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and introj ections. The model ?’describes dyadic soeial interactions
~ ‘,{ IS )
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The present purpose is to provide a succinct methodology-—*sfor

meas;uring fand cammunicating some basic we'll-—knom clinical principles

v P A

of peraonality development anda sychotherapy. Broadly speaking L
these principles are: (l) Perception of early childhood experiences, _
: - _ especially those in the family, affects feelings about the self

and relations with significant others in- adulthood. ). Stable '

~ - .

' relations with important others in adulthood show reciprocity or

9 . complementarity Sadists fm@msochists, exploiters £ind martyrs,

. |

vhen reciprocity is not maintained, couples divorce and/ or. seek°

Y

therapy. (3) Important primitive issues in personality develop-,

P i N .
. 1 - ! » .

‘ment and adu:a:t relationships are murderous attack tender sexuality, :

L) X

ot . power Aand separate terr‘itory. Many clinical ipterpersonal issues ,
’ 2 i - L . 13
AL . s 7
g can “be interpreted in: terms: of interplay among these'basic elements,. v,
I .

- !‘

% 5’*' ; (4) As ‘an individual understands the relevance of h:ts/her family

_*' ‘ experiencesk to his/her adult relationships, and principles of %m—
A - - plegentarity hefshe takes effective steps toward more sat‘.i&factory

adjustment. (5) An’ explicit understanding of principles (l) througbv

.
. - U

‘f."‘ N '\ %) éan assist -in therapeutic goal-settipg, in guiding therapeutic i

inte\.rventions, and i_n facilitating paftient—directed personal growth.

- L. - ) o

SN T _‘z» T e .TheHodel Do B

3 StructuraJ: *Analys:.s of’ Social Behavior (SASB) is suznmarized by

: -
b the model shown in Figure 1 (Benjamzn, 1979) Organization of the SR
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‘~modél and its‘relation to preyioqg‘work is described in detail else-~

‘ o Insert Figure l about here ‘ -

o  where (Benjamin, 1974, 1977 1979) and a very brief description as pre- _

sented in, McLemore and Benjamin (in press) is reproduced here._

. - ., - 9 N )
’ . e v ¥

"The horizontal axis in all ‘three diamonds is affiliatiOn (1ove-hate)
- ~ The vertical axis is interdependence with maximum interdependence
at the bottom of each diamond and maximum independence at the top. ,
Because of its detailed st“ucture, the SASB model has desirable

1
versatility on the molar -molecular dimension, in t#at all. 72 inter-

-

pé%sonal chant points on the,first two surfaces ¢an be uSed ‘or they

" :g“? ) can be collapsed into two sets of four complementary quadrants-

il ,.§see-Iable 1). Note that the top half of each of the ‘top two o e

~ LoD . ¢ -

. ‘,'- - - - . »

' Inserﬁfiable'l about here - o e - ;

- ’ ’ ’ WO L. ’ : .
- . . s L . . 5 .
N - N . L. e

’ C € . 3 ot A\

- . T surfaces represent behaviors'not saturated with control either in

- u..
b

e the sense: of dominance (controlling the other) or submission

e '_,’; controlled by the other) o o - -

(RS

"' .There are four major advantages)related to the fact that the

model was, constructed using mathematical logic as well as a large .

number of empirical analyses.. (1) Opposite behaviors are. defined .

g - X - SR
-ﬁ.. t 180 angles, e.g., the opposite of 114 (show empathic understandirg) ufﬂ -
- - 3 ¥ . b e . Y ” L = A
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(2) Complementary behaviors;- those

“1is 134 (delude, dimert, mislead)

which tend to_draw each other, are. defined and can be used to show

. ™~ .
~

what inteépersonal behavior can be expected to accompany what other
interpersonal behavzor, e.8e 214 (clearly express oneself) is the
complement of ll4 (show empathic understanding), aud 234 guncompre-

hending agreqnent, a kind of hostile suhmission) is the complement

§
of being effectively'misled by 134 (delude, divert, misl,ad)‘
(3) Antitheses can be specified i.e., the model prescribes what
behavior to enact in order to driw out the opposite of what is at
hand, speclfically the opposite of its complement.. For example, X

\ B
someone ig diverting and misleading ‘the therapist (a form of hostile
al behavior would be 214, such as tge stateme&f,

power) the ant hetic
, igh :
"I'd like to. believe what you're saying but I'm hav1ng a,little trouble
In ah affiliﬁtive relationship, this kind of .

(friendly autonomy)
"I" statemént seems to draw the deceiver toward” deve10p1ng more
If the nodal point in the relatiomship \\
. - ~

J .8

Benevolent person s gesture to put theg,

' understanding of the speaker.
. . '}\’ u
is hostile, however, there would be increasing attempts at deception
and hostile'control.‘
(4) Finally,

In terns of the model, ‘augmented deceit is the

deceiver‘s.antithesis to
o
relationship on more respectful and friendly grounds.

the Bengamin.nwdel eXplicitiy translates the psychoanalytic idea of s

¢

-

< Y .
in which interpersonal experiences affect one 's treatment of oneself
T N
N

- .
Lt . - '
. . o
- ' . L
- E \‘:

intrdjection into geometric terms and in so doing, specifies ways’

e,
£

A
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The third (bottom) diamond of Figure 3 thus indicates what happens -,

if the behaviors charted on the top diamond are turned inward. If ' -_l\

1

a: child has anarent who ‘routinely uses hostile ‘Power, like* blaming

.':'n 4135) for example, and the child turns the hositle power on hin/
: herself,'he/she becomes gnilty'(chart point 355). '& constructive -
?-;“ encounter with a benevoleént therapist who shows empathic understanding 3

S (11&) may reverse‘this trend toward self blame and in time, result

»

"

’

in the introjection of the therapist s good will (314 .an integrated

»
~ . . ~

801id core).." . )

- . : .
- N _—l i * ' %
. . . : . S
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The Questionnaires ' . . .', 5

-

YA \-
™
) esenﬁed'along with the simple version of the

. ) v . . K 3] ..’ -
- w\ The questionnaife items describing each of the chart points on [ S
. T the full model are

\ {: model én Table 1. Fot diffefent relationships and contexts,'the _,' t///-w.

) _ squect rates the applicability of each itgm in Table 1 on a scale . s/

a

from 0 to lOO. Anchor points are:" 0 = Never, not at all 50 = Scmé— '

\ ‘ ! . s/ 95; ,/-.

times, moderately, 100 = Always, perfectly. These anchor poi..:s ask

- o the subJect tq consider jointly both frequency'and aptness of the . -
] J \ . ]
item. Nuﬁbers are entered at 10—point intervals and subjects rarely ‘ S

] R

- \, L ‘ use.m.ore than the 10 points suggested. The feasons for using a .
i,* J: - sca Le of this form were presented in Benjamin, 1974, P- 399. Items . “.s
. 'ﬂ‘ fr appéﬁr in a randomly determined ;;der. Scme of the Various forms- of ‘ l ii
o - the questionnaire are,presented in Appendix I . S %LE° . ’ - ,;‘

- o . Series K7described the” interpersonal behavior of a significant

S | -

’
- . LS

¢e

P
.
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b * 6, .
other in terms of the first tuo'surfaces-(focus on.-other and focus

t
f LA

on self). An example of focus on other is ‘iﬁr nanages, con-

“ftrolé;“oversees every aspect of ‘my’ existence'i“Here?‘the‘Pérsong;~"
being rated is focusing on another person, namely the rater.‘ There"

;s a. transitive ‘verb with the rater as direct object. “My
o yields, submits, gives in to me“ describes the person being rated
< -~
' as focusing on;him/herself;-there is an fntransitive_verb with the
»

~ rater as indirect object. TFocus on other has| to do' with what is to be
. ey X
: . 5
done to,.for or about others. TFocus on self has;ﬁo do with what is
\ ) ( : -

being done to, for or about the self. .

A . éeries B has the same }ogical and grammatical structure\as
Series-A_exceot'roles‘are.reversed. In other ﬁords, in Series'B

‘_:the‘raéer uses an "I" forn instead of the "He/She" form of Serids
:"A. An example of Series anocus on other.is "I manage, c%%trol,

’l

oversee every aspe\t of my 's existence" and an;exappfe‘of ,

1
jps - ¢ - o«
" v

X focus on self is "I yield, submit, give in to my .

-
P

Series A and B shourgybe given together to measure complemen—
- - e : ‘-.r i .
tarity.j The focus on other items from Serfes A ('My manages,

! . = d .. >,

' cqﬁtrols, oversees every aspect of my existence") are complqnented

by the'focus‘on self items“from‘éeries B ("I yield,, subnit, give in

" to my "). The focus ot é%lf items from Series A ("My

yields, submits, gives in to ne') complement the focus on other items

18 . \

[

L N
14 « <
.
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A summary of the relations between Series A and B is presenued

in Table 2. References in the table to two-space summaries will be 7,
r

e

s .

Insert Table 2 &bout here

\ N . B

explained subseqqently in the section headed The Computer Analyses. =
i

N Series C measures intrapersonal attitudes described by the ;;

third (Introj ect) surface of the model. This is a measure of how *
the subject treats him/herself rather than of how he/ she relates

x N ‘.
§ - to others. ("I control, manage myself aecording to my Carefully
| §
thought-out goals for myself")/l Series ‘C can be, ra:ted by the

subject him/herself or by someone else judging the subj ects! self-
3.

-

concept (“He/ she controls, managés him/herself according to his/her

3 carefully thought out goals for h}.m/herself") ' : . -
In Series D a~third party rates the interpersonal postures

of a pair for focus on " other ("He manages, controls, oversees every

~ aspect of her existence™) and focus on self ("He yields, submits,

'gives in to her' ). For any dyad . Series D'-sﬁould be giye{n twice,

reversing sgbj ect and obj ect the second time ("She manages, con-

Gtr,ols, oversees every aspect -of his existence" and "She yields,

*t | subnmits, gives in to him"). The two administrations of Series D
allows a test of c‘omplementérity' ('?Be manages, controls, oversees

- ~ - .

every aspect of his ezistencje" is complemenfed by "He yields, sub- . '
. 5 - et . . . ‘h\ R

< »
. ..

nits, gives éin to her™).

LY

w? .

Hh
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Use of'two forms of Series D, and use of Series A. and B allows

&

.

unbiased testing of complementarity. For example, a given indivi—
dual in a given relationship can be dominant or submissive, domiinant

and submissive, or neither. In a pair both can be’déminant, or both

“can be submissive. This freedom is in si'gnificant\ contrast to other

Iiethods:such asiLeary's (1957)’yherein the presumption is, and the

scoring assures, that to the extent the subject is not dominant then

he/she is submissive.'
The standard INTERPERSONAL HISTORY series typically used in the
beginning of psychotherapy asks the individual to rate him/herself.

.(Series C), a significant other person suchgas the spouse (Series A),

-

the self in relation to that significant other person (Series B),
wother as remembered from chi@dhood (Series A); self in relation to

mether then (Series B); father as remembered grom childhood (Series A),

a

self in relation to father then (Series B); mother in relation to‘

father (SeriesvD); father “in relation tolnotherb(Sériest). In_sum}»
~ 3, . ) o

there is an assessment of self, relation with significant other,

memory of the relationship with the mother, wit;ﬂ;gg father, and

of the modeling that mother and father showed in relation to each

-~

other. Variations on this may be méﬁe as is clinieally appropriate.

Stepparents may meed to be substituted, or the time period sampled //7//

may need altering. If the presenting patient is a child then Seriles A

and B should be applied to that child as seen by eath of the parents,
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and, Bf 5he child is old enough, he/she should rate the parents on . @

the NOW form of Series A, B and D.

__.The_Computer. An81YSGS R

There 1s one standard program (ORD 2) and four optional p£b<\\\»

grams Sgﬁc 2, CORONY, ORD 4, and ORD 5). . - N
ORD' 2 (maps, affiliation and autonmomy scores)
Maps: The standard program yields output illustratec Ir Figure

2 %hich 1is frBL some Series C&(tbéFd surface) ret;ngs of the self.

T

~

Insert Figure, 2 about here

-
v

The autnue presented in the top half of the fignre is from a 50 year ,
old married woman at the beginning of a 10 week' ‘brief psychotherapy.-
The patient set the linit at 10 sessions because that was the period
dnring whick she had 100%Z coverage by health insurance and she was
‘motfvated to move as rapidly as possibie. R::inés.at the bottom \\
half of'figure 2 were nade at the end of the lo.week therapy. *.E |
Output such as that shown in Figure 2 is naned a map. To

tar

create,maps, the ORD 2 program Lnscrambles the randomly determined
order of the items and prints out tkte sceres assiéned to.'each iten
at the appropriete plaees in the wcéel. For example, ar the ne;
ginning of therapy the patient assigned 30 to the items for chart

points\%abeled guilt; blame, bad self; and doubt, put self down._

o She gave these same two item ratings of 30 and 20, respectively, at

the end of therapy.’




. : T 1 B o / \
5 \\ ‘

y ‘ I?‘addition, the ORD 2 program determines'the median rating

forv each‘\uestionnairc, subject, and - relationshipﬁand prints out.
co S A/ .
phrases from above-median items at the apprapriate place on the modelz/wﬁ

;“ForMEiample, the score of S0 fgr the chart points guilt blame, ~

- bad self for the ratings mapped in the top part of Figure 2 was

! & o
above median; therefore the phrase Mouilt, blame, bad self" appears

in~the corresponding location for that-chart‘point. This procedure

allows the relatively more salient poirts for a given subject in

a given relationship to be determined. Ak glanh\\ ﬁ/the above-median
. ; 3 , .C
items for the top of Figure 2 shows”that at the beginning of therapy,
o~ :

the patient had introjected much hostile power. Inspection of the

bottom half “of Figure 2 shows that by the-end of the brief therapy,

- ~
she had lessened the degree‘bf>self-oppression although much self-
. o - A . .
. /resfraint/remainEd.‘ T ' | J - . /-

In geperal above—median‘endorsements‘on~the affiliative right-u'
‘hand side of the map (especially Quadrant I) are characteristic of
normal subjects whereas above—median endorsement orn the disaffiliative d*'
gide are‘more‘characteristic Sr psychiatric snbjectsi Average maps
for female ps;chiagric patients are‘presented in Appendix IT.

