038 .035 .155 .089 111
Fant. Behav.
TAO . .38 -.080 .088 .054 .187 .091 121
TAS -.106 .008 -.004% -.28u .083 -.199 -.121
PRN -.291 ~-.262 J1u40 .102 -.074 ~.005 -.028
REV -.010 .173 -.301% .021 -.255 -.003 -.085
PRO -.273 .088 .156 .278 .079 -.026 -.008

S6



Appendix X (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO .253 .106 .109 .031 .325% .061 .136
TAS -.119 .010 .02u .0u0 -.031 -.016 -.022
PRN -.121 -.488% -.160 -.053 -.333%  -.097 -.172
REV -.112 .079 -.001 .1u46 -.023 .089 .050
PRO -.039 .060 -.0u49 -.265 -.106 -.113 -.108
Feelings
TAO .193 .068 -.0u43 -.097 113 -.052 -.001
TAS -.118 -.233 JAul .178 -.115 .09y .0uo
PRN -.284 -.152 -.063 -.108 .003 -.185 -.120
REV -.110 -.062 -.122 -.064 -.155 -.029 -.066
PRO .258 .078 .151 .122 .156 .128 .136
Variability -.213 .129 -.033 .025 .031 -.085 -.0u9

*p < .05
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PCRQ

Appendix XI

Father Form (Punishing Direct-0Object)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO .026 -.105 131 L1540 .015 .067 .09y
TAS - .036 .255 .028 -.271 .000 -.025 -.076
PRN -.071 -.262 -.176 .321 -.077 -.112 -.097
REV .oyt 177 -.226 -.175 -.077 .00y -.051
PRO -.179 -.116 127 .037 .078 -.071 -.008
Act. Behav.
TAO .077 -.225 .026 .350% -.066 .155 122
TAS . .161 .161 .06L -.270 .055 .021 -.023
PRN -.029 .151 .085 -.022 .029 -.062 -.030
REV .089 -.031 -.095 -.106 -.047 -.009 -.05u
PRO -.251 .176 -.052 -.035 .099 -.107 -.010
Fant. Behav.
TAO .066 .136 112 .063 .013 .081 .095
TAS -.290 .353 .03u -.336 .161 -.180 -.126
PRN -.086 - . U9Q%%* .150 .280 .02u ~-.054 -.003
REV .097 .206 -.285% .022 -.121 074 -.024
PRO .156 ~.350 -.006 .070 -.017 -.036

-.029

L6



Appendix XI (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAOQ .012 ~-.124 .227 74 .109 .097 .128
TAS 191 .1u3 .069 -.078 .069 .ou2 .004
PRN .056 -.067 -.347% .0u6 -.169 -.131 -.167
REV -.117 JU52% -.135 -.113 .008 .022 -.006
PRO -.097 -.392% .060 -.143 -.0u46 -.208 -.098
Feelings
TAO -.0uy -.149 .073 -.0904 -.030 -.117 -.041
TAS .248 .305 .300% -.086 134 .206 134
PRN -.063 -.293 -.262 .264 -.106 -.101 -.099
REV .095 .ou7 -.219 -.183 -.052 -.032 -.051
PRO -.162 JAul .235 .158 .102 .075 .083
Variability -.157 .218 -.06u -.169 -.081 -.106 -.087
* p < .05
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Appendix XII

PCRQ Father Form (Loving)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total : :
TAO 242 -.309 -.328% .051 -.194 -.087 -.126
TAS -.033 ..327 -.005 -.208 .083 -.020 -.022
PRN -.143 178 .063 .28u -.034 71 .102
REV -.326 .203 .398% .138 .190 .060 .107
PRO .348 -.311 -.138 -.065 -.019 -.041 -.041
ACT. Behav. _
TAO .192 -.1u8 -.301%* .151 © -.279% -.028 -.109
TAS -.426 .530%% 146 -.148 .202 .017 .089
PRN -.0u2 -.013 .027 .119 .0us .133 .106
REV -.u413 .365% 176 .165 .1y2 .066 .099
PRO W77% -. 344 -.003 -.324 -.007 ~-.088 -.068
Fant. Behav. :
TAO .390 -.329 -.225 .099 -.079 .002 -.032
TAS .023 .2u7 -.127 -.054 -.017 .0u6 .03%
PRN -.322 .096 . 104 125 .001 .059 .031
REV -.358 .062 .396%% -.080 .158 -.018 .0u7°
PRO -.153 -.037 ~-.095 .027 -.113 -.155 -.140
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Appendix

