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T i o . S , :
L. Whn: is :he developmental his:ory of caring and c§retaking rela:ionships?
. Whaq is the process by which cared for infants'develop into care:aking adults? .
. -As ye: there is licetle: evidencc.available for. answering such question§2 Surely
\ - the goal of co eptualizing attachment as a'life- span developmental process '
. (An:onuccil 19 i6) must’ include notions of attachment as a reciprocal process
" which undergoes qualtta:ive changd as the individuals involved in the ,agtachment:
relationship themselVes undergo qualitative changes in psychological func:ioningf
In the Family ela:idnships Project, we are' trying to conrribure a' few'pieces -
:o/:he puzzle !y studying rela:ionships berween young adulﬁs and ;heir paren:s.
‘< Sl S
/ There is some reseerch in reciprocity in paren:-child rela:ionships during
, the infangyears (Bell, gl971; Harper, 1975; Ragan, 1971). There is also someé -
%, vesearch on relationships between aging parents and their middle-sged children -
AN "(e g., Hartup & Lempers, 1973).. Hoqever, there is. little evidence concerning .
S reciproci:y in parent-child relazionships during the middle of the life’ 'span. ..
S Mosr of the available work focuses either on conrinui:y 'of values or attitudes ,?.-[
v Pcross the genera:ions (e.g., Fengler 1973) or psychopa:hology in parent-child
v rela:ionships (see Biller & Davids, l973)

-Fﬂ"r v Overall\lresearch concerning developmenr during the early and middle adul:
gl yéars is scanty (Neugar:en, 1974; Troll, 1975)".  Research on adolescents, is more
il rexrensive but within that literature, considerarion of adolescent family relation-
! ships . is limited and: ;ends to focus on negative interactions. There is some - :
evidence that as. sdme young' people 80 off to college,. ge:‘married or have child-"
“\ren, rela:ionships with their parents change - often in the direction of grea:er x
. understanding an Folerance. ‘There is also some evidence that qualitative
‘changes in the ays individuals concep:ualize abouyt themselves, interact with
thers, and mak judg—ments concerning ethical issues, can take place during
the early adul:-years.- The principal ques:ion being asked in the Family
Relationships P ojfc: is: Are . N | . ~young adults who have = -
. ed into pos_cive forms of reeiprocal caring relarionships with their parents

L f ctioning at higher srages of ethical, psychosocial, and ego .development _
. tham comparable/hrgups of young ‘people who have not entered into’ such relation-

' vﬂj’s ips? «In this, repor: we will present preliminary daCa about both family o
e ) ‘ges&and ego developmen:al s:ages in a sample of young adul: ,
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_ - For purpoles of rhe presen: repor:, we selec:ed 120 men and women from a B
" qlarge sample o: over 300 subjects participating in a three year mixed design
)Tgudy combini longitudinal and cross-sec:ional components) being. supported by
e Na ional Ins:i:u:e of Mental Health. These 120 men and women were drawn in Y
v‘”: gual ntmbers: from ‘three. age groups (22, 24, and 26) and two marital status.
' groups "inglexand married wi:hou: children) Almosr all: subJec:s (&12) are

A . . Fi - o
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living in ‘sepa:ate;dwelling's from th ir"pa.ren:'s'.t Fi%’:y-nin'é‘ of the.?e'eJSubjedt:si L
* have been living independently .of their parents for 3\\ years ‘or:more.. . ..
' < N « : A .