. . 2 :

Under the rationale that'the primate has an affiliative‘(group)

adaptation, the- finding that normal subjects center on the affilia-
N tivd'pole is expected‘ The observation that more affiliative items L

are also more socially dec1rah1e confirms the evolutionary‘principle |

~ Ll B -

of survival of the fittgst. If the primate needs to bond and cooperate,
4 ’ * ’ ) ) ’ *
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with Other primates to survive, then the%ones with the greatest ski&i
sY

. K]

at affiliation will survive easiest, it is appropriate that what i

-

';~adaptive is socially desirable and characteristic of well functioning

s

i -

'?~members (i.e. normals) of the primate troop. Further considerations

1' s B

"'i

' 41974, and Benjamin, 1976. * When all is said agd done, the fact remains

the SASB 1s a: good—faith test and shoﬁld be used only with subjects
D @ .
who are trying to be as candid .as they can within the limits of

.normal defensive mechanisms. .Morivation should befa desire for

o self-understanding and therefore if at all possible, subjects should

‘be promised a viewing and explanation of the computer'analyses. -Ifl

this cannot be arranged then there should be ratings of the subject

by an informed but objective third party..

" The ORD 2 maps for Series A, B and D consist of*two (fbcus on

other and focus on self) surfaces for each rating rather than the

. one (introject) shown for the pre'and post Series C ratings presented

L—

in Figure 2. The left hand side of Figure 3 presents the ORD 2 out-
~ put_ from Subject #362 B° rating her memory of her mother on Series-

. A and the righi-hand side presents the output from the same. patient :
\ SN .
ra:ing Jher memory of»herself in relation to her mother on Series B.

Insert Figure 3 about here

-

P S S >

2

*ffiFigure 3 illustrates that when Series A and B.are applied by the-*

Y

]rater t0°the game other person, -the output yields an analysis of‘thew

on the problem of social desirability are presented.in Renjamin -,i

)

+ ~
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ratér’s_yiew of each,focusing on the © her,and each focusing on the -
- ~ed v T i o~

self. To obtain a complete description of a given relationship,

2

hoth Seriés A and B, should always be adminisgered together./ Comple-I

,2-.‘

! mentarity, (see Table 2) is indicated by comparing A, focus on other,

Ay

\th B focus on self and A, focus on self, with B, focus on other.‘

For example, in Figure 3, the mother had 3 above—median items just/'

s on the hostile side of the power pole._ Complementarity is suggested :

“

~‘by the daughter s above—median items Just on the'hostile side of

,'the submissive pole. Perceived snmilarity is established by com-

‘pariné the same surf ¥ces for Series A armgd B. Both the daughter and .

.

the mother, for example, gave above-median endorsement to refuse

.
L

-assistance, care; sacrifice; appease, scurry. This similarity may

be interpreted as' a type of identification.

Series A and B measure—the perceptions of the rater and may
o - .

.0r may not relate to reality. In indinidual therapy, the reality ..

!

of childhood experience is ignoréd under the rationale that it is

the perception anddmemofy?which affects feélings about the self

and relations with significant others.. As therapy progresses, this

perception of how it ‘was often .changes and SASB measures- the changes.

e ¢ § ~

In assessing maritalnor family relationships important in the

P
here and now, a test of reality becomes more relevant. If Series A

4

and B can be rated by”%oth memhers of the dyad- (e.g. daughter and -

mother, vife and husband), then, in addition to obtaining a complete

-

=

\
~
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description of each in.dividual s phenox%onology, there is ap oppor-

f‘\&""‘

‘tions. Fob example, 'Persom #1 s description of- Persp’n #2's ﬁpcus on s

-

RS % J R v {
other behavior (frem Series A, Person 1) can be compared to Person

{ - l . iy

;6 #2's déscriptiotl’ of his/her own focus on,_ other behavior (fkrdm Series e

# v
B, Person 2)-.' Eurther possihilixies for such ’cross-checks ate described .
/' .* e - A .
“in J:he section labeled CORONY The use o,f map,s to identify discre—
N _ _ -
pancies in perceptions of each other can prov,ide major points og T . oo

. /focus in couples and family therapy. Reference to the model can

-

|4‘-"

volent monitor, remind' pamper, overindulge and éh\o\n_.)lf quadrant vt

~

L
he very use.fgl in identifying misunderstandings, relatn.ng them to

early history, and in specifying alternative interper’sénal p0stures.

Illustrative examples are availabl_,e elsewhere (Benjami;n, 1976) ' I

N PR

Details of interpretation of maps. such as those shown in Figures

3 and 4 can depend on the theoretical orientation of the clinician.. ) o

£t 5 ¢
'l‘he interpersonal postures prese]nted 1h the simplified version of {:he

model in ‘Table 1 can be rel’ated to different "schools of therapy
such as psychoanaly51s, transactional analysis, client-centered

therapy, or- family therapy (see Benjamin, _1979) /In interpreting ORD A

/
2 maps, ‘hlocks of above—median itelns should be noted. For example, ‘ o
o ‘ ;‘_

in the lef,t-h \dqside of Figure I there is a blOCIQ Qf\ above-median

' items in the fncus pn other Quadrant v (Series A), and these suggest\

the patien:'s mother was perceived asihaving much friendly _influ@: e. .

Above—median items in that quadrant include' Specify what s best, B

. L a

° - . N ' . B . i ’ . .
. . - o -
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' & - names calIapse too*mnch information and alternative language s 7t

{"‘“ I /-

o

.8 .

and~popular termsqentered in ?igure~4 There, the terms7offered

- S *?;QL,/fstill deszred the }hterpreter may w1sh tOnuse the.more cclloqulal

..«j,:n 'S L . g
U A . o ; o e . -',.‘ /, . s
9" & \\““ »
#, . - . L . : ’ : N .
) . ‘ : - A . . : i . -
- - q - X 4 4 “’ . N B ‘L'.
A LN Insert Figure 4 about here o o A
P&} 1 - . c. . R - N .
'3 o 4

) '-.'.>&..;0_"" q : e i o S

to descrihe the.most controB&ing behaviors in Quadrant v are:
' Bossang others, "Jewish momma“‘and Sugar Daddy. When u31ng the }.
alternative language of Figure 4 the daughter s complementary be—

~ . 5

haviors shovmn in Series B are renamed ood'girl“ and prissy.,

.Note clusters of above median items and note large biank areas.

Interpretation of maps, may conSist of noting such clusters

LA

of items and summarizzng in terms of: key words from l;ble L, Figure

.;fé and the output itself It is important to include- every quadrant
in order to. give a halanced pictuﬁe -For example, in addition to

noting Friendly Influence, the mother described in terms of Figure :

03 should also be descrihed'in terns of Quadrant.I - Encourage

Eriendly Autonomy., The - addition of these hehaviors (described in

e

Figure 4 as. You re OK I understand I hear you, Do your ‘own thing)

-

' ‘means that the mother also contributed to’ the daughter s healthy

. differentiation and strength. This 1ndeed.was the reality as the

- untsually quick response to treatment demonstrated.

r



! ; SCA L=
e ] <
N P *
' _ \ ) A '- N (ll L i
A > Lo Manual for Using SASB
S W St ‘ Tt
- _"%., * . 7. - . o -
o, o . { ' RS Is. \
] ' -7

The a'bsence of a‘bove—median endorsement is ﬁoteworthy ‘too.

.’-:

¢ e A\
. For ‘example, in Figure 5 the» Series A’ and Series B rat:.ngs for
\ . cLow
oo " ® " e : -
haohn NS e . N *
s . . Insert 'Figure 5 about here -~
- . : < :

. . .
- 4 N - .
", . - " . ‘ .
: . D N , T ) - )
L : ‘ . LN
LD g T =T . _ .
! -

. the. husband of Subj ect 362 B'9' are.presented. - In contrast to the

-
v . l\

: “ mother, Quadrant I on the~ husband‘s map, was relatively empty. He -

= %

did not listen, communicate understanding or show confirmation of
RS

_Patient 362 ‘B9. At the’ saine timéy Figure 5 shows that he - was

. AN .

experienced as punitive and controlling (Quadrant ITI, focus on -

1}

‘other) as well as neglectful and rejecting (Quadrant II, focus
on ot‘her). He was also personally unavaila‘ble (Quadrant II, focus -
on self). Th@large blank area.on the interdependence side of

-

his focus on self surface suggests he was impervi’ous: to her in— -

P s

fluence except for the points sulk ‘act put upon and ask | trust,
count oR. Erom the patient s po:mt of view he sounded like a diff:l.cult
preadolescent boy wﬁo counted on ‘his wife—mother(tg "cover his
bases" for him. He mostly had 2 good time playing- with his buddies,

. occasionally would glumly do what he was supposed' to, and he .
frequently "blackmailed" his vife (mother) into- kee,ping the supplies

: coming and holding. her tongue. The wife was afraid of his. attacks

.

, « and would do whatever she could to avoid them. ' '_'_ _ g

- . « . o

-
>l T
bt
w
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>
- .

‘ that if complementarity flows in two direﬁtions, then the wife s - ; .;*

control, and hen lack of friendl; autonomous assertiveness, to his .
L * e - o ,f . n_.:. i ] } L -

-able from her proper s 1mage—conscious mother) and Subject 316 B9

vin the section headed LAG 2.

- N ; < . ~ Manual for Using=$ASB' .
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- Naturally the therapist requested that the husband be bréught

\"‘.- - . -;.S'
in fou\therapy and the w1fe tried very hard to get hﬁm to'do it. . L

t

He adamantly refused The therapg then proceded on the assumption.
. \"1.5 . <. ;","

. ﬁ(’

~ -
¢

Bnesentful submis51on must be contributing to tﬁe husband s hostile' .“:g'_ Y

b {’,., .I’-

apparent.inability to. hear and understand her., . - ;”,Q‘_ C i N
. * . . : U A4 s ‘ H

‘, . - ﬁ R . bl . B . / . o +
: .. ’ ;- / - . -

PR

© e -
“

Note conspiéuous breaks in aboveﬁmedian endorsements.

reveal a marked break around the affiliative and‘ disaffiliative -

poles. Real warmtﬁ has not been introfe\ted (there was none avail- .t

- . o
’

was perceived as . cold" by/Per ‘husband who had/precipitated a erisis - f#?‘

-

' !
- by finding a lover. The.lower half of Figure,é will be discussed

-

.
. N
i

A)_—M
&

.

Note whether there is balance eénlinterpersonal surfaces.7

Above—median focus on other and focus oﬁ self items should be

f -

'about equal in number. 'In Figure 7 the husband.of Pa tient 316 B9 o e
R - 1,’-) ’
R

5
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.f described his father more\in tErms&of.fbcus on othgé,thp was the

. rater), and he described.himself more in térms of focus on himself

© * The father had/ZI above—median ratings for items.belonging to the :

! -

1 y

focus on other surfate (parent proto;ype) and only 11 ‘on” ,the focus .

T on self surface (child protofype).’.ln accora with the principle of

t

complementarity tke sthect assigned above—median ratings to 17 '

,..

items belonging to thg focus on self surface (child prototype) .

and only 6 to the focus on other surface (parent prototipe) In.

-

ARER other words the father mostly focused on the son, and the son, .

mostly on himself Complementarity between father and; son was

—

'y

N

also shown by, the fact ‘that the- father's above—median endorsements

" .were om the influencing side of the focus on other surface whereas

-

~

- -the son s above-median endorsements_were on the .submissive side of

:1 . e 7
~ ]
he focus on self surface.

2

- .

Cw

-

In summary, the father s total control of the relationship is

-

#

shown by three features: (l) father s heavy focus on son and son' s h

. focus on self (2) father s high ratings on all of the influencing

A items\{lower half of focus on other surface) and son's high ratings

of submissive items/(lower half of focus on, self surface) and

T

(3) the fact that the father himself -was essentially uninfluencible.

Ihe lower half of this focus -on self surface is almost completely

d kY

bIank. -lhe son was learning ‘to ?pcus only on hlmself that he should_

L 8

[

~

submit extensively and that his father was uninfluencible.‘ This '

2
~

L e

v
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-, experience taught him that in relation to father—figures he was 7 .
- « 'L}. . P . . ) 2 . - .. :
&y ineffecéive and worthless.>4 . - . B o
< * ¢ ; —» 3 . A .
.fbfu T ' Note weighted afgiliation and autonomy scores., : \

The weighted affi tion\and autonomy scores present a summary
- &
;Statement og the basic thrust or orientation of. the above—median.

R ) items in the ORD 2 paps. E?e weighted affiliatign (X) and the L -

»

2 3 7 .
weighted autonomy scores (}) ifentify a sing;e vector (X, Y} nhich‘ -

A\,
Z. is affected by the degree of e dorsement and by insights assigned
. /.
according to the theoretical structure of Figure 1.

: To-illystrate‘ the Qaffiliation, autopomy) Vector for the

AN 2

. mother s fo[us on other behavior shown in the left—hand side of Figure , _

"',An -

3 is (iﬁl 60) This: summary score is located in the focus on other ST

“Quadrant v and as such it represents an average position of friendly

Sy o §Lwer. In other words, the mother s focus on other behavior was more °

-

‘friendly than hostile, and more powerful than encouraging of autonomy;

» . Pl - . . Fd

| Y The patient s focus on self behavior shown in the right—hand sidé of - ‘
. ¥ ;
& N\ .
i U -Figure 3 has an affiliation, autonomy vector of (98 —58) indicating : \:,‘ ,
V. an average pq;ition of” friendly suhmisszvenessg this is complementary ;'

i% ~ to the mother s position of friendly influence.