XII (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots. :
TAO .170 -.311 -.350%% .0u5 -.179 -.1u2 -.158
TAS -.198 .226 -.040 -.321 -.050 -.077 -.057
PRN .040 .382% 172 .182 .095 .207 .175%
REV -.117 .126 .351% .1u5 117 .110 116
PRO .066 -.176 .018 .112 .055 .069 .0u9
Feelings
TAQ .116 -.199 -.167 -.121 -.099 -.097 -.106
TAS .190 .053 .018 -.279 - .126 -.038 .012
PRN -.208 .110 -.108 .325% -.229 117 -.002
REV -.306 .138 NS .167 194 .061 .102
PRO .315 -.212 -.264 --.060 -.026 -.073 -.057
.Variability -.087 -.284 -.301% .0ul -.190 -.109 -.135
*p &£ .05

#%p & .01

00T



Appendix XIII

PCRQ Father Form (Neglecting)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAQ .015 .262 .285% .027 .162 .167 .180%
TAS .010 -.123 -.126 .ouy -.086 -.050 -.084
PRN -.132 -.287 .007 -.063 .010 -.19u -.116
REV .152 -.170 -.321% -.213 -.180 -.082 -.130
PRO -.239 .153 .1u0 .156 .090 .029 .065
ACT. Behav.
TAO .098 .087 .310%* .005 .16y .190 .193%*
TAS .287 - uoux ~-.216 -.079 -.2u1 -.083 -.154
PRN -.0u9 .012 .007 .012 .087 -.1u6 -.067
REV 116 -.276 -.172 -.309 -.105 -.188 -.165
PRO -.409 .285 -.013 .362% .0u3 .o64 .068
Fant. Behav. ‘
TAO -.131 334 146 -.032 .075 .051 .075
TAS -.112 -.111 .080 -.063 .057 -.090 -.063
PRN .021 -.364* -.133 -.062 -.119 -.177 -. 140
REV .250 .033 -.280% .096 -.152 .096 -.012
PRO .217 .0u0 .126 .004 .204 ~.058 -.008

10T



Appendix XITIcontinued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total . Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample:
Thots.
TAO .065 .245 .303=% .027 .153 .192 .190%*
TAS .095 -.076 -.095 134 -.024 -.005 -.030
PRN -.076 -.312 -.075 -.052 ~.121 -.102 -.121
REV -.134 -.091 -.319% -.262 -.111 -.217% -.186%
PRO. -.036 -.064 .ouy .100 .055 -.050 .012
Feelings
TAO .0u5 .175 .181 J1u7 .155 .109 L1ul
TAS .007 -.152 -.254 .169 -.177 -.053 -.103
PRN -.341 -.1l6u4 .213 -.140 .209 -.149 -.008
REV .246 -.239 -.300% -.208 -.20u -.0u7 -.104
PRO -.108 .062 .186 .012 .001 .063 .039
Variability .211 .187 .143 -.015 .100 112 112

*p &£ .05

0T



Appendix XIV

PCRQ Father Form (Rewarding Direct-Object)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO .024 - . UB5#% -.256 -.126 -.334y* =114 -.201%
TAS .025 JU21% .096 ~-.169 .152 .009 .080
PRN - .299 .211 .189 .355% 101 .232% .183%
REV .1ed Jue1% .160 .159 .256 .085 .157
PRO .053 -.570%% -.252 .013 -.162 -.167 -.179%
Act. Behav.
TAO .031L -.538%% -.323% .062 -.U31*%% - 075 -.205%
TAS -.292 JUB3%% - .251 -.136 .256 .026 Jiuy
PRN 427 .200 .257 .186 .328% .201 L230w%
REV -.254 .334 .169 .053 172 -.005 .081
PRO .033 ~.295 -.2U3 -.119 -.127 -.089 -.116
Fant. Behav.
TAO .1u7 -.267 -.158 -.156 ~-.191 -.079 -.135
TAS .1ub6 .200 .052 -.198 .233 -.063 .051
PRN -.221 .023 .203 .2ul -.075 .136 .0u0
REV ~-.072 .306 .166 .208 .254 .137 .1u3e
PRO - -.135 -.138