.- Although all subjects:are white.ind' the sample 13 'largely mi'ddle\:"la'ss,“ _
.we have been able to achieve some breadth on a number of demographic. areas. - e
Seven subjects (5.8Z) had completed o y high school o%'-téchﬂic'aI school, while,
~ -on the other ‘end of the, educational’ c:%cinuum,_.-six:een subjedts(13,3%) -had .. - .
' ‘completed a gradudte degree. - A-'majority of subjects (}4, or.61.6%) .had completed . -
. @ B.A. or B.S., with or without some graduate education, Forty-five subjects. -
* were either full or;parf time gtud.en;sﬂ\a:ﬁ:h.e";imé of tf\xei: interyiew, V. vt
. Not surprisingly, among kour subjects' parents are ‘many mothers and f"an:l\xe:s-\;
. with lover educational levels than their children's - although the’opposite | 5.~ '
pattern holds as well. Fifteen fathers (12.52) .and 12 gothers’ (102) had failed = -
to complete high school. ' Twedty-eight: fathers (23.2%) -and 43 mothers -(35.82)\ R
had. finished only high school or technical school. On thé 'upper level of. . | .,
education, 29 fathérs (24.2%). and 20 mothers (16.7%) 'had a graduate degree. ]—74
. While-22 fathers (18.3%) were involved' in skilled, 'semi-skilled or unskilled L
~ labor, 29 (24.22) were in the higher level professions. A S

‘ Most of Bgr. gubj ects; c'bmle_'.:f'ro'l.n in:ac: homes . - Ninety sets g'f.b' D a; ts.
- wéres still matried and living togéther.  Eleven subjects -(9.2%) w 1

. werd .divorced or separated; Eighteen subjects (15.0%) ha'd..,los:___ _
- ."'pagents. Most parents had,provided 3tme sort of religious upbrdy ’? 0

“children. Forty-seven subjects (39.2%) were reared -in Catholici}
- 'were reared .in, Jewish ‘homes; .anq 23 (19,27) ‘were reared 'in Pro:
Although we do not have data on current r ligious statys for af ¥
(43%) reported that they ﬁet‘e-nbn—pr;c:ic g, agnostic, or atheist

b

- Measures = | S ’ SR : « Ay - 3 ;
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Loy e L R
- . Each subject pafticipated in approximately 2!s.hours of interviewing: - includ-
.ing White's Family Relationship Interview,’ Marcia's: Ego Identity ‘Sta l"igin‘:‘e':view,'] .
Orlofsky's Intimacy Interview, and Selman's Perspective Taking Inteérvig .. Subjects

LT

also completed approximately 2! hours of questionnaire measurds inte; :3: to'tap * -

. the same basic areas as the interviews - i.e., individual 'development¥Fpmily’ - -
« . relationships, and' dyadic interactions. Ounly two measures will be discussed here -~
‘7'rhe'Family"Rela‘:ionshiEs Interview and Loevinger's. Sentence Completion Task, =