>

The weights used in computing the meightedvaffiliation and ‘ ffﬁ
i , |

~

© \hutonomy scores are givern in Figure 8 where it can be se ' that

W

”f 4 . v ® ) . ———

~-

~

o A 3% Iﬁggrt_Eigure 8 about here

. . :
_ o . , L s
S ; - S b2 I - g - .
: . “ . <2 v . - o
_ : \ : ) , ,
. . - - . " s ’ '
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items approaching the affiliation pole are given progressively

greater pgsitive weights and items. approaching the disaffil—ietive T

“ .
X k :‘ .
N }K —pole_are given progressively gr.eate,r nega‘t:.ve veights. 'I'he : p s

p’
affiliation score: is comput%d by multd‘:plying the endo\Ps\etgent for

M

2. 3 e each item by its weight as assigned in Figure 8 ~The sum of all

> z - R . . ﬂ . - \
LAV 36 products comprises the weighted -affiliation score for a giVen :
e 2 - > “ .

surface.. The affiliation score for the mother s focus on other

—
behavior shown in the left-hand side of Figure 3 was computed a

v

Pa
4

. follows,-starting at. the affﬂiatiom pole and moving cloclcwise.‘ .
,\ 0(+9) + ; 90 (+8) 4+ - 99(+?)... S +90(0) ... - +0(-9 +90(+8)
- Vmpemeuo]  [ua) [l - w0l [130}/ ) [point 111].

: {é .99 is punched*\instead of 100 to save space on- computer cards. In P .
I\ 2

| £ ; genaral positiv affiliation scores indicaté friendliness and negative DU

. affiliation sc res 1nd1cate unfriendliness. Lo T T {

- ) ” v

F o T ‘ The autoﬁomy score is computed by giving maximal positive weights ] .

v T to ifems at'th autonomy pole, and maximal negative weights to. items o | »

,zat the duminance- ubrission pole..L Except €or the change in weights,
. 2
'-the autonomy Lascore 15 _computed exactly as the affiliat;fon score. -

Each item is multiplied by its assigned weight from Figure 8 and

'a11 36 products for. 2 -ven _surface are - smmned. Negative au\omy

T | scores indicate dominanc if generated from the focus -on other
. : 4
surface, and submission if enerated from the—focus on self sur-

faces: Negative autonomy scores, £rom the introject surface indicate

introjected control;'friendlx,, sel discipline if the affiliation
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7o score is posit§wé, and: hOstile self—criticlsm and restraint if the '
‘- R jETfiliation score is negative: Positive introjected autonomy scores '
) . S~ £ .
S - TN ,’. ( -).

+ »along with positlve introJected affiliation scores indlcate introl‘

-

g ‘jected tolerance of autonomy, a wilfingness to.let oneself be what—.

-\
S
- Pe

ever ome will ve. If introjected,afflllation is negatiye,;p031tive, ~

- - - . . ) ‘ T -

.« dntrojected autonomy-scores‘sgggesf self—neglect. Pl

. . v
. - .. . - . “z

L X

" The affiliation and autonmomy scores are useful in providing,
: - : ’ m’s
< , 4 ?,, o . . - : | - Lot £
numbers to cHaracterize maps when contrasting groups,then comparing
- . ‘, . - ' ® ~ .
; - - .‘ N . - _v' . .
an individual to various norms, Or when’ tracing changes over time,
o - ’ Lo % ‘e

-
Pe

" as in therapy for example.\
N In Appendix IV some norms for welghted affiliatior® and auto-‘.

nomy scor%s from an earlier rev151on of*?he auestionnaires (the'

. ' X 1

5 ‘
AT 19%5 form). are pré;ented. The/data are based on a sample\bf 48 -
'APsychiatrlc patients (8 males, 40 females), 56 medical students | E

(29 males, 27 females) and some psyckplogy students (N = -3€) parti— '

’)
cipating in Interpersonal L rning groups. Norms on a ‘small -

:sample N = 30) Gf psychlatric patients taking the 1978 form do

-

llmw

not lookﬁvery dlfferent from those presented in Appendix IV. Forhs

from the 1970 fbrmq(GY non—psychiatr%c persons, EE pSychiatrlc e
= . < Ny
e patients) and from thé 1%]4 form (51 medical students) showed ‘many
o . of the same, but,not all of the’ same trends. . Final norms will require
’ ’
__ much larger samples. Presﬁptly massive numbers.of ratings are .
. . . -, v - : : s . T : -
planned -2s a partjof an interpersonal diagnostic project:
B 7 . . : '
o : : . -
. 5 . R ] ” . . ¥
- S I - -
i % L ’ .
- . S
N ;223 . 2
‘ %

S
B
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Colleagues u?ing the l\78 forms, are ashed to forward data classified -

-

by sex and diagnostic category for possible inclusion in future norms.”
, .

" In %Fneral Appendix I@ shows that medipal students sre more

affiliative than patients in ratings inwolving self, significant

other (and not shown in fhe appendéx, mother and*father)

' relation to significant other, both patients and medical students ' \

-

T functioned in Quadrant I vith patients feeling more controlled by

dents.

\their spouses than wmedical students: Not shown in Appendix IV are

-~
%

")

norms to suggest that mothers exerted enough.control to average

in QuadrantiIV for_some groupsé,and all groups reported a Quadrant

IV average level ofisuhnissineness in relation.to mother. Similar
trends nere observed for_fatpers and a1l groups in relatiof to fathers.
e The table'at the end of Appendix IV presents coefficients of
internal consistency which will be defined in the section headed

kutocorrelation Patterns. On the average t psychiatric samples

>

showed less'within—subject“intefnal coms tency'than medical stu-

fci
Developmental ngrus for affiliation, autonamy‘zgd ihternal
consistency scores are presented 4n Appendix V. These are based on
ratings of the%éﬁ?l form made by 171 mothers of pediatric out-
patients. The rated child vas either the oldest (107) or youngest

(64) whether or not that was the child who had been brought to the.

I~
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clinfc. Details of the sample and findings are presented in the |
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text of Appendix VI. A repeated measures anova was performed on -
< . - b v ,/ "“- b t ¢

the norms in Appendix V. and thé foliowing trends were significant:
; ) o . A - : J

‘Focnslon other ratings revealed that children were experienced

by nmothers as controlling during-the first year of 1ife. Children
. I e
- progressively gave more autonomy to mothers as age increased

Focus on other dld not reach high 1evels of intprnal con51stency

until age 7-9. a
z////F Focus on- self became progressively less afflliative as age increaseE

Since focus on other started at a very low level of internal consis-

4 \

tency and progressively increased thereafter, vhereas focus on self

fe

L started and\s tayed at- high levels of internal consistency, the assion— X
ic names parentlike ana childlike for these behaviors,

-ment of protp
«‘respectively, is supported. Further support is found in the réla-

+» tion-of p01nts on the focus on other surface to other studies of
5

parent behavior, and of the focus on self surface to studies of childL

behavior (see Benjamin, l974) _ - .
4‘ Hother s ratings of - themselves in reIation to. the children
snggested.that-mothers were controlling of children auring the first

year of life_and'progressively more giving of autonomy as age in-‘fl
creased ¢ 2 ' ' . o ] | | o )
Maternal'ratings of their own focus onnself-suggested”a peaking .

-— ) -’

of attachment at 12-17 months, an abrupt drop at 18-24 months when -

et L - \
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\
item analyses presented €§.Appendix VI suggest there was a peaking

1 ' (df/hostile autonomy (from the children).  Except for the 18-24 month
\ . . = v =
\ low, affiliation remained high to preadolescence when it dropped .

' ' R » . ;( : . " .
some. S /

A) 2 . v .

Appendix VII presents the details for preparing the data deck

_t£o Tun on ORD 2. The séﬁe principles for data preparation'apply :
e C .
S for all three. of the optional programs. ORD 2 may also be run on_ the

PDP 15 computer. In addition to a program which w111 yield ORD 2

maps and autonomy and affiliation scores, PDP-15 ?as an option which

. Y

T will allow the user to take the questionnaire directly via the

-

v computer and ‘receive immediate output from ORD 2.

. . C . .
LAG (autocorrelation patterns and the coefficient’of internal con-
sistency) _ o - .' ! |

;)

R  High and positive interral consisten_z_ The first‘bptional program,'

named LAG, produces autocorrelation patterns such as the one Jshown

-

in Figure 9. Data used for generating Figure 9 were from Subject,o

_ 362 B9 rating significant other and,mapped in Figure 5.

p

Insert Figure 9 gbout here
) T

‘\> : WJ To create the autocorrelation figure, each of the item scores -
is correlated with the item scores for points one step away accord- -

ing to the model in Figure 1. For(exam Ye, in rating self focusing.

s . .
- . .
- .

05" .
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on other'(I form, shown in the top right:ﬁand §3de-of Figure 5) the

score f?r "pou.Ean do it fine" (= 90 as shoﬁn in Figuré.S)‘is BN

S

- correlated with the score, for the adjacentichart;poitt,'"suggest

fair exchange “.(=-70 in Figure 5); pairings for_adjacent items

continue 2ll the way around the surface. ,Usuallf,the pairing of

'adjacent points (first lag) jields a high and positiVe correlation :

/7

indicating that theoretically 51milar items- actually receive similar
degrees of endorsement by a. given indivrdual makiqg a Speciflc

rating. The second lag correlates data for points which aSZ

steps apart; the third, pointslﬁ steps apart, and,so-on until lags - - :

17 and 19°which pair nearlﬁ opposite'points. Lag 35 completes“the

cycle of 36 pOints, and amounts to correlating points one step

away. (Lags at 9, 18 and 36 are invalid because they involve redun-_ '

dancies. Lags 0 and 36- involve correlating each point with 1tself

and lag 18 bas only 18 rather than 35 different pairings ‘of . the
N

36 available_points). In the;upper rightéhand part of Figure 9 ‘the

- first l7'autocorrelations decrease progressively in.size through -

successive lags. They are in the range .of zefo when points which

y -

-are theoretically unrelated are correlated sucﬁapoints are located
at 90 degree angles in the modei in Figure l In this part of Figure.'f-
9 the autocorrelations become.highly negative wnen pairing points

- which are theoretically opposite, correlations become progressivelyi

';morevpositive again as the process continues past opposites to come

—

back to‘correlate adjacent p01nts. The actual lags l9¢35 are mirror

o
Wy

=
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‘ images of lags l—l7 because there are only 17 completely independent

0\

7 sets of pairings possible with 36 points. . To avoid giving a false

- impression of true mdrror imaging, the program graphs acfual data .

lag 3 at 33 lag 5 at 31 etc. ) and the even numbered lags on’ the

oWt

The appearance of the curve in the upper right—hand side of
Figure 9 is quite typical of normal pbpulations.. In order to create

a number summarizing the degree to which a giVen autocorrelation

curve resembles the shape shown in Figure 6 another correlation

~ . K -

‘T verted normal (Z) curve.w This number describing the degree of -

correspondence between the autocorrelation curve and an inverted

hd Pl

normal curve has ‘been named the co—efficient of internal consistencz o

")(Benjamin, 1974 pages 401—405) and thiSAtypically averages close 3

\to .90 dn normal samples. (See Table v-1 in Appendix IV)

The 1nterview method with hundreds of subJects has suggested _

_ that if an orderly pattern such as that shown in this part of Figure fa"

9 is obtaiJed, the behavior being.dbscribed is integrated '"together

'f;predictable and stable from day to day. If that. pattern is not

-“ obtained the domain of. behavior being described is disorganized

" not predictable, unstable, chaotic.- In other words there 1is test-

« - -

”"for odd numbered lags on the right—hand side (lag l is printed at 35'h

e is computed between the points in this part of Figure ‘9 and an fn-

—

-

v

,retest reliability.implied by high internal consistency.- Sometimes; .
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however, sﬁbjects (especially patients) obtaining a high coefficient T

vill report they were reeling very “together" the day they took = - 3

the test, “but on another day they would ‘rate it differently. Thns '
'testeretest reliability is suggested but not necessarily implied

by'high internal cons1stency. .

" No internal consistency. When the autocorrelation patterns . ‘-

~ show random scatter, the‘coefficients will be near zero and this
suggests the domain’being.described is unstable, chaotic, unpre=
dictable. - o S

' NegatiVe'internal consistency. The left;hand side‘of.Figure

9‘presents the autocorrelation curves for Subject 362’§9.rating
her husband at,the beginning of therapy. These'autocorrelations -
| correspond to the ratingg. mapped on the left-hand side of rigure |
.: 5; Inspection of Figure g shows that the husband's fbcus on other
i»behav1or toward the patient tended to be more correlated when
. 0pp051tes were being compared (cpefflcient of consistency -;-.326)

| Adding this to Figure S(L) it can be seen that he gave her opposing
. xmessages. ahandon—nurture, force conformity-endorse freedom, specify
.what 's best-uncaringly let go' neglect—stimulate, put down-you can

do it Fine. Such a degree of contradictlon (P<f05 forr = .326)

.is said to represent double-binding behavior when it occursaas it does
here on the focus on"other.'.surf.ace'.j spection of the ‘lower right;

hand. part of Figure 9 shows that the patient tended to complement :

e
- .
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;¥w-—w41f¥~~Awwthe~perceived%double-bindingwwithuambivalence. ~~~~~ Eernfocus—onuselfﬂfw¥e»~QA_m-w»
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'when initiating and doing to,and fOr 3thers, but not when dccepting ;
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0

_behaviors: (I formj %bre)complementary to his focus on other be~-

“ . . @* ‘ ) . . &
haviors (He form)'in that they had a slight (but not significant)

| | | \ E
‘tendency to form th inverted-U characterizing ambivalence when

i

occurring on the £ cus on. self surfaié‘?r = —.098) , : -

2

i
Comparing;consisfency between surfaces <
PR o

. The contrast between. the patient s own:fdcus on-other fI £orm)
and her focus on self T form) shown -1in the top and bottom of the
right hand side of Pigure 9 is informative. As is true of many help-
ing‘professionals (the patient had a high position in the medical

hierarchy), focus on other behaviors are affiliative and integrated

v

Focug on self however, was much less well-defined even "disintegrated"f

© if not ambivalent. In clinical terms, such personS“are comfortable ‘

-

W3

and reacting to what s being done to -and for them. Similarly, _

the model allows for differential degrees of functioning in different
3 hia v g % . 7 .

relationships. It is not.uncommon to observe that persons can

' function very well w1th colleagues at work both in terms of stability

and friendliness but Dot s0. well in relation to significant q;her or ff

, .

in relation to a;specific child Sometimes the 0pposite is observed

functioning is poor at work, but good at home. The SASB model 15
incompatible with the motion of mental illmess as a total break-:

down of_mental'apparatus;git is supportive~offanVinterpretation of .
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soc1a1 functioning which holds thatwin spec ic situations, mal—

"specific behavioral malfunction.

x?
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. adaptive patterns have developed through_an interaction of learned

and ! organic factors. The relation between genetics and environ- -

;.ment is presumed to be complex and incluaes factors associated with

history of xhe species, of the family, and of the individual _Both

'5

- 1

'biochemical and social interventions zan be appropriate to the .