.1u5 - U12% -.316% .053 -.219

0T



Appendix XIV (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots. :
TAO -.016 - U71%% -.213 -.077 -.278%  -.084 -.158
TAS -.227 .296 .0u0 .101 .008 .032 .0u8
PRN .493* .391% .029 Jluh .125 177 172
REV -.146 CHu9* .262 .00l .291% .05 L1hy
PRO -.123 -.310 -.014 .109 -.035 .14y -.129
Feelings
TAO -.037 -.333 -.133 -.219 -.210 -.156 -.192%
TAS .098 .052 .209 ~.2u3 .205 .006 .079
PRN .092 .076 .002 .126 -.0u3 .065 .024
REV .131 .358 -.019 .119 .113 .055 .080
PRO .017 - U50%* . -.052 .275 .0u3 -.016 -.026
Variability -.106 -.338 -.244 -.106 -.396%% - 137 -.225%
*p &£ .05

hoT



Appendix XV

PCRQ Mother Form (Protecting)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO .093 .059 -.112 -.372% -.216 .036 -.097
TAS .095 .185 .1u0 .102 .081 .166 J47
PRN -.024 -.203 .201 .218 .226 .002 .081
REV .219 -.132 .013 171 .092 -.117 -.040
PRO .091 .08u -.139 -.096 -.100 -.009 -.0u6
Act. Behav.
TAO .169 024 -.039 -.395% -.226 -.005 -.081
TAS .028 -.220 .131 .293 .119 .087 104
PRN -.036 -.047 .190 .282 .3u40% .027 .119
REV -.2u8 ~-.184 .127 .082 .167 -.1u6 -.018
PRO -.003 .215 -.398%% -.253 -.307% -.083 -.164
Fant. Behav.
TAO .02u .231 -.058 -.254 -.113 -.005 -.0u48
TAS .138 -.060 .100 .155 .078 117 111
PRN -.173 -.225 .256 .157 .092 .038 .054
REV -.156 -.002 -.015 .ou6 .052 -.074 -.023
PRO -.212 -.107 - -.157 -.112

.0u6 -.070 Louy

SOT



Appendix XV (continued)

Girls ’ Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots. :
TAO .010 -.009 -.136 -.315 -.230 -.064 -.119
TAS -.085 .237 .0%96 .015 -.010 .099 .077
PRN 14 -.123 .027 .222 L1u7 071 .102
REV -.210 -.005 .102 154 .193 -.090 .01y
PRO .086 -.126 .052 -.0u46 .010 -.01lu -.016
Feelings
TAO .226 -.021 -.100 -.210 -.134 -.029 -.069
TAS -.012 .101 .155 -.036 .077 .06k .074
PRN -.008 -.178 .0u6 -.079 .094 -.102 .031
REV -.1u6 -.222 -.127 .068 -.0%4 -.128 114
PRO - .098 .160 .058 .20 .078 -175 .139
Variability - .207 .035 .093 .043 -.060 .151 .081
*p < .05

**p <l .01

90T



PCRQ

Appendix XVI

Mother Form (Punishing Symbolic-Love)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO -.098 .252 JU32%% -.023 .286% L10u .139
TAS .322 -.155 .079 -.025 .072 .035 .051
PRN -.205 -.347 -.518%% .266 -.360%% - 132 -.198%
REV .ous8 -.132 -.326% -.096 -.223 -.12u -.1uu
PRO .093 .342 .299% .053 .266 .150 .175%
Act. Behav.
TAO .003 .106 .286% .169 .128 .175 .153
TAS .307 -.234 -.035 -.068 -.122 -.008 -.028
PRN ~-.229 -.139 -.151 .097 -.050 -.085 -.077
REV .030 -.215 -.160 -.231 -.117 -.195 -.156
PRO -.028 .3ul .029 .038 .162 .037 .068
Fant. Behav.
TAO ~-.190 .393 .387%% -.308 .309% .ou7 112
TAS -.097 -.156 .054 -.163 .093 -.142 -.073
PRN -.045 -.409% -.320% -.043 -.242 -.178 -.196%
REV .200 -.059 -.2u0 .269 -.1u3 .109 .0u0
PRO ~-.225 .096 -.085 .070 -.0u7 -.072 -.065

L0T



Appendix XVI (continued)