., The Family Relationships Interview (FRI). WDgVeléped_speéifically for the
.- purposes of th" investigation, the FRI is a semi-structured in';ér'view’coveringv o
~ four areas - cﬁrren:-1n:erac:ion§:~resolhtiqn'of-diffe:ences of opinion, advice=-. .
_+~ 8iving, and<caretaking. ‘In each of these; areas, subjects are asked ‘open-ended -
.~ques:ions.abou;,:heirfcprren:rtela:idnships;wi:h their parents, changes 13 - the
.+ *relationship over time, their view of “their parents, their parents' view of them,
~-and the specific behaviors that aharacterize interaction. s RS
2 \ﬁach area of the interview 1s3$¢ored*sepgra:ély.fo;\:her¢evglopgen:al stage
", of the relationship with' the ﬁc:he:-andiwi:h~:hplfa:h2r;"The-s:agevséoging .
' system ranges from a totally unindividuated hierarchical relatiéhship at Stage'l
to a totally mutual peér-like relationship at Stage 6. With the inclusion of J
transitional stages, the stage scoring system ‘donverts to a scale scoring system .
_with a poten:ialurapge”of_;ftp ll.jn.;’f>§»": : o - j"jf"'y-/'
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.- . . What ié‘ﬁ;ique about our scoring system ‘is_that what is being score&‘is'nbc u
Fote a ﬁewelqpmgntalggharéctqristic of,gnﬁindividual,)but‘a deve®opmental chiracter- -
-, “istic of amlationship as perceived by~ one parcy_to.tha;lrelationship;-'Ihereh :
~;are three major ‘conceptual components underlying’ the scoring of the relationship~—
. ‘;fybung-adul;raﬁi;pargdﬁﬁinaividu§;ion: young adult and parent rola-takimg? and . .
\ +- ~-young adult and pareat mn;dxlig%i"A”thhiled~séoring'manual is being developed, -
. 7 and adgguatg:intergcoré;-reliab ity between the prircipa inyestigator and.one
. research assistant already has baen achipved: A_brief summary of the defining, °
' characteristics of each gtage gghproyidedyiniTablell;f,Ihusjfar;;only the current.
.+ - interactions pprtion of the FR;ﬁhééhbéén,cfanScfgﬁédJand scored, and’ it is these'
3 , ﬂséore;ﬁcha;{were;dsed fox Fpe;ﬁﬁglyqes‘:gporggdfiﬁfchis paper.- - .- oo
.. i T o o 3 ’ u" "',-'._': ,.;""'" s '. \:“ ¥ & . L tL
.. w . The Senténte’ Completidn TeSt;f'UnﬁeriyihglLoéyinger's"3671tem.Sentence
1.7 Completidn Test, (Loevingef,  1966) is- the agsumption that there are.potentially
-7 .. seved %taggsiof;ggqIdgaélopment;feach;méré”@ﬁhplexntgan*the.prece4ﬁngque.' »
AlthqgghJcﬁesgustthSwﬁorm%anqﬂnvafiancgseﬁﬁence;Fddt*all individuals ‘progeed ;
+ through all stages. '.The stage at which an ifdividual stops in-the' sequence is .
- .expected to Have implications*“fér- a number .of as ects of ego development -
:. ‘Including ‘conscious preoccupations and intétpersgqalfstyle.- Responses to.the 36
" ' ‘sentence stems f+Loevinger's test are used to determine the predominant or S
..., core level of ‘ego develgpmhq;TChhrathn;stig'of:&he'rESpopdent.‘ Although arguing
T for 3he.negd‘§6¢gfnrchér.cbnstrucc’ﬁdlidipihn.ofﬂcﬁe Loevinger measure, Hauser!- .
. [ (1978) réports good interscorer reliability. - Hauser warns against expecting =~ -
o linear, relations between ego dévelopment“étages_andwothérrvdfiabIeSa,,Io‘&etermine_
.~ . the extent. to which Loevinger .1s, correct in assuming’ that thé stages correspond .
- 'to a range of character v"es,.we.nééd;,éécording;tonHauser;ﬂSCage specific

studiesi= f,g., studies designed to determine ‘the correlates of particular ;
Logvinger stiges. 'In the presént ‘study, we are both administering the Sentence ;< -
- Completion Test longitudindlly and -etermining the conceptual and ‘empirical over-'
- lap between Loevinger's qeﬁ%?:e and ours. . 'éx' e T

Table 2 provides 3 summaty of the Conceptual par allels between Loevinger 's

- ‘ego development stages and White's family relationship stages. Crucial to our

-

I3

3

' +data’ analyses'is the assumption that the achievément of Loeyinger's Stage 3/4
‘ ' transitien, which marks the ‘beginning of the ability to take a third person
.perspective, would be' necessary but not sufficient for achievement of FRI Stage.
3, chatacterized'Byﬂthe_indiv;dual's*ability to show .some perspective on the .
pareat. We reasoned. that some nonspecific perspective taking ability would -
precede’ the ability to apply that perspective to emotionally-laden, personally-
- involving relationships with parents.” We da not prediq;;aflineaf.relatibnShip
- bgtweenghe two measures beyond FRI Stage 3,/ because at that point further progress
- ‘Teglires that the subject view .the parent as'movingGCOHards‘;ecognition,aqd‘f_: ‘
. acceptance of the subject. asian individual adult. We assume there‘may be cases:
> - . whete the: individual ego development of -the subject proceeds, hit the relation-
) ’ §hipﬂwithvthg'parént_is:"s;uc?" because of parentaf characteristics. =~ - .