. -

‘Relating conSistency to affiliateon and autonogy»_gl"f'i“' -f,pi

- %,

Con51stency and stability as reflected hy a high coefficient

‘Z,of internal consistency should not automatically be interpreted

.

. as good" Theicoefficient of con31stency must be interpreted in

'-'conjunCtion with the maps. For example, it is possible- to be con-

sistently organized around self-destruction. The coefficient of

internal consistency for introject ratings hy persons who' have

B

icommitted suicide subsequent to routine taking this test on clinic’ .

~

intake have consistently been high and oriented around the disaffilia—

. tive pole., Similarly, high coefficients of internal consistency

are obtained for relationships with others which are relentlessly

: hostile and destructive. The problem child discussed in Benjamin, 1976

‘is an example of the' latter.,

-~

Relating consistency to g;ps " in the'map

- ‘The autocorrelations shown in the lower half of Figure 6 tended ;

l

. :to increase as points located on the model at 90 degree angies were

conrelatedl These "right—angle" correlations are found whenever

=

L3N
- . ’ :
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there are 5 or 6 poi.nt: "gaps" in the map as- there are around the

L e affilfa/.t\i\y/and dlsaff;.liative poles of Figure 6. Such conspicuous
Co \ . gaps can represent a region of high conflict, in the case of Subj ect
SRS x
/316 B9 shown in Figure 6 the conflicts suggested by gaps had to

R - do with sexuality and aggression. : ‘. - N

coxomr i : o S

0ptional program CORONY can compute product moment Is a:mong

. ‘o‘
!

all the surfaces for all the ratings of 'both members of a dyad

.For- example, for the 9 ratings of the standard interpersonal his- "

e o

S tory, CORONY assigns variable names to successive surfaces of Figure

. l involved i.n these standard ratings. v

-ty

T 1 = Sélf - Introject T ’
e 2= Signific%lnt cher focuSes on me - ' R
| [ 3= Significant Other focuses on 'him/herself ' |
IR ’ A ='; focus on Significant Other " '
R S 5= I fOcus on my,s/elf when- relating to my significint gther _
& “Tg = Mother focused on/me BGEINE ot s
| g 7 '..=‘Mother focused on herself~ 4 -
| 8=1 focused on mother | | R
- | - - 9 =1 focused on myself when relating to mother <
- 10 = l’other focused on fath;r_ ‘ ‘
o ’11= Mother focused on herself in relation to father ‘L
12 = Father focused ‘on mother B - . _‘
el 13 Father focused on himself in relation to mother -

31

e - - e e
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I

f irst ‘person.

. self behavior is" complementary to. his w:Lfe s view of her focus on . |

tions (e g. husband s view of his focus on self behavior compared

If each member of a- dyad kates the entire series, CORONY assigns

the variable names 14 to 26 to parallel vgiables 1 to 13 for the_

CORONY then allows tests and allows demonstrations ‘of (l) E

. celved complementarity vithin subjects (e g. whether husband,f

~ 4
s

vieh of his focus on self hehav:x.or is complementary to his view'

RN

<.

~hetween suhj ects (e. g- whether the husband's view of his focus on.

other behavior), and (3) between-subj ect validation of self-descrip__ "

-

~to wife s viewr of his. fo;us on’ §elf behavior)

A few product-moment s representing contrasts 1-3 using the :

- . il

Insert Table 3 about here-Q a

-

v

:1974 fotms are included in Table 3., lnspection of the sample entriesa-

>

'h"suggests J;:hat normal couples val:.&ate each other 5 self~descriptions

-0 .

| _ with average TS ranging from ;81 to .87 for the various possible °a- |

' 'comparisons. Psych:.a’tric coﬂples, by contrast show average r -

-

) and' other\j/escriptions. Similarly, perceived complementarity i\\tﬁ'uch

2 0‘2-

'

ranging from .53 to .61 ’ suggesting greater discrepancy between(%»

SRR

less for psychiatric couples than for normals. (Within subj ect average

LAV I

v.y.'l.. ”.“ : ' . . - ', ’
. P o . ; ) )

‘of his wife s focus on other hehavzor), (2) perce:.ved complementari l L

A
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‘\ 5
T ranged from .27 to 45\for psychiatqics, and .66 to .75 for nor-

mals. Betueen subject perceived complementarity ranged from .28,

|

yto 47 for psychiatrics and 69 to 72 for normals).
The contrasts suggested in table need not be confined to pro-
o : fduct—moment rs. Affil&ation aﬂd autonomy scores can also be'compared

"for perceived complementarity within and between subjects. For ;

LS

example, Brakarsh (19]9) is using the contrasts outlined in Table

SN .
- 3 to compare autonomy scores of partners in “1iberated" marriages

. with those of partners in "traditional" marriages.l One expectation '
is that husbands in traditional marriages will show greater endorse-

a

ment of power (negative parentlike autonomy scores for variable

f\} .

.3, confirmed by variable 19) andtwives will show greater endorse—x

oo ment of submissiveness (more negative childlike autonomy scores for
' variable 22 confirmed by variable 3)

.‘ORD 4y U ) o _ "

:'Two-space summary for egch subjcct - '; ' .;}'gf o L

<

The third optional program, ORD &4, yields a single figure sum- Lo

< R _ - . _, s - _
T terms of the 9 respective sets of (affiliation, autonomy) vectors.

T Figure.lO presents the ORD 4-2-gpace summary of - the interpersonal

history of patient 362 B9 discussed in connection with Figures 2,

_Insert_Figureifyfbout'herev'_' - .

. Lt s

1 - : - / e o
; . - 4

: marizing all of a given subject s interpersonal\history ratings in, i] ;:"



4

oy o ' Manual for Using SASB
N . N

32, -

-~

3 and 5. In Figure 10 (affiliation, autonomy) vectors”are‘pre-

sented according to the key in Table 2. - Focus on other ratings are

ldark circles'and focus on self ratings are open circles§ Lines

h]

are drawn between complementary pairs of ratings as\fif;néd in
Table 2. The~two theoretically conplementary vectors betweenimother

‘ L ‘ . ‘ 0
and child described above are shown in the lower right-hand cormer

of the figure, and the actual coﬂplementarity is apparent.

’

A comparison of the Self-pre with the Self—post vectors show

that the patignt became more friendly toward herself and less con— ce
trolling or managing of herself. . (The post ratings were added since

) ORD 4 nlots only one complete set).

" - The changes in re1ation to her husband are shown by.. comparing

Significant Other-pre with Significant Other—post. The map in

7
Figure 5 suggested the patient s hnshand initially exerted fr1endly -

and hostile control but was ‘also quite rejecting. Figure 10 indi—

cates that at the beginning of therapy the average direction of- his‘,ﬁ

focus on her was in Quadrant II, invoke hostile autonomy. Figure -4
> S A .

‘5 also suggested the patient complgnented her husband by being sub— 5;5;

;';v missive ‘and withdrawn. Figure 9 shows the average direction ‘of.

N

'her focus on self was Quaurant Iz, friendly suhmi531on. In Figure '

10 it can be seen that by the end of therapy, the patient s average.

focus on self uas more independent and friendlier and that the =

_husb 's complementary focus on her had become friendlier and less f*«

. .

¢
q
S
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controlling:. (séé ‘Appendix IIIF:;Through an understanding of” the

. men When she becéme more assercive, (not attacking) in the ‘ways

b

de cribed by points in Qhadra.nt ff her husband said he enjoyed

\

her more lace.y" and hegan to initiate more friendly contacts.

Clinical sv.mmaries from ORD 4

Each ORD 4 profile c¢an® show unique trends and the differences /

~co:.'respond in a straight-‘forward manper to the ;niqueness of the
clinical picture. The first three availahle ORD 4 profiles for the l
1976 forms are presented in Figures 11, y and 13 /A scan* of sub-
jects 302 B9, 304 B9 and 311 39 reveals salient dynamics. S 302
(Figure 11) was subm:[tting to hostile control 'by her husband when .

_ Ipgert Figures 11; 12 and 13 about ‘here °

’

focus switched to him, it is clear he 'took and she 2cour'aged a'-
hostile withdrawal. This Quadrant 11 beh/avior f’ tes to the fact that L

e couple was well into the process of divorce precipitated by

\v..
L USRI

his attending an encounter seminar sponsored by his business, while ‘

there, he decided he was wasting his life with h:Ls w:Lfe of- 20 years,‘

fdheﬁce the divorce. \ ; B o : ' -

- ;""‘,"_/ A“'-.’ .
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':Summary of findings from ORD 4

~§-304—(Figure 12} _saw-every-reélationship. in the light of ex—
A

. . . 1 .
. treme (and ungenuine) af?ection. Thé(poher dimension was where her -

sensitivities lay: BHer parents were ¥ery controlling and she, sub-
L

missive.- Her mother controlled her father and the way her father

focused'on‘her_nother'was‘éiactly pariéleled Ey the way her husband ‘ s
| : . e e T
focused on her. - S 304 was the mother of a patient and her concern was

that the patient was. not "a good daughter", i.F._was not submissive.

| Otherwise, everything was "very good" .

8§ 311 (Figure 13) ‘had. had very poor self esteen directly associa-

ted with verbal and physical attacks from her mother. The mother,

. in turn, was ‘subject to chronic hostile put-downs from the father

ﬁ..who nevertheless treated his daughter quite well. S '31l's. self-

esteenm had alpositive base in the fatker' s kinddéss and was mnch im-

i

',Vproved by an intense, genuinely friendly relationship with her signi—

- ficant other. S Bll'attempted to exert benevolent_control over her

o

'significant other but was unsuccessful in this.

In,general (l) noiéal\subjects show greater complementarity

'(less discrepancy) and tend to center ‘most relationships near the

autonomous 31de of affiliative pole.. (2) Psychiatric subjects show

k1

' ”much greater discrepanc1es in complementarity and the specific

nature of the discrepanc1es is clinically significant. (3) Psychiatric‘lq"

A .
- : —

| subjects tend to show more disaffiliation, more concern with dominance—

subm1351on and/or more hostile withdrawal than normal subjects.

‘o o ) o R

X!
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A number to measure deviation from complementari_y

In order to test statements about the magnitude of discrepancy ~ ,

» ~

in complementarity, program ORD 4 uses the Pythagorean Theorem to

P generate numbers representing the distances between comphementary
| Lpoints a:’shown in Figures ., 11, 12 and 13. For Figure lO the

Pythagorean Theorem specifies that the distance between the husband's
focus on other vector (=4, 7) and the patient' s childlike vector

(Zl -15) 1is equal to the square root of [(—4 —%})2 + (7 +\15)2] = 33 66..
More generally speaking, the discrepancy‘is the hypotenuse of a triangle

with one leg specified by, the difference hetween the affiliation scores
* :
_f of the two vectors, The Pythagorean Theorem specifies that these

- ¢

/J distances first be squared added and then that the square root of
‘the total be taken. In Figure 9, the distance between the hushand'

focus on other vector and the patient s fochs on self vector was -

: 33 66' the distance between the patient 8 focus on other vector and

a e > :
Cw s the hushand's focus ‘on self was 112 15. The average of these two wasfh,ﬁ

| '72 9.

_Table 4 presents the average of such average within-subje dis-

_'crepancies in complementarityjfor the categories: significant other,

Insert‘Tableg4;about‘here

"-55 - " mother, father and parenta.in relation‘toﬁeach-other. Data’ are from

Q I o 3...’ A e o 7 s
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‘““_‘“““"“”‘j“‘the4I974”fbrmst”“Afpsychiatric*sample“is-comparedmto_a—sample“of5~“~«~m~~~—~w»;M
medical students by a t test and the differences are significant
' atlthe .01 level for the categories: relations-With significant other,la
relations with mother, and parents’ relating to ‘each other. lf this ; Y
trend is confirmed, it would suggest that complementarity. in - )
" -marriage is more affected by the relationship observed by the child - lh,
than by the child's own_direct experiences with the respective |
parents.’ Analysisiof thel19?6 forms is forthconing.

t& nunber to measure deviation from identification

IdentificatiOn Ds are also computed‘by using the Pythagorean :";
 Theorem. These compute the distancé'hetneen the (affiliation;
autonomy) vector of a given self—description and the (affiliation, -
‘autonomy) vector of the rater s description for’ someone else for L t”
v comparable focus._ An example of identification D is' patient's ’ L
f; _ ‘\\rating of her own focus on other behavior in relation to her nother T _ ..
(I focus on mother) compared to patient s rating of her mother § ’
focus on other (mother focuses on me) behavior."
T 4-' In general identification Ds are slightly larger than comple—
“' lf"v mentary Ds indicating complementarity is greater than similarity,. }{f ;ﬁ
“in addition, identification.Ds are much less for normals than for |
~ 2 psychlatrics, indic;ting normals perceive themselves as being .

more similar to family than psychiatrics.