*%p £ .01

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
-Thots.
TAO .107 .219 JU21%% -.018 .283% .097 .137
TAS .354 -.007 137 .095 J12u4 . .138 .138
PRN -.316 -.213 - 473%*% 111 -.3u6% -.138 -.190%
REV -.188 ~-.180 -.378%% -.154 -.221 .2U9% -.232%%
PRO L452% .010 .189 .032 .202 .120 .129
Feelings
TAO -.206 .080 243 -.160 .196 -.043 .011
TAS .165 -.160 .106 .077 .106 .054 .070
PRN -. 044 -.217 - 423%*% LU -.333% -.077 -.155
REV .118 -.017 -.305%* -.033 -.222 -.0u5 -.088
PRO -.160 .359 .518%* .033 .326% .165 .212%
Variability 177 LU17% 117 -.139 .079 .ouL .052
*p & .05

80T



Appendix XVII

PCRQ Mother Form(Rejecting)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO .017 177 JU33%% -.0u0 .181 .1u8 .163
TAS .183 .054 -.289% ~-.096 .003 -.121 -.102
PRN -.065 -.333 -.353% - .275 -.243 -.148 -.173
REV .180 -.096 -.288% -.017 -.182 .0us -.025
PRO -.2u3 -.093 .379%% .066 .207 .067 113
Act. Behav.
TAO ~-.057 -.014 .312% .155 .016 .196 .154
TAS -.180 -.335 -.2U1 -.132 -.154 -.235% -.218%
PRN .165 .002 -.150 .138 .003 -.0u0 -.027
REV .001 -.195 -.216 -.156 -.125 -.168 -.155
PRO -.010 .276 .202 .026 .25uU 127 .167
Fant. Behav.
TAO 112 224 .275% -.116 .160 .0u6 .085
TAS .276 .030 -.088 -.098 .14l -.074 -.032
PRN -.264 -.378% -.181 211y -.233 -.171 -.179
REV .359 .0ou -.283% .031 -.098 .103 .03y
PRO -.113 .062 .023 .258 ~.006 .093 074

60T



Appendix XVII(continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAQO .059 .211 .366%% -.071 .208 .161 .178%
TAS .075 .100 -.198 -.055 .035 -.101 -.081
PRN -.063 -.322 ~-.376%% .070 -.3U7%* -.117 -.187%
REV .060 -.0u3 -.298% .0ou -.083 .002 -.029
PRO -.117 -.201 .353%% .088 .159 -.011 .0u9
Feelings
TAO -.123 .116 L3711 %% -.067 .209 -.002 - .062
TAS .198 -.006 -.278% .050 .064 -.038 -.028
PRN -.2u8 -.257 ~.192 .300 -.069 -.083 -.077
REV .145 -.092 -.185 -.052 -.258 .085 -.006
PRO 104 .002 .315% -. 134 124 -.035 .01y
Variability -.053 .078 .058 .123 .006 .016 -.015
*p £ .05

*% p g .01

01T



Appendix XVIIT

PCRQ Mother Form (Casual)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO .181 -.127 -.198 -.093 - 14k -.002 -.062
TAS .016 .06u .123 -.095 -. 104 .035 .032
PRN -.006 .196 175 .061 .162 .085 .107
REV -.107 .062 .059 .150 .0u5 .o6u .032
PRO -.1u2 -.228 -.078 Jluy .058 .087 .056
Act. Behav.
TAO .182 -.154 -.1u9 -.051 -.096 .005 -.0u2
TAS -.188 -.222 .092 -.180 -.085 -.123 -.080
PRN .087 .103 .152 .050 .218 .055 .09y
REV -.181 .1u9 177 .051 .097 .016 .059
PRO -.072 -.134 -.260 .128 -.103 -.077 -.097
Fant. Behav.
TAO .2ul .039 -.123 -.086 ~.152 .092 .000
TAS .189 -.139 .203 -.041 .007 .060 .068
PRN -.437% .065 .001L -.098 .069 -.152 -.083
REV .066 .082 .028 .126 -.024 .084 .067
PRO -.315 -.199 .054 104 246 -.215 -.129

1Tt



Appendix XVIII (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAQ 145 -.212 -.204 -.139 -.114 -.074 -.099
TAS -.239 .059 .1u2 -.106 -.131 -.017 -.020
PRN 194 .234 .0ul .065 .035 .130 JA1u
REV ~-.164 134 .083 143 .161 -.034 .038
PRO -.126 -.051 121 .067 .068 .0u3 .022
Feelings
TAO .083 -.060 -.165 -.008 -.107 .001 -.053
TAS .097 -.012 .037 -.06u .023 -.019 014
PRN .010 .216 131 -.029 .1u49 .050 .080
REV -.100 -.116 -.070 -.018 -.076 -.090 -.078
PRO .036 -.181 .073 .109 .022 .065 .050
Variability .036 -.147 -.051 .037 -.128 . .032 -.019