o r . N -
Procedires: )
. Project participants were :ecru;ced‘thEquh'advéftiéeméﬁts ir several -news-
* ' papers, on ‘the radio, ‘and on bulletin boards in\a.varigty'giﬂsupérmérkets and',;,\
sﬁhilarséstablishmenpgu} Individua;s_inte:ested‘in'the.project mailed a brief
~ form with}thei;'tgleghqne numbers to the project staff,.agg_then.wg;e called and




-~ Family Ré_ciprocit:y- _\,n L S R Y S . : C b
’ i T ‘.‘., \%':‘; | - N " .\ [ .,I.-‘. » : . SRS by \ . a . ‘ ' . T ‘o . S |
. " provided {ith further details about project goals and procedures. Quest:i‘oi’mé’ire. 3

. packets (. cluding detailed -infor'medgconsen_t: forms and Loevinger's sentence ©
.~ completion tests) were mailed in.advance of _t:_h;;- interview date to all respondents

' -agreeing t ‘participate. * - R 4 RN e
oo T ALY tbjects participated in. tape-tecorded individual interviews with a

‘trained intﬁie.n;iewer.:of . their own. sex in t:he_«Bost:on_‘-Unive'r‘sit:'y,Psyc‘holo'gy Deparg;. '

SR ' They, received $5.00 an hour up to a maximum of $25.00 - for their involve-
i+ . /ment, }\s part of informed consent procedures, it was made clear that they were -
‘ being asked) to participate in a tffree year project, and that they would .be i

- Te-contacted insubsequent years for further participation. Also as’ part of the -

informed consent' process we asked participants if we could send 2 questionnaire. e

version of the Family Relationship Interview ta their parents. . Subjects either ‘.

* 4 -agreed and provided us with parent addresses, or checked a box on the Informed-

** Consent Form 'indi'cat:d._ng‘ft:ha-t: they did not want a questionnaire mailed to their '
) --PaFent:s-.',;.':F. B ' o
o - . . .?' * '-‘_ LR } . ‘;- . .’ :.3(:.\ Y

-+, .. "FRI stage sepres in our sample of 120 Sukjects ranged-from Stage 2'to Stage
| 4/5 (in trangition! fro‘ﬁs\:igé 4 to'Stage 5); scdle scores ranged from 3 to 8., . .
: j Factorial ag)‘kgléySes'of‘ variance with age, sex, and marital status as predictor -
.. variaples,i’atid FRI scores as the dependent variable, are reported Iseparately .for
".- . mother. andfather in Tables 3 .and 4. The analysis of. variance with stage score’
- .for mother }*jelded 'statistically significant main effects for age| (F = 3.71, df =
‘0 2y p40L) and marital status’ (F = 20.30, df =1, p <.0005) and a statistically
S :significaqpige_' by sex interaction '(F = 4.72; df.= 2, p €.01). Although stage-
. ./ 'scores with mother and father are highly correlated (T = .86) » ANOVAs on stage.”:
" 77 scores with flat:hef"}"‘felded only one fipding statistically significant:at the 05 -
_".\le\iel‘-‘-',i.ve'.'ﬁ marital *status (F.= 230513 df = 1, p <.0005) . - . . Lo
. S o . ) . . : - N . A ' . '.
. - . At the time of this report, ‘ég_o:'ideveJ.Opme,nt:_, scores were availabla.only*for
. the 60 women in our .sample of-'120€.’i~§f_."0\f the 58 women' for whom we had both an égo
’dev_elopment: .score and a FRI stage score with mother, only two subj ects showed a @ .
/ .- pattern inconsistent with our notion fhat a Loevinger“score of 3/4-would be, *
*’ . necessary but not, sufficip 1t for an FRI score of 3. That 1s, only two women had .
. & score of 3/or above o g§e' FRI while having a score below 3/4-on the Loevinger .