I
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In Appendix VIII there is a key for interpreting ORD 4 out—
put in terms of the various complementarity and identification
.i . ST

’d

discrepanties.

ORD 5. | 4 | : | S . . . L
To test the significance of complementarity within an indivi— ‘

 dual's profile, ORD. 5 computes Kendall 8 Tau between the ranks of each

pair of complementary raticgs for each dimension. For example,' .

Subiect #362 B9 shown in Figure 10 demonstrated clear complementarity<?.

in the autonomy dimension. This 1s tested by rank ordering all-the
darkened symbols (indicating focus on other) on the autonomy dimen-

‘sion. Next the ccmplementary oper symbols (indicating focus on-

_ self) are»rank ordered on the.same\dimension. Kendall's Tau is .79

p<€.001 indicating that the most controlling_relationships élicited

'the‘most'submissiveness. ‘When this procedure is replicated £&F Subr

ject 362 B9 on the Affiliatiye dimension,.Tau is only . 43 (p‘ 09)
-~ R
suggesting that there was less complementarity on this*dimension

for this subject. Subjects (e.g.'Figure 13) often do show signi-

ficant complementarity on the affiliative dimension instead of or

in addition to the autonomy dimension.'3“ "

- . -

s

Conclusion . *g,-- R e
" ‘ T
This paper is confined-to description of the questionnaire

measures along with preliminary normative data intended to orient

. the‘user_pf the questionnaires to possiﬁilities for interpreting,

- ; i .- . v . :3 ’
” s P ori |

;NOTé:- Table 1, “Questlonnalre Items and Slmpllfled‘Ver$101 of SASB "
o W1111am Alanson White Psychiatric Fc'naatlon, 1s copyrlghted

and ndt available for reproduction.

RO 1978

.
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l ) . . Table 2 . . ’ O .
i Plotting a 2gSpace Summary of SASB Questionnaires ..
, (X,¥) as'in plane geometry wherc . . ' T
— s~ Weighted affilidtion-score =Y = S
- . Welghted autonomy score = Y _ ! ‘
) T . °\:; . o L " \
Series A . . : J o _ Series B
Rater looks at someone else (He/She) _ Rater looks at“him/herself (i)
(1) Focus on Other ’ S (3) Same as L1) except is worded in.
’ ' - o~ ' i Corrn form : -
Involves doing. something to, .for . R o ‘
or about others oo s o T b
. . : - ' . ‘@ ) e .
Trans1t1ve verb with other as the NN - A
.dlrect object R ' S
K] . fl ~ av
‘Examplei "He controls me" g ’
* prototype: Parentlike ~ N
. . v ‘ q . b RN ‘
(2) = Fokus on Self - ' (4). Same as (2) except is worded
- . . ln ",I" form. . . v .J
. Involves what the self is doing - :
or what il being done to for or - , S )
‘about the self. L _ IR .« ’ v
S - S J : - - < o ) - L
. \ < A ) L . &
_Intransrtlve verb w;th other as.-' _ 7
the 1nd1rect object _ e B < - - .
Example---"He glves in to me A . gxample:i "I give in to him™
. Prototype~- Chlldllke R e ;':}' L _ff§§3--
.. COMPLEMENTARY, RELATIONS: (1) and-(4) ' Label °  fother focuses on.me" |
Lo 7 43 and.(2) " Tabel "I focus on other” :
' ” ” ' . Sl ' . 4 .. -_ : 7 ) . . -f ) . ..'
@ @ e e

N -
v -

—

Serles C . : .
ted by self: Rater looks at hls[her own 1ntroject1ons "I control myself"

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Intro:ects are ‘not plotted as complementary to other surfacges.

Y

[:R\!:ted by. other. Someone ‘else looks at subject s 1ntrojectlons.’ "He controls hlmself"'

b
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Focus on Other
“Focus on Self .

SBRIE -8 ‘-ZATES SEL‘-“
' Focus on Other. v

Focus on Self

RJ\TE.S 0”'”"‘(

" ;':Table.?r

(He/She V"vf('

O”‘" R (I)

Y T
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S el
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R,
‘5.
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1) 287G
WITHIN SUBSECT-

- '.: d &

| Focus ogether -
- "PSYCH- b
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67,37,24 27 26,

9,2

R o
oz 47 21, 32,50,

‘ 63 3 ‘.7“| : .;=‘

| (2) g
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PSVCH |

Focus on Other h

23 138:42,27,06 49,

44,54 .

':"74 45

COULBENARITY .;f?”_ oo 8
Ty R R e s
- Focus on Self 34 _:.,07 H0,0h | 22 62,42, 13 28 53
’ ) : . 58 29 ! N 5‘1; 70 4/, "'f\
. ; [ S .J;f T 7=15 R PR 11
. Focus ‘on Other A28 '73 £3,70 . 18,22 1 69, 79,.:1 |
R A 3 SR S L =
S| s onslt g wsets, [202Y ‘-.sa,s.,73
- " [ | ¥=37 o Ees -
o U 19,5 |24,10,23,-22,35,
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e
—

Focus on Self

) X“47 -
74,31,41,°16,

’ 58 ?J,G

: §=20

146,34, 14,08 04,
,7&,29 ' P

KoM

L Focus on Othef

Flo'cus‘ on Self |

——

(’72

. =7; |
89, ?9,73

59,86,70 |

ES"‘I"" S

(.3)

" BETWZEN-S VALIDATION -

O" S“'" PERC S27I0N

.
‘.LJ‘ '

!
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|
?

' Focus-on Self

. Poeus on Other

63,45,43,41,42,
76,65
=6l

75 E1,49,62,30 | '

[ 9

[N

| 25,3655,
e, 85 -

_ =.)3
71,53,4C 2-:,69,
43,73

S R
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L
3 ‘.S,QU
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‘;5,< _*f of herself in relation to him (both‘types of focus) Note that,she

. < ¢ o anmelﬁgaMS' ?.?ft. . --_’\ﬁ“ﬁ - .

N Figgre 1 - The SASB model. The first surface describes focus on other,r'

T a

& the second, focus on self° and the third describes the results of turn—

ing focus on other toward the self The horizontal axes describe de— o

{ grees of affiliation and the vertical axes, degrees of interdependence.

o~

» P

The model describes and prescribes opposites, complements and antitheses.
From "Structural Analysis of Differentiation Failure > szchiatgz

Journal for the Study of Interpersonal Process. Copyright 1979 by

: < the William Alanson White Psychiatric Foundation. Reprinted by per-.f“

¢

EE .
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Figune 2 - Maps of SubJect 362 BQ's ratings of her introJect before

dnd after a lO-week brief psychotherapy. Note she becomes less self-
| regtriCting arnd friendlier R .

Figure 3‘ Maps of Subgect 362 BQ s ratings of her mother (both types L

| of focus) and of herself in relation to her mother (both types-of focus)

°

Notefthe mother was quite controlling,'and the patient, submiss;ve.'ﬂf;j

R4

Pigure.4 -~ A "pop"‘form of the SASB models.CIhis can be used to inter—‘l}a

pret ORD 2 output to patients in less formal language, if desired

Figure 5 - Maps of SubJect 362 BQ's husband (both‘types of focus) and

ot

»

saw him as quite contrplling, rejecting and withdrawn whereas she was
- submissive aéd withdrawn.‘ She also was very friendly and "together
when focusing on him. | | . |

Figre 6 - Map and test of internal consistency for introJ ect ratmgs

of Subject.316 B9.' Note the consPicuous gaps around the affiliative SR

.and disaffiliative poles.



» ‘ -

T ". Figure 7 - Haps of Subject 316 A9 (who vas’ husband of 316 B9) rating
his father (both types,of focus) "and himself in relation to his father
(both types of focus).. Note the father focused mostly on other and

Subject 316 A9 complemented this with focus mostly on himself

,

Figgre 8 - The weights used in computing the affiliation and autonomy\
' Scores in«ORD 2 Affiliation weights are maximal around the affilia- .
. o tive pole and ninimal around the* disaffiliative pole. - Autonomy weights

are maximal around the autonomy pole and minimal around the interdepen—'
A dence pole. ' _'v; - . .

Figgre 9 - LAG output testing the internal consistency of the ratings

'_'g mapped in Figure 5. Note that SubJect 362 B9 ‘was very integrated when

J

B focusing on her husband but not when focusing on: herself. Note too that :

'ﬂ‘h_5v- the husband was perceived as double—binding, i e.. giving contradictory S

A

— i interpersonal messages (coefficient of internal consistency = -.326)
Fig e 10 %,ORD 4 summary of SubJect 362 BQ's interpersonal history

R
with measures of complementarity (theoretically complementary domains

o »

have similar symbols and are connected by 8. line) Note that her
husband became less controlling and more friendly OVer the ten weeks .?[G..TGLLT

' of therapy even though he refused to participate in therapy.

< .
. o oy \
. . Rl ”~

l" Figgre 11 - ORD 4 summary of . SubJect 302. BQ's interpersonal history. a

i 1_;v'; ' Note that her husband exerted about as much power as. her mother but f“.J?a- '

. . .
ERI -

. was. much less friendly at theatime the ratings were made. _
Figure 12 - ORD 4 summary of Subject 304 39's Interpersonal History.

Note that she reports extreme friendliness in every rating._ Relation—'v

ships are differentiated only on the power dimension. ;Ti’}'ﬂ- ’;_'“
s /o oo DR
'-NOT£5v Flgure 1, "Structural Ana1y51s of Soc1a1 Behav1or (SASB), ¢ 1979, W1111am
- - Alanson White Psychlatric Foundatlon, 1s copyrlghted and not

'available for reproductlon ST _ L ﬂ e

.

we . gl




'""'1onger a patient and had dlvorced a 3pouse mho vas similar to herdnother.
. . _

. _lg\l ...- '-.-,-' . t B : . | el
'

L

L Figure 13 - OKD 4 summary of Subject 311 BQ’s interpersong} history. R
iLote thaththe mother S attack was almost exa ctly counterbelanced by
SubJect 311 Bg* s second spounse S affillatlov,-ard‘this was reflected

'Jﬂin a (newly formed) p051t1ve self—concept. Subject 311 B° was no -

I

- : L

L
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SASB Descrlptlon of “Common" Roles, agendas, scrlpts o R

: Forgetful
Neglectful
<histracter‘

- Don't Count on:Me =/

' Do your own thlng;.'
I hear you"

I understand _
You re OK d'

- Warm .
Lov1ng

Att cking . _ —
R?ppln OEEN. -

§ Punlshlng Others
- "j} Manlpulator
B o You re Not OK -

, Blamer

- Boss1ng others
,;J """ - -
o . s
[+]
-
=]
& Deflant
; . Spaced ut"ﬁ '

¢ Loner.
s Lonely
Escapé Artlst‘

i Helper -
Rescuer ',
Wise one

"Jewish momma™

[

I'll do my. own thlng
Assertlve (nonaggre851ve)
‘Oopen
| Flowing
.”;“Haviné'a ball" -

.

. 1:.Fea:fﬁl
. .Defensive
 Sulky

Prissy

&

S il Upreamy.

‘pret ORD Zfoutputtco'patienté inhlessjfermafbi

“Drifter

" .Who am I _l_lf?.

MRS

Acceptant ,;; N

. _».,_

Respon51ve to. reason

’

' Dependent
"Good girl/-boy"

Self-confi dent "y fteeiiaz{?

) - Su i/é lde

. e masochlsm
A Selllng ouk
C I'm bad -

I can't.

T e . .-

- Molding myself in "\

- Narcissist.

1

- Self-made,

I'n becoming the best’

_ Sugar Daddy o B
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~ Figure 10 - ORD 4 summary of Subject' 362 -}39"5 interpersonpal histhr};
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with me_asuies‘ of compllementarity (theoretically complementary domains

have smilé{_r symbols and are"connected by a line)'. Note ~£hat her E
husband became less controlling and more frlendly over the ‘ten weeks

of therapy even though he requed to partic1pate iu therapy.
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Not: |
e that her ‘husband exerted about as much power as her- mother but

-

FauTenemy

- was much less friendly at the time the |

e

retings w_ere .made .
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Father focuses on hmself.»
a - ‘.Father focuses ‘on Mother. ... .62 ~
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Note that the mother s dttack was almost exactly counterbalanced by
' o
.Subject 311 B9's second .spounse's affiliation, and this was. reflected
R in a (newly formed). positive self—concept. Subject 311 139 was no

-

. longer a patient and had divorced a spouse who was similar to her. mother. <
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N

~'output. More definitive norms will be forthcoming. Presently, num-

BN ]

bers generated by the programs ‘can be used by researchers to define

between~subject and betneen—group comparisons in terms of "dynamic"

.o -

clinical conéepts. Perhaps more importantly, the output generated

1

o }i_' by'ORD 2 can be discussed with, atients to facilitate their under—

standing of connections betwee ‘ldhood and adult social experiences, ,

3 of some basic dimensions involved

-

of complementarity in relationsh'

in. seemingly infinitely complex interpersonal transactions, and of

. ualternative ways of relating. The map§ are understood intuitively;

by nearly everyone, and 2 frequent response, (often after having expressedi

2

grave reservations about computers) iS' "Now, I see. I had no idea

so much was going to come out of those questionnaires._ In addition

"to'facilitating therapy and therapeutic planning, and measuring'

effectiveness of therapy, the data are also uSeful‘in chartkeeping'-

and in interpersonal diagnosis (see McLemore and Benjamingf

4,
("
<t




.- | _ TableLegends ‘. |

‘Table l‘QvSimplified version of the SASB-mod »“along with question-

naire items more fully describing each chart point.. The center sec-

‘ 'tion of this table is from a figure in‘"Structufal Analysis of

| ;.Differentiation Failure .' The questionnaire itemspare arranged in

.I \

SR a different format in the Appendix of that péper. In P_szchiatgzt

Journal for the Study of Interpersonal ?rocess, copyright.1979 R
) : y Do AR . " .
v . ,

by the William Alanson Whige Syeﬁiatric ?oundation. Figure and

Items are- reprinted by permissi%n ) N o .
Table 2 - Key‘to interpreting nterpersonal aspects of output from ‘

e . ~_".__—— .

ws ORD 2 (Figures 3, 5, 7) and ORD| 4 (Figures 10, 11, 12, 13).