#p & .05

¢TT



Appendix XIX

PCRQ Mother Form (Rewarding Symbolic-Love)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO -.135 -.036 -, 010%** 134 -.303% -.152 -.172
TAS .019 J12u .101 .066 .130 .125 .107
PRN .157 .009 .356%% -.188 .305% .122 171
REV -.01u -.1u1 .293% ~-.205 .087 -.037 -.010
PRO .023 .184u -.208 L10u .004 ~-.0u6 -.025
Act. Behav.
TAO -.112 .1u6 -.223 .008 -.216 -.116 -.129
TAS .074 .321 -.037 .056 -.039 .161 .09L
PRN 110 -.03u .238 ~.091 .190 131 .1u6
REV .024 -.278 .2u7 -.011 136 .023 .0ug
PRO -.054 -.0u1 -.172 .020 -.001 -.16u -.109
Fant. Behav. .
TAO -.1u41 -.029 -.3uUl* .119 -.220 -.107 -.125
TAS .083 .007 .057 -.009 .136 .o6u .068
PRN .ous -.024 177 .0ous 181 .0u5 .089
REV -.001 -, 0uy .322 -.087 .132 .036 .053
PRO ~.282 -.023 -.138 -.124 -.1u41 -.25u%* -.237%%

ETT



Appendix XIX (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO -.1uy -.086 ~.395%%* Jul -.264 -.174 -.185%
TAS -.066 .205 074 122 124 .133 .119
PRN .169 .077 .368%% -.119 .339% .138 .182%
REV -.021 -.220 .205 -.162 -.021 -.061 ~-.053
PRO 2113 .279 -.073 -.018 .017 .057 .054
Feelings
TAO -.091 -.112 - 425%% .139 -.307% .08y -.124
TAS -.077 .106 .100 -.062 -.012 .072 .ouy
PRN .268 .024 .153 -.219 .175 .021 .065
REV -.011 .031 .200 -.230 .034 -.0u48 -.031
PRO .018 .278 -.081 .358% .097 .133 .119
Variability -.142 011 -.403%* -.203 -.266 -.165 -.187%
*p L .05

*%p & .01

HTT



Appendix XX

PCRQ Mother Form (Demanding)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO 112 .391% LU08%% .205 LL32%% .165 .253%#*
TAS 197 -.199 -.256 -.049 -.059 -.078 -.092
PRN -.336 - 415% -.352% .051 -.362%% - 175 -.236%%
REV -.117 -.298 -.234 -.298 -.U08%% - _099 -.206%
PRO .098 JUl12% .300%% .103 .392%% .128 .223%
Act. Behav.
TAO .160 .193 .259 .077 147 .128 . 145
TAS .U485% - Ug7%% -.32y% -.0us -.184 -.076 -.124
PRN -.318 .076 -.211 224 -.109 .001 -.028
REV -.185 -.319 -.171 -.199 -.2U3 -.149 -.190%*
PRO -.061 LU23% .387%% .000 .359%% .078 L179%
Fant. Behav.
TAO .008 .255 .391 %% .209 N .079 .205%*
TAS .025 .250 -.200 -.0u7 2113 -.067 -.034
PRN -.140 -.517%% -.155 .155 -.227 -.070 -.117
REV 034 -.299 -.316% -.3uy% - u2u%%x - 102 -.216%
PRO -.310 LU26% .067 Jluy .091 -.070 -0yl

STT



Appendix XX (continued)
Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO .096 LU8u% .272 211 J430%% .139 .231%%
TAS .22u -.225 -.086 -.00u -.076 .023 -.018
PRN -.386 -.600%% -.320% -. 140 - 4i]we . 2]18% -.296%%
REV -.2u7 -.119 -.282% -.189 -.278% -.151 -.200%
PRO .365 -.051 .319% .077 . 250 LUl .188%
Feelings
TAO .209 .307 .318% .136 .362%% Lyt J211%*
TAS -.035 -.124 ~-.204 .ous -.054 -.023 -.0u7
PRN -.127 =194 -.317% .out -.219 ~-.135 -.162
REV -.039 -.183 -.0u8 -.220 -.338% .008 -.097
PRO .062 .162 .267 .079 .310% .053 LU
Variability .283 .152 .154 .073 .056 .160 .132
*p £ .05