.

"TablenB - Variables defined by CORONY and some illustrative results.

g CORONY provides measures of complementarity, similarity‘and measures

“inter-observed (e.g. husband—wife) agreement-about.perceptions.
, ) | ‘ S } , g
. Table 4 - Some average within-subject discrepancy scores, (lengths: «

of,lines;suehias those drawn:in'FigureS’lQ, ll;llz;;lS).;

R :
SR R PR v
5 LR .

aut

' NOTE: Table 1, "Questlonnaure Items and Specified Ver51on of SASB,"
: by William Alanson White Psychiatric Foundatlon, is copyrighted 1979

and is not available for reproductlon - P

-
=

\
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Appendix VI o
~ £,
“ Developmental Trends as Descrihed by SASB R i P
¢ S - s o

-——-~—-~—-—One—hundred-—seven mothers of_pediatric outpatients_srated their P

~ v

oldest child and ‘64 rated their youngest child 'whether of not t\he
designated child was the one who had heenabroug"ht to the clinic.
'l'he total .sample of 171 consisted of 92 malé s and 79 females" ratings

L.

were completed at home and returned by mail. S:xty percent of the

qu tionnaires distributed were returned completed some..i:nes

L

following a reminding phone call The average family size was 2 6°

& s -

_ children and 79 percent of the sample came from a la,rge pediatric out— '

'-patient clinic affiliatied' with a Catn'olic hosp;!.tal serving a vez:y broad

range of - soc1o—economic levels. Tmenty-one percent of the sample’
| ame From a Family Health Service affiliated with the University
- of Wiscons:x.n and consisted of undergraduate and graduate student
parents. Children ranged in age from .0 to 21 years and before con—‘
ducting the data a lys:rs *'he sample was divided into ll age groups.

: Heasurements vere examined at closer intervals in the younger! age

) esumed to occur much more rapidly in the early years. The alI’ -

S cation was Group l age 0 to 5 months N= 175 Group 2 age 6 to ll

‘;;.2' to 17 months, N = 11; Group 4, age 18

- .

| &\
to 23 montfrs, N 12 Group 5 .age. 2 years, N = 23 Group 6 age 3

. .‘years, N = 19 Grou‘p 7 age 4 years, E 9, Groupf8 age 5 and 6
T &ears, N = 21 Group 9, - age 7 8 and- 9 years, . 15 Group 10 age
P ‘ I

lO ~through 13 years, ]&'—— 13 Group ll age 14 through 21 years, N = 13.

e/;
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VI-2

o

(h:estionnaires o ' . R e

Series A and B of the long-form questionnaires based on the

A

PR e 3

- c -
mother 5. perception of the child s parentlike, focus on other (36 bf‘ R

N

its) and childlike, focus on’ self (36 items) behavior. Each of

Q
the 72 ite:ms corresponded to one point on the interpersonal sur-

" faces of the model' no measures were made in terms of the intra—

s
s .

psychic or mtroJ ect: surface. Series B consisted of the same

itenns except tbey were reworded to 'measure ‘the mother s perception :

-

of he¥: own behaviors in relation to the child. For both Series " l

A and Series B’ the mother gave an: indication of applicability b

: assignin&;a score of 0—100 with anchor points at 0= NOT AT ALL

N'EVER 50 = MOD::.RATELY, SOMETIHES and 100 =- ALWAYS PERFEC"’LY.

The long-form questionnaire has since been greatly shortened and\

‘four-times revised, so results will be presented ﬁn terms of key

L

phraees from the long items and those phrases will be related to

5

_ the newer model presented in Figure 1. For example, the long form '

: item for the original chart point 147 read'

"My (son) (daught er)

: interrupts me, barges :.n on me any. time he pl ses._ He always wants

' to know what I ‘m doing and why, both when he is. with me and when he

" is away from me''. .'I'hi-s-—;!,tem is reported in tihe present paper in

o PRI : b
terms of the key phrases. "Interrupts keeps track" In the new

model presented in Figur‘ 1, the revision of this item measures

o
_ point 137 because factor analyses of the old forms placed it on

-

the hostile side of the dominance pole. : . S 'a

- P - - N -

R

P

original model (Benjamin 1974) were used. Sé:ies A measured the -+
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L . ~
Statistical Analys1s | _k:‘ L . ‘ :> .“ip . N
X : : R P SR
* Each item frqm both Serdes-A Gmothers rating children) and _i:giff1§jf:iF::;
‘ Series B'(mothers rating’ themselves in. relation to Ehildren) wash.., ;};ff?;ﬁ%?sé
prac e e e e S E—— LA T % DR S --_.A,r.:_____‘,_,:_ S

- -

- _analysed in terms of a sex hy age unequal N and ysis of var}ance ;5._~ T

‘;(anova) : This allowed idenj\fication of aevelo ental trends,' of '

(A . . ‘e ’ ! ’ N '.' =
’between-sex diffeiences, and of Pnfferences‘kéfween the sexes in ST e

‘j;develﬁpmental c?ange (i e.. the sex by ge interaction) The Tl
&""";'":H;.?ﬂfyoungest—oldest dimen31on was ignored hecauﬁf the sample size did ﬁot ;

. nurn out to be sufficiently 1arge to 3usti£y %Pis further subdivi— L o

) ~f . N Y

| R S v

- T sion. In addition to item by item ‘sex hy age analysis, an anova was k

performed on weighted,affiliation ard weighted autonomy seoz;s for 2
S

) . the parentlike and childlike items from both Seriés A and Seties'. :
*AffiIiation and autonomy‘scores represent‘a welghted average of I j

all. the - ratings corresponding to a given surface of the‘modei. The'

' _.weighted affiliation sé§¥é gives 1arge positive weights for points
which are close to the affiliation pole and assigns progressively
_lessgk weights as distance from the affiliative pole is increased{f”.-'

.:Affiliation weighté are negative on the 1eft—hand side of the modei*
-.i'?:n;';_'5:'fandabecome more so’ as the disaffiliative pole is approached Each
. 1item score *s mnltiplied by these affiliation weights and the sum of
"3__t ; B _,t~the resultlng products is a single numerical statement of the
: fstrength of the affiliation component of all the ratings describing

a given surface of the model. As such they represent a statement

T of the degree of friéndliness of a Sp&leiC group of items Weighted .

~

&

'*f‘ntautonomy gcores follow the game logic except the weights are" oriented

M




-

‘““fér‘items sampling-pointS'near'the dominance—submisslon~poles;—-The

./'-.

- around the-vertical axisdandﬂgiVe very positive wkights t? items'(— )5 3%}
. > \". - ‘ T A -~ - ‘-‘“\—.; _. /.{‘

points near gﬁ% autonomy pole‘gnd v rynpegajive/weights :f;;;l\E,

% S

’

' weighted autonomy scores' prov1de an estimate of the degree to

- o .
which ratings were more on the autonomy or on the dominance-sub-

"‘ S\ ,',

missidn‘side of the horizontaI axis of the surface in questioné;

..‘,-

y" ..\

l?Results are presented in terms of the age by sex organization

‘_. ' ' . o o ' ) X o . '
. . . L . P N

Age Trends - Children

uos

A.coroing -to the anova of ‘the 72 Series A items corresponding

~to-the parentl}ke and childlike surfaces of Figure 1, 34 points shoned

E Significant differences between age groups at the .05 1eve1 or better..

To organize 34-significant Es in a’ way which can be regarded as a

elatively conservative statement of developnental trends it was

decided to add another restriction to the identification of'signi- R .

Y R N

ficant developmental trends. "To be reported items must no” only

f have shown significant age differences by‘the-anova but the ,must*

also have sh\ﬁn significant (p Oskpr better) age differences by-' .

'~} the nore conservative non—parametric extended median test (Siegel

W . N

1956) The latter procedure makes 10 assumptions about the'under-
.4 o

\1ying distribution, identifies the median rating on a given item for:'g

~

& .
all 171 children, and thenﬂpresengs for each age group the percen- '

:* tage of indrviduals nhich received an above—median rating. 15 ”

-

.

-

e ) .

\‘_’
’
2

specified by the anovaz Additional analyses are introduged and
: ten lﬁ’ : T . -
explained in the contexts.in which they appear.' ’ s 3
- ? . e ' N . ) .v.,'-,"f"" R ) - ]
- ' B Results B L e e e I T

S
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A(C' showed that, relatively speaking , some age groups got highet - &

= scores on, thc item im question than did other age groupst i The

LT above-m_ed_ia_n test has_ _ _t_h_e additional advantage of defining relat_ive Sy
b L salience oLr' socially undesireable or ",’?o-alien Beha'%‘iors more IR PRI [

.of o 3 - )
clearly than does a simp\Ie presentation of the mean. ratings associa,—- T

l/‘

ted w:Lth the anova., To illustrate.. mothers. werJas de to rate

themselves and their children on negative"” items such as "my jhild

says to me, scram, go away ', "my child says he hates ne". It is /
. '.- -~ - M

to be expected that in a normal sample gpch %téms will receivev quitze v le L

VAN,
¢ test ms{lwery

I g low endorsements on’. the average, but the above-me""'

clearly reveal specific age groups for which endorsement \s rela-. ‘* ,

4
- * . - . ; - I .
tively greater. Lo ” B s

S ]

'I'he Tore conservative above—m _:Lan test reVealed that 21 of th'e'" 72 :

items had significant age group d erences,_and* 20 -of these were

A B also significant by the anova.'_ -The 'int o'duction of the--rest'riction. o
. . . ﬂ CR .

" '_,.that anova fi ings also be s:.gnificant_'by the above—median test re~

: er of significant findings from 34 to 20 and .was, as’

expected a'conservative step. Items meet:.ng both* these requ:r.re- s e

-
v

- ments were then arranged in subgroups according to similarity of
urve shapes, ige.v developmental trends. Five such su'bg,oups WTE o

AR identified° (1) Items shomng a: generally inve;zed/U-shape vit ST

- B T

leftward sk.ew, (2) Items showing a progressive decline in endorse- ‘

..‘-,}.

."7 e )

ment with an :anrease in age, (3) ltems shom.ng a pro.gressiv'e ascent_- . \
. o ,‘ . ‘

in endorsement from hirth through adolescence, (4) Items show:tn’g/a

»
.

L. ] .
e R ‘




- o *‘JLf "1%.-< :,» l S |

. > 'J‘ : " ' R » ‘-
PR th sharp peaking in the age r&ﬁge 18 to 23 monggs and dropping sharply ”
;TilﬂlijZEQT . thereafter only to begin o reasc_ _ through adolescence, (5) Items

" & }_,_ ,peaking at age 3 but: dippins sharply a"‘age 4-‘_, ,ﬁ o ff?"

- Flad

‘ﬁ“ﬁf;i** *“‘“‘Tf‘f**‘?igures"VI~l>and—VI-2 prese tH&se—‘evelopmenEal;frends forwe;;_ms:;_}t

N the Series A ratings “of children. The.?igures liS§\key:phrases,from ~

S

3

N . A N - .
e e R -~.\..:_ . F S YOI
v . - " . . ,] - - -‘4 . . e B . e . PR B T A

-€§%~_ IR Insegf Figures VI—l‘and‘VI-Z about hére f:;n-s,wfﬂ, B S
» o . S L T ’

. N LT
R S : S, T e . ._ __‘.q\ j\

~

the long-form items. attualI% rated . Inspection of Figures VI-l and

v

I-2 reveals that each of the five groups of curves describes inter-

-

personal postures which seen to be related As a result it is pos= "
L sible to name the five subgroups of items which vere defiq‘s on the
basis of curve shape in terms of familiar psychiatric concepts. The;

first group includes items showiug a progre581ve 1ncrease from birth'

-

':-‘ s .- ' ot K - - .
- f', : hugs, tender touch, smiles, warm welcome, understands,‘accepts me,

. :5;/ through year lor 2, and consfsif'oﬁ,items with Ley phrases such as,l;';

follows, clings, bugs. These hehaviors are very affiliative and in-

‘n volve c#ild s active ocusing on the.mother, the hehaviors descr ed

-~

: require sbme time to deﬁhlop, reach a maximum-in early childhood\and
":, " resemhle Bowlby‘s (1969) attachment phases 2 and 3. Thls group is

A - . .

,..t c ,
named active attachment. , .

s

7. -

The second gtgup ineludes items star;%ng with a ;elatively

Q.

-

?5i Lo Jl high degree of endorsement, then show1ng progressive decreases with
?;;:U age and includes%key phrases such .as joyfully aceepts, trusts,‘,,

counts- on, iixcalmed refreshed hy me, picks up ny mood ways, has

P




Vi-i:

,“"f

v

o a warm response to me, likes, me. This cluster of items is aISo very -

affiliative but involves the chi‘ld focusing on him/herself in rela- .

tion to the mother and ._ppears in the childlike region of friendly

. independencgk\\§> ',~§_u\ o ;:g.vﬂ/f?wllu;ll~_n.' i; S . =
R R T S P
. S . E | . _. . . L. .\ . K . - .s ‘. A-” . . / . .

el " ] . \ __. o R - ,J,_'- .
S 19599 aand is na:med rec):(pt?.ve attacl'ment. S '

l

L _-:dependency and trust descrihed by the analytic literature CErikson,

‘ .

. | The third g'oup includes items showing a progressive increase |
from Birth through adolescence includes itez:s with key phrases

\

hd
\‘t

- excludﬁs me,,tells othe&s, is sensible, c“.lear.- 'I.’hese appear .to’

' ‘descrihe differentiated
. R T S Ey o

e mother.; : e o 'ﬁl"A o ;Z[ S “f‘i: .A ;;. :

Ly

' The fou:t_;/)group includes items peaking at 18 to 23 months (group

. -,’-\-.

L _after, and then gradually reascending through adolescence. This :

-~ -_ e ’\I}A
do not touch re; goes his/her own way, says I ’should go away, scram.

4This group resembles hostile,' oppositional benav...ars recognized in

4{:;' the chifd development ages {md stages literature (e. g- Ilg and Ames, 5

B,

1955, PP 22-24) and inte*'preted by analytic theorists such .as

‘%iahler (1968, PP 18 23) 2s being' critical to the process @f differen— '

\tiation or separation from the motheré‘ They also relate to th _ -

o

—

struggle of autonomy nentioned hy_ Erikso,u/ . thrs@g:prox A

. -.;‘range. Mahler "Er,itk@ both mention ‘the recurlence fof such nega-

.- ¢ -
. ;;gyistic ?ofhaviors aga:x.n in adolescence as /e/ssential to ;

22 -~
s -

R No e
- - LA g
_ R VS .
.‘".‘... ., Lo . ) _ ‘w‘ .
e ° . ' .

d‘ult—like ego f ior{ dn rela*tion to the
, R I

: _‘4 entered m Figure VI-—‘l at the point laheled age 1) d*opp'ing there-: ‘v .

' group includes 1tems.wit-h '-key phrases: shouts,-'ridicule%; mocks; 's‘a‘ys_sw R

e age‘- R

e forma- S

22 0T submissiveness in Figure l. ?ﬂ.‘he group corresPonds to the receptive_._;p_ G

o

-a

B



- VI-8
The fifth ‘group includes items peaking at age 3 and dipping sharply
- at age 4 is shown in Figure VI-2. Key phrasﬁs are.‘ shares, shows
. .“‘ ' ' e )
-';: self confirms, encourages, protects, keeps company,‘supports, back ' ‘Bh,,

;fraipf.~ SRR me up.- These behaviors can be reasonably related to interpersonal v d}

',t%wn pects of the—Oedipal stage said to becom% salient around- age _3. aémm<-__;f:5*;

L o ,3-<3 well as to Mghler s (1968 ‘yp 23-26§~description of*the rapprochement f.bu
B ‘ '
:gﬁ_between mother and child\\\lhe very friendly behaviors described by this

3

N 'group involve fdius -and” influence on the mother and are classified An S

o }.__‘.‘Q . SR - : -
o }\ the parentlike section of Figure l. An &xception~is the item with‘key '&f..'
PR ",_ o . .

PR phrases,‘\shares, shows self thfs item involves focus on the self and“:a :
Vinl

e R does’ not involve any dominance.. Interestingly, this one item does not h

°
’ .

exactly fit the pattern of the gr up in that it actually peaks much earlier.1;:.

_ It is reasonabie that parentlike\focusing on the mother, i.e. decreased .
j e Y ) . : -
_focus on,the'sel would follow the separation from her at 18- 23 months. ‘gf '

.

terviemed to determine mhar they had 'f
T

\ in mind whe en orsing this group of itéms: included offering her a
“;L | Kleenex if she was crying, giving her hugs and Lisses if she seemed

":_?\5\' _i sad bringing her a cookie iflshe vas ill This group is named loving S
] - ’ . i L B .
-caretakerw Other such evidence that such young child n ¢an in fact

’

é% co show such empathic behav1or Bag been recently report by Borke
IR (1971, 1975)

. \ ? ‘. ) 7 b
s . Anovas of the- weighted affiliation and weigéted antonomy scores .

showed a significan% difference between age groups in parentlike auto-

R . . , s 0%
S ey . _

7 nomye?cbres. There was ‘a rather orderly increase between successive

onps in .the tendency for children to allow h r mothers to have

P X g .-
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A T S N -
E Lo e _-'4' ., N ) . - 4 ..|

moy autonomy. Average'weighted autonomy scores vere negative.onl?f

- . - ’ . ’

for he first year of life (groups 1 and 2) and this suggests that

ro ( | | I c Voo o /

-

. ' general control of he mother's time, space and supplies did exist f0r

. « L7 y
s Te T that period of time. Anova also revealed that the weighted affif’a—

) #%12‘]‘R o tion Scores for the childlike comain described by Figure l showed CN
—,$j_,‘;’ I ____ .L,-_'_ — s 4 »

significantLHiffereﬁcesnbetween age groups.f The trend here ‘was to-
yg/’“ r;”,';:.start atJa very high level ‘for the youngest age group.and progressively
-~ ’drop,_although_weighted foiliation rcmained quite high even through |
'11 the adolescent group. &his would suggest there is a very strong

generalized attachment by children to mothers which drops somewhat

) l with iné;ea51ng age. - _31'__ : _
‘ z Age Trends = Nothers _ f B L 5 -.-\L el
:-?7/7, ~';'i"] The anova of Series B mothers rating themselves in relation to :
AN o : : By .

their children, revealed 28 items with Hifferences\yignlficant-ét the-j

2 -,..’.

: .05_level better for the age dimension. The above=median.test v}i ;Qlliig\"
tL

s having sigpificant differences between age groups and

9 of these had significant differénces by/both the apova and the ex— :

showed lé

- : tended median test. The 9 are shown in Figure‘4 and the first.group o
LA . - . . Y .
' paralleled the-active attachment group of&Figure 2 Key phrases for‘

~

"\

s

T e

e N

s R ,
Insert Figure VIr3'about,herel ) '“'i\

. 3 ', K . N "- . . - ) . . i '-__-,4" -:: ) - ,l<;‘<._ ¢ ::“ “'. .

- e %

. . S l‘ l"" . “ ‘ . B . - *
items which-show*d the left-skeued inverted-U trend are' boss, in charge'_

smile, welcome, interrup;, keep track Two of tﬁése itqns are clas31fied . ;

ot -
' '\‘

s near the dominancegpole of the parentliPe surface of Figure 1 and the
N e s : 4 : -

‘ o \? eaother is near the affiliative pole. DominanCe and warmth are two S
‘-\"- ,- N ~ - !
. variables which have been consisfently ideni>fied in . the. child development

’ . 5 . - . . . N oo . . (,_‘ .
.- N ~ . .
! -y . J =~ -

o

e . »f [ . . . . ’ . . 3

o . . . ; . “ . . -,
X o . .

» » '.' . R Lo RRARN K . - - .
. - . s v N ’ e : AR
c St . 1 ’ . L K - . . ‘(J by .. c . .; . o i .l. 4 J
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S ,.-7gecreased with age. - Lo Lo ,"d' : “"',:

< -~
Ty
U .t
< T 3.

! ' - vI-10 . . ‘\/“ oY e
—‘\ h . . s o R ’_.,‘ 3"
"'.., - R '.“_Ll‘: ' .
literature as being critically importan; in imitation, identification '»"‘ -'A .
and the formation of comscience (e.g. Kagan, 1958 Hoffman, 1967), L \Sf'fa

’ The present data suggest, then, that the child’s active attachment to \

;the mother correlatgs with the mother s dominance and warmth' i e. R
. R . \'. Q > . ’ R ° .
friendly influence.~ c - 3*“ R
One item from.Series B paralleﬁed the second group~from Series ?f‘*“*‘““;“L'““

A, the item involving key phrases ‘I anticipate his/her every need /7

started with a relatively high degree of endorsement followed by~ (/

'Series B item paralleled the children s tendency to exclude the mother B

progressive decrease.. It would appear that nurturance given before L 0T,

2.

arg;e*paraII”Ied the receptive attachment shown :_

e
by the children, bOth anticipatory nurturance and rcceptive attachment g

or just as the need

‘One item from\Qeries B paralleled the third group from Series A

I treat him/her as self~sufficient._

nd involved key phrases. This - .~

It ., - T =

L -

'and to “be sensible, clear, reasonable when interacting with her.»

-

L~

V031d éppearvthat therelis a'ProgressiVe tendencx\to treat-the”child o AU

as more adult—liLe and this is matched by a tendency to be more rationel a .

- ¢ .
£ . . .

“with the mother as well as ‘to turn more to peers. A : v

, did not parallel any of those from Series A.
__'Figure'VI—3 is qharactevfred by the inverse.of wnat is

Tffdnsth cluster in Figure VI—l.}

:.group descended. .Key phrases for this group were..

. return his/her snuggles, I understand accept him/ber, I péotect, keep

._im

B . “ - ’
Féur significant items from Series ‘B showed a unique pattern which

a

The fourth group @m0,

7, T

rdwn in thé

Rather'than peaking at 18—23 months, SRR

-

I 1ik him/her, , -‘ e

’; p:.u : : S L : o - .a



~

sy s vI-1d

. -

.*hin/her company;'I attend his/her wounds, groom him/her.i.lt would e .

- 4 «

appear that during the times the children peaked in--disaffiliative _

~independence, namely 18- 24 months and at adolescence, the mothers

\ : ' - . - LT VRN

sharply cut back reports of ‘warm, understanding, protective behaviors

- on their part._ This observation serves.as a reminder of the old say-
: v . : :
_ing that “love begets lovegzand of the morewrecent research calling
attention to the incgracti;e aspects of mother—child transactlons
'(e,g,’Bell, ié?l} 'ié; the aecomﬁanving implication that causality'

may not be assumed to always move in the direction mother to child.

, Anova of the weighted affiliation and attachment scores for Series

-

B gave results very similar to Series A. It appears the mothers'
generalized control of children was: also maximal during the first
year, suggesting that_mothers controlled infants time, space and

~

'supplies_as‘wegl as the infants"controlfof‘mothers discussed above.

With both rembers of the dyad dominating there is a maximally‘unstable,_

- Id -

noncomplementary situation according to the model and this may relate
to freqnent reports from mothers of 1nfants to the effect that they
want to “get out of there , to "take a break" (. es ereing is the

3

antithesis of loving control). Despite this.implied tension, mothers

. also showed a very high level of.generallzed childlike attachmen

2

to their children with a peaLingibetween age 6 to 17 months and a de-
crease thereafter. Family therapists dealing $1th husbands feeling '

affectionally displaced by their infants will have no difficulty inter-

-
-
’

preting this result. .

N Sex Differencesa— Children o : : .

[y
.

Significant gex differences revealed by the anovas of items and
weighted scores are, displaféd in Iable‘VI:l:' Inspectich of the ‘Series

. T . 4 . fr& ’ é
A part of the Table—shows that all. th¥ee itemstfor which=the males
. . T » . & ’ : H

. . : . . -
? . A - »
— . ~
~ T N 4+ -

: . oy . . . .
> : /ﬁsaf“ - R
- : : w7 U - . ¢
_ . . -7 . . .
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L A "‘_, - o ° vI-12 - % ..

- A /"
‘;./-. ‘ ’ o . .' ~
N reeeived significantly greater ratings had to. do with indeeéndence"fromf -
| #' | o : . '-/‘~7,' - ‘(
v SN _ : . e / e s
I L : o ) . coe
s : 7 ' Insert.Table VI-1 about here : d// - .
. . Y . , — - .
‘—f‘_"_“ ST T T "/“"’f "":"““—‘ T T T o _J . . - ] , . '_"'.‘" T T “'T"_’“"." T T T T T T T T T e e “.‘“" ""‘- I
' /o . : v

/ the mother.7'Males were reported as"showing a slight bﬁt'sign}&icantly” i
A C Ly
/ greater tendency to avoidathe mother‘ to spend time away from her with o oe

peers although they were playful when they were with her' and to fail to .~

. S
PO ° - . -
. . '
- - ‘ Lo : °

back the mother up leaving~her to ‘solve her  own prohlems._ FemaIea

. - childrem, hy contrast, were endorsed as being more<$upportivé’of the-

- - ; .
mother; more encouraging that she. should "do her own. thing H and more ’
. ) 1ikely to calm, kiss and caress,her, The findings shown for children
wh . in Table 1 arehcopsistent with the beli in-the culture and in the - :
* . . - X . . . * .

'

profession that in general, normal males are more independent of,

- . . ‘ N ) ( ) ) ‘.‘. '. ) .
less attached to their mvthers; normal females tend to be closer to and * -

- Id . - ‘\_ - A ' . . ‘ ) . \
. more supportive of their mothers.,. ) : N o
_...s\ 3 L ) . N [ . . ..\ . ’.{\

Sex Differences — Mothers ‘ s .

A Table VI-1 also presents significant differences between the sexes .

S i

for Series B. The mothers of males reported themselves as, having been .

-

tearful and lonely over the loss of theiE chlld and also of having done \

y 7
more interrupting and keeping track of the male children. Presumablyv

1f the males were, showing mor\\\.depend nce it 1s lochal that .the _:r ; RO
-;-'f . : )(

(S 2

mothers would have found themselves\doing more tracking of them and more-
‘e

\

Toe s responding to the loss of their presence. ln relat on*toifemale,

chil{ren; mothers reported_themselves.as responding more wérmly, Sharing 2 N/ﬂa-

<
g.

rd

s

e .‘ , "’.
i /,more kissing and caressing and accep;ing more help. In addition mothers _

T q acknowledged they vere more deﬁersive ard Jumpy With thelr female child
& . PR -, .o \ .
‘These f1ndings are generally consistent with reports of the fqnale

-~

children being closer to the mothers and more supportva of them (e.g.

-

- Sears et. al;, 1957, pp ﬁOl)

Il



ST - - .

L : B 2 o & .

~ . . . ”, s

fThe Age by Sex Interaction - Children -

< N -

The age by sex interaction £or the Series A ratings of children

-

-was signifiCant at-the_.OS level or better in 6 oﬁ the 72 anovas. - The', |
. \ + -
wfm,nf_minhgm:mnature of - the interaction for.these 6.items was complex,wbut was. usually

LY ’ - [ I .
) ) consistent with the pattern shown in Figure VI—4 that Figure presents
L . r . PR -~

the nean weighted childlike autonomy scores for each of- the sexes at - e

J

-y
H

! . T ~

o - L. . ' Lo, LT L
! ~ ) i e -
. .- - | .
e B r*y K - . .