*%p & .01

91T



PCRQ Mother Form (Punishing Direct-Object)

Appendix

XXI

Girls

Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAO . .051 .101 .303% .139 .251 .0u7 Jdul
TAS 211 -,186 -.013 -.161 -.081 .003 -.072
PRN -.075 -.112 -.200 .289 -.082 -.03u -.0u8
REV .072 .065 -.361%* -.316 -.337% ~.057 -.166
PRO -.161 .115 .128 127 .199 -.0u0 .061
Act. Behav.
TAO .065 ~.086 .153 .207 .101 .077 J11u
TAS JUy3E -.016 .003 -.217 -.110 .089 -.018
PRN -.081 L2ul .078 .227 .106 .083 .093
REV .005 -.179 -.277% -.298 ~.250 -.1u1 -.202%
PRO -.336 .231 .019 .ous .153 -.117 -.005
Fant. Behav.
TAO -.093 .190 .289% .078 .227 .035 124
TAS -.129 .001 -.006 -.108 .067 -.072 -.075
PRN -.031 -.287 .062 .265 .038 .001 .033
REV .346 .102 -.331% -.225 -.278% .053 -.080
PRO -.227 -.100 -.195 .085 -.118 -.110 -.116

LTT



Appendix XXI (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO -.039 L1440 .318% .123 .2U3 .080 .1u49
TAS .296 -.041 .051 -.085 .023 .069 .017
PRN -.102 -.120 -.330% -.019 -.204 -.128 -.173
REV -.303 .090 ~.333% -.222 -.282% -.163 -.217%
PRO .234 -.090 .123 146 .182 .056 .136
Feelings
TAO -.1u8 .04l .240 .038 .250 -.05u4 .072
TAS .082 -.023 .116 -.076 -.009 .073 .010
PRN -.071 ~-.112 -.279% .270 ~-.138 -.038 -.068
REV .180 12 -.271 -.185 -.260 .030 -.062
PRO -.095 .187 .296% .013 .214 .00 .096
Variability $.162 .115 -.013 .011 -.132 .124 .058
*p < .05

#p £ .01

8T1L



Appendix XXII

PCRQ Mother Form (Loving)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total :
TAO .020 -.194 -.550%% -.003 -.298% - ,238% -.236%*%
TAS -.126 .3U6 .085 -.133 -.060 .184 .118
PRN .076 .072 L459%% -.192 .323% .163 .201%
REV -.167 .1u40 .370%% -.0u6 .187 .0u3 .073
PRO .136 ~-.378% -.290%* .ouu -.079 -.157 -.127
Act. Behav.
TAO .052 -.068 -.313% -.095 ~-.185 -. 20 ~.188%
TAS .007 .580%% .ou7 .087 -.092 .26u* L1601
PRN -.0ul -.112 .287% -.074 .298%* .081 .130
REV -.062 .211 .276% .0uo0 < LU .165 145
PRO .06l -.285 -.228 .019 -.125 -.165 S =.1u5
Fant. Behav.
- TAO .ou7 -.260 -.403%*=* .139 -.235 -.096 -.121
TAS -.066 .158 .016 .067 -.0u9 .110 .066
PRN ..051 .012 .247 -.099 .078 .103 .094
REV ~-.356 .193 L372%% -.103 .232 -.021 .039
PRO -.222 -.184 .010 -.1U9 .066 -.252% -.208%*

OLT



Appendix XXII (continued)
Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO -.050 -.182 - U81**® ~-.004 -.328% -.234% - 2L G%*
TAS -.159 .254 .050 .165 .019 .152 117
PRN .155 .273 L52u%% - 141 .392%% .192 .232%
REV .011 .019 .362%% -.007 .087 .096 .086
PRO .025 -.305 ~-.269% -.024 -.040 -.120 -.086
Feelings
TAO .059 -.110 -.433* -.058 -.205 -.1uy -. 145
TAS -.081 162 .1u7 -.010 -.0u7 JA11 .073
PRN -.213 .092 .227 -.243 .170 .055 .08
REV ~-.134 .010 .240 .035 .122 .005 .029
PRO 101 -.209 -.257 .210 -.091 -.025 -.012
Variability -.137 -.333 -.245 -.264 -.180  -.181 -.177*
*p £ .05