’ ’ ! :
B ) L © e . H e . )
. . AP . N ) % .
. . S -

- y -

. : S Insert Figure_VIJKEabout here 7 v e _ .
e A ST

¢ a N [ P ) o .

oo . C e : Fle - 5

/ \{n -~ . each age and the interactionsdisplayed in the Figure was significant at

-;7"
[N )

R : the .05 level Average autonomy can, bé seen to have been veriable up to'’

.,."-.' ’\ . o

. age-4 with a slight tendency for'males to have been- less autonomogs during
k4 . . \ - - k4

.the preschool);ears. After entering elementary school age 5= 6 males

2

. became consistently more autonomous-than females. The trend for males

", - . E o

tq be more_ submissive in the preschool age range and more autonomouS' .

later was particularly clear for the item eith the key phre-_ goes his

\\ ;- o own way .' This phenomenon of males having been more dependcr: at firzi ;{'. o
, ,'f and more autonomous later has ‘also been observed in rhesus monkeys (Jensen eI
f{_ and’ Bobbit, 1958) :;, .. v , ' ';- S -.‘:p

- n&zé' One of the advant?ges of the.model 'is the distinction between‘submissive—.
.. - O - N o
gﬁaéss and attacbment. Despite Eﬁe fact that many families teach that ;Sﬂ;‘ B
) W7 ’ Q N .//4:’//’*/‘/ L ) .a.t.;;'
N L submissxveness is Ibve ("If you loved me you woul v*_ 5__I’lové you S0 L
- . /‘_, — e TV ' A- K
7 R much I d do anything for you") theemodel places them at, right angles,

. \ P

“ _"i.e. presents them,as orthogonal or independent. Ihe present data.on °

-0
5
o~

’ €

-

- . s [ AR 2 " - - )
R . sex differenées illustraze the importance of the . distinction.- sex differ-5'~'

LT .' - . 'G/ i (’-9 o vv - . . .o

A : X ‘t
';ences ‘and sex X age differences suggest that excessive scores for males A

o
.« -
-

: . . r _' [

'.aw P ‘have fo do with\the interdePendence O power . (vertical) dimension vhezeas
_‘\_\‘,'-‘V‘ . . \

Nﬁ gzcessive.scores for females havé to do with affiliative (horizonfal) ”'f";.;.
- o - 2 Y. ! R . ‘ ) ‘ : . . '.-.\
; . . A . : - . \ - A oL

giimensi_on. 5 v .'."d . l- . _'\ i -» »e “ . - .
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A closer examination of the sex by age interactions is provided

: - Iad

'-by Table vI-2 which presents the results of multiple t tests comparing

- ! -
v

- ’ - ¢

R F . N . . oo N NP e T ok
. R [

. Insett Table VI-Z about here™ .. .~ . . .

%
, g . “ Loa e
’£ . L A : . o

> A o . . . N . . v

B males and females within each age group;_ BecauSe _the reversal'between

1 L . . N

e the sexes in average weighted autonomy ‘scores occurred it the ehd of
'.the preschool years, the table pools age groups before«and after this g;

» point, thus the ‘table parallels the trends~shown in Figure VI‘4 In

‘.

ST addition, Table 2 groups the number of,51gnificant ts according to

~ -

N~ T proximity to axes of the rodel.  The 307 of the items representing
points closest to the horizontal axis are presented in ope block and‘ .
v_.ft the 507 of the items representing points closer to the vertical axis

-s;-~;” .are presen;ed in two hlocks arranged So that the topology of Table

oLl k)

w e ;VI-Z is as simiiar as possible to the topology of Figure 1._'

-y,

I 4

:;3*1 . Inspection of the right hand side of Table 2 representing the j
‘;" .-~ affiliative side of Figure l eonfirms the interpretation of Figure 4.

A twsf-tailed sign test o-f the number of significant ts. i;omparing males

.

?. and females showed that in the dominance—suhmission re°ion of the model

-

Ty "j o
- preschool,males got significantly higher scores than females in o
&%, o .
be et - significantly more the contrast (sign test of l7 3 under the 50—50
N l\ _hypothesis). -During the same presc'DD1~age‘£§Egstignifieantly more .

: ol
“ontrasts (19:7) revealed females giving and taking more autonomy.

MR

During the elementary school age,range, this reversed with signifitantly

-~

more contrasts demonstrating males to ‘be more‘giving and taking of»

2 » £
autonomy in relation to their’mothers (l&:l): .
< . R . <4
1 b . .o

- , R
. ' ¢ ) )

LY : . , -

‘ .. : ) D
: 37 .
, Q7. :
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On the_horizontal'axis, however, far more contrasts™ (27:4) showed

Ln_mwmm,_w__Amumpreschoolufemales_tombe~morefattached“to;theirmmothers_and,_interestingly,mm__~___

- - -
LaNY .

g ddring the'later elementary school age range more contrasts showed ' “

females to be more disaffiliative (12 3) in relation to their mothers.

Tbis nould suggest that attachment is a wore dynamic issue between

t

mothers~and daughters,.being relatively stronger atifirst; and thenvre-

~--‘, - o "f v - .

versing 1ater by contrast, power-inedpendence is a more dynamic issue -

-

£
Q - L4

between'mothers and sons, there being more interdependence at first, and

-

more~independence later. These differences between the sexes apparently

- >
N . -
) 1

‘ Y} - persist througk adulthoodfwhere.one freéuentiy encounters the fenale Lo

o .

"twish for more w-=mth. and the male wish for m@?é independence in intimate
‘ - ) $"".»-/ L . B

o . relationships. - P : ' '

< .
. . . . r

» -
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T . . Appendix.VII - continued - e B
. .+ " EXAMPLE FOR 3 SETS OF DATA g0 ..
s oL 1= Standard'complete series, - .
N m’ T 2 and 3 = miscellaneous
, @run careyg 12345, 1234556890 oM, 100 . ; . -
program\deck + standard input » : . " & C - | '
e003 T e T
.“ - N o S .. . i L. N . n\_.‘ : ’
o0y ‘¥ S A s
person rates, Intr03ect e B . ‘; .
. b ] - . Y . . .
- 108003036004 o o s _; a o - < Coe

+ 072002072003 - N a/.f
I foaus on mother (top) and on myself (bottom) //: j
) 072002072003 , = ). FE / .
- Father focuses on me (top) and on hlmself (bottom)
072002072903 '“ " e A .
I focus on-. father;(top) and on myself (bottom) -
072002072003 - ’ ' ", S T e
Mother focuses on father (top) and on herself (bottomy/ _ ;' _ ‘
072002072003 - C . ngF;‘/ -~;‘ :
) i;ather focuses on mother (top) and oh hlmse (bottbm)
072002072003 B o
" DATA CARDS (setﬁwl) "-f'{‘ ) ;{4L
‘001 . - .: ; “H. ‘-;f . fa,'f
_Slgnlrlcant other'focuses.on_meb(top) a
1072002072003 © Ve .
DATA CARDS (set u2) ’L:‘”"l\‘ - oL
. -2 ' 2 ' | ‘,;\7
J002 . | 1 o }‘_
: Slgnlflcant other focuses on me (top) and on hlm/herself (bottom)
| 072002072003 S J\;* o o ”!§'
4I focus on srgnlflcant other (top) and on myself (bottom)
'\.072002072003 PR _ SR Ej'
© DATA CARDS (set v3) e R _»'-'. I i 3 .

o ??nlflcant«other focqses on"me, (top) and on him/herself (bottom)
.0720 .

: Nie ) -
02072003 R ’

K

I focus on 31gn1f1cant other (top) and on myself (bottom)

072002072003 - SR -/

- ) o/

_ Mother "focuses on me (top) and on herself (bottom)
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H . - ) ° " ' R .
§MN cmRD . S S .
, PROGRAM DEC '(QRD , OrD 4)FOLL,JuD BY A STANDnLD PROGRALM
. \ s

DATA : , S5 RN . . " PNPUT DECK
/'INDUT DEC (consig ing, of . follaw] :
. , .- L . . = R

) _>‘S\‘ B Tk h '
. 1) One cala‘

-+ .. IFndicatin

ﬁgwéjt purcheﬂ in -columns 1-3, ¢
o} tlncsxnayleolToa (ex 9e v T

o e 003 - 3 s 2 ) - .. ) R
\s' / L e . . P ] . z . R p -‘é‘, L -, _'
- - ¥ 2) One carxrd ¥ith a 3 digit numbex punchhd in columns 1-3, -
< indica¢ing the # of ratings in the Ilrst set . (G.g’ 009 = -% .
. o s . 3 . 3 o :
g ¢ ratings .in thev¥ixst set). e e
v * .i‘ .a ” " : T . - 4 .
- - 3) ®itle card for the first rating (free .field)
. . . '.. -. - ) )
o £y ~=n card with the num ber 072002072002 (for a 72 item
T © . .ing of Surfaces 1 & 2) oxr 108003035004 (for & 36 NR
- item rating of &urface 3) ~“punched in colujns l-i2 - . ! o
i} ' ' ' o . ' '
5) Steps 3 and 4 a*e repea ate ed for as many ratings as are _
) 3n the set L ' . L
- 6} DATA CARDS ‘ PR " -
o : & RN T4 e s .
_ a).36 it eﬁ ratings (rating self) are yUﬁCH“R with a * "
S _ : 36,0 Format in columns 1-72: Columns 73-86 . °°
= T a are free fiel”, gbncxal;y.uéﬁu for ;2@n+1L;cat'0ﬂ o S
o _ - . purpases . 100 ig punched as® ¥9. Ho answer s punched a
'.‘ T - . : - ) , - . . . '. ) L] o
. H;_ﬂ_ “p) 172 5ten ratings (rating others.and self ‘in reld- . &
. ',' {ion taq. others) are nunchca on 2 cards,'in the - sam=z |
; ~manner.as<the 36 item ratings. The ca ards musit bo .
e S ”}ept in -oréder when run, with the first 36 items on
CoL#E - -n oo the. first® c¢1a and the last 356 ltems on the sccond y
- A calo L I ' o ur
. . . - . T - . S —~ . ’ . . : ) .
: cf-Anv n:rbcr ct cotq\ f duta cards can b2 run,; one
v :p\ . sot.after another. Data cavds for cach subject, . . |
S e - however, must be i the brder specified in steps )
v .  _ ~ .3 =5 -~ ’ 20
. _ . - IR K . . _ ] )
: 7)) - One caxd \**Lh the digit -2, punched in columns. 1-2 is uscd
- . 7 to QJgPJJy e end of “the <¢ata fof timit- particular set. 7 N
: e . . S e -r
’8);”ﬁ@g¢a£ steps 2-7 fox gll'ban{lo.alvdpfn sets '
: -"'.'_'/"{9) AGLin card is t‘*c’ ’P..L{‘“} card of tho- entire deck, ond
T . “,siqniflﬁﬁ theend of the ontirs run S . ' 0
T - - LT o , o 3 - .. .
IS Lo . /:f‘ S~ _ . ' <
Lo ; : . U A
;{[ o - o R RO ii oo ) .
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'~ OUTPUT READS ST e e %5 - T,
) : ' ) . -~ . \‘.( .
COMPLEMENTARY D WI’I‘H HE/SHE %‘OCUS\I-I:IG OR OTHER FOR sIG. OTHER, MOTHER, FATHER, MODEL‘ST" -
)‘-\ ’ ./ . . - . . . o . " ¢ -
. ) w CIRT : D gy 4, 4 T T
? —- - SIGNIFICANT Qmsg  MOTHER . FAT®ER . MODELS- ~ . R
N - - , L. oo .y . " . ¢ - .
3 «-“"a‘ ¢ < // -z . : e ' -
DU s ke - . T ST e
\\‘,4( ’ o\ I FOCUS ON MYSELF\ 'SHE/HE  FOCUSES "ON ME
. \» i L -
OTHER | RESPECTIVE COORDINATES oo -\
! o 4 : \ o . a _ -
MOTHER L " y . s . - - -
R 4 N _— _— - _
. . - - . _ v [ 4 .
. FATHER § " < S
MODELS |. - ™ ' . &B" - ; : T
. . T ’ ) . . 4 - e . - :
- . - . R A AL i ‘ . . .
T gyt (FATHER)G - ‘ (MOTHER)
L2 ‘f P 4 - :« 2 J‘ - AL [N
<> A -#.Jlr.-:ﬁ& S e T
. : o .
- 7 . PR 4 )
 COMPLEMENTARY D WITH 1 FPCUSING: U&?% SIG. OTHER, MOTHER, 'FATHER, MODEIS
e . ' ’ i ’ - s
T \\ : i . - Ce < - D
. . \\I ) H . . ' 6/ ? ) ¥ :‘kqﬁ
- © ¥ . SIGNIFICANT OTHER. MOTHER 'FATHER ~ FATHER RE MOTHER \‘ ; -
K \ 7 ) 4 ’ ” . 4
N — r .2 Y — =S
. - '3 . - «
: - B I FOCUS ON OTHER ~ . SHE/HE FOCUSES ON HER/HIMSELE
) . ) r) / -
. - Y !
o o ST .
OTHER\ RESPECTIVE COORDINATES = i ' 3
v 3 ' “ * 7 ¥ ’ & . -
MOTHER | - == = o . , .
i g . ¢ )Y .
- FATHER " = = ¥ - - -
.. . * ‘ [} . Q,\‘ 5 -
MODELS = gi = S : : § S
> : - ” . - 'e ‘ i
LT . - * ie .
% . (FATHER) = B (MOTHER)
. o : : : _ -.‘.) . ~ )
Sy, 4 . . o :
X 5 o RN by
. "\Q— - . l! s e v S ' z