*%*p ¢ .01

02t



Appendix XXIII

PCRQ Mother Form (Neglecting)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
TAQ .286 121 .2U6 -.199 .107 .189 147
TAS .092 -.120 -.052 ~-.050 -.063 -.100 -.070
PRN -.3u8 ~-.183 -.158 .315 -.089 ~-.210 -.169
REV -.151 -.102 -.290% .129 -.126 -.063 -.073
PRO .027 .219 .208 -.020 .098 .169 .136
ACT. Behav.
TAO .2U3 -.060 11y .083 .ou7 - .185 131
TAS 111 ~.391% -.108 ~-.106 -.155 -.19y4 -.160
PRN -.205 .063 071 .136 .082 -.082 -.038
REV -.2U6 ~.193 -.164 -.133 -.131 -.230% -.180*
PRO .015 .318 .067 .0u6 .1u5 .191 .165
Fant. Behav.
TAO .318 .297 .261 -.311 .092 .158 .24
TAS -.077 -.085 .073 -.075 .075 -.110 -.00y
PRN -.299 -.337 -.152 .136 -.1u7 -.213 -.190%
REV 146 -.009 -.280% .210 -.058 .034 .013
PRO -.069 .072 -.132 .207 -.033 .061 L0u6

TeT



Appendix XXIII (continued)
Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO .334 .107 .173 -.213 .109 .184u .152
TAS .033 .010 .107 -.025 .015 -.0ouy -.014
PRN -.358 -.198 -.329% 074 -.237 -.271% -.255%%
REV -.317 -.069 ~-.273% .151 -.051 -.090 -.070
PRO .216 .038 .306% .057 .151 .160 .138
Feelings
TAO .097 .022 .188 -.147 .107 .021 .031
TAS .226 -.192 -.162 112 -.055 -.0u8 -.036
PRN -.291 -.031 -.026 .299 .09y -.067 -.012
REV -.161 -.077 -.251 .077 -.136 -.026 -.054
PRO L4l .081 .79% -.283 -.002 .076 .ou9
Variability 179 .285 .159 .072 .072 .132 J11
*p .05

**P

.01

2ct



Appendix XXIV

PCRQ Mother Form (Rewarding Direct-Object)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Total
' TAO .0u5 - 475%% -.268 -.117 ~.320% -.111 -.177+%
TAS -.039 .202 .208 -.009 .002 Jlou .091
PRN .092 LH29% .192 T .26 .109 .152
REV -.173 .386% .0u5 .001 .208 -.032 .0u9
PRO .085 - unl® -.1u2 -.018 -.089 -.069 -.082 .
Act. Behav.
TAO .118 -.536%%* -.303% -.066 -.355%% - 081 -.166
TAS .020 .278 .228 .0u5 .083 .1u6 .138
PRN -.0u9 .355 .278% .175 .272 .120 .159
REV -.169 .211 .150 .029 .271 -.070 .058
PRO .035 -.191 -.234 -.185 -.1u8 -.097 -.119
Fant. Behav. .
TAO .060 -.167 -.107 -.112 -.260 -.008 -.093
TAS ~-.013 -.051 .106 -.003 .140 -.022 034
PRN -.119 .175 .18u* .303 2153 .181 .159
REV -.171 L34 .0ub .011 .180 .003 .067
PRO -.296 -.55] %% ~.185 -.138 -.128 ~.226% -.200%

€et



Appendix XXIV (continued)

Girls Central Univ Total Total Total
Town Langston State Okla Males Females Sample
Thots.
TAO -.015 ~ . U81&* -.167 -.101 -.231 -.092 -.137
TAS -.222 .263 .180 .1u2 -.024 - .112 .090
PRN .260 .5U5%® .000 .079 .204 .052 .106
REV -.116 .323 .075 -.053 .64 -.028 .00
PRO .ou2 -.096 .009 -.052 .034 -.039 .030
Feelings
TAO .016 ~.100* -.225 -.098 -.220 -.1h3 -.172
TAS -.038 .out .319% -.171 .005 .086 .079
PRN .288 .292 -.003 -.030 .097 L0ul .059
REV -.129 .314 -.081 -.015 .085 -.034 .003
PRO .062 -.272 .0u3 .356% .0u8 112 .090
Variability -.056 -. 24l -.36u%® -.253 -.580%% -~ 127 -.261%%
*p .05

*%p 01

hel