‘(See Table 3).. Of. the 55 women scoring 3/4 or higher on the’ Loevinger, about - :.*
) {* ut | :

, - equal num'be:;s? scoréd 3 and 'higher’ or, 2/3 and lower on.'the FRI. = ™

7. . To improve gur ability wo '-predhc\::' FRI scores; we asked ourselves what other - °

| processes, c;_’ri,exp,eriencés besides ability td demonstrate the, third. person perspec- -
%ive:on Lo%vinger'-a Sentence Completion Test might contribute to a young woma'n"s o
o erspeg:,iv/_e'on a pai:e;t'x‘t:,‘-partiicularly .o her mother. We reasdned that- entering /.
into. the marriage role might serve this function. To test this _hypot:hesis,;‘we PRI
compared single and married women scoring 374 and above on the Loévinger,td' sde - ‘
. how many were 3 and .above or.2/3\and below on the FRI. Consistent with our - . = . |
oo .hypét:-he'si;-(i,-'a chi square analysis (TableX’) indicated that the married women <iere -
- .. more likely to scote at FRI stage 3 (perspective on mothér) ‘and above whér®as. i
.the single women were hore likely to score at 2/3 gnd below. (X‘= 13.87, df =1, .

. AP . . N, B e . 0 BTN C -

Y op<.00n) ER
o “ JF . R et ’ ‘ ’
: . ‘ \'». . _ . .-q .
_— T g ] G
2 ..




 belief that the = .parents were just beginning to be
fthe_participﬁnt?é,shogé)iof.3 and below (where the participant .reports having

L . RTINS
N . N - : . v .
\ -': ] . . . .
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e < : g 3 \\ R o » »
| Stage scores by regrouping -
indicating a pafticipant -

le to put: themselves into

)-We'éontiﬁugd'ourﬁéomﬁarison ofiLer&néer and

Subjects into those ‘scotdng 3/4 or above on the FRI (

5Vf_spde;per3pective on thé parent but does not. believe the process.is mutual). . As

~ .above on both peaéqus are married.

- marital status (Table 6), we find

can be seen in Table'd, only¢lé of the women scoring.at Loévinger’ stage 3/4 and-

_above ; also scored at; FRI stuge Zzé'and'above. When we break the sample down by ..

‘“mothers and 13 fathers returned completed questionnaires to us.. To determine the

that 14 of the 15 subjects.scoring 3/fjand
s _ b T 4
. Of our 120 subjects,30 women and32 men gave us ‘permission to send question-
naire versions ofithe FRI to their parents. . Out of this group of parents,16 - °

.

. consistency between our participants',vied*dfmhheiffrelqsionships with their

parents and their. pdrents’' view of the relationship; we computed the correlation
between participant FRI scores with mother—and father, and mother's. and father's

. 'FRI .scores with participant. From the 27 cases where we had both“a participant ,
- score and a mother or father score,.a Rearsqp.produq§ moment correlation of J50
' . o - v ' L o

(p<.01) was o tained. R Lo = -
. S 7 . L ' ‘
S DISCUSSION - - | |
"Snapshots of the de&elopmentﬁl.histbry of intrafamilial d#ring téiationShips‘ )

-can be taken at-any point in time and previde valuable insights into ‘the exchanges
‘which take place between .the generations. Our data indicate that during the .early -

- and middle twenties, many -young people .~ especially unmarried young pegple - are

iy

very involved in_issues_of_individuatiqn'and'arefonly'beginning'to see 'their ' . .
parents as segfface people with their own histories}fhotivations,.and cdv5gs.fbr7';‘f

~ ‘behavior. - In 3ge groups studied, the marfied womee seemed to have a greater

ability to’ put themselves ‘in the shoesof others - intluding their gothers . ,
than did single women. 'Moreover, across the thrée age groups,~the »ung women .

- showed more movement from lesser 50'greater'perSpect;ve:on':heir‘pgngnts thaﬁf“_‘.
,did the young men, whose'responses-?e:e more stable across the age grofips. S

T et B

~We assume --and our data:ﬁeem coh;istent %gth this aqéuﬁ%ioﬁ‘-_fﬁgi7§ouhg g

people must see themselves as separate people, and begin to see their parents asg. -

| .&ble tosee the paremt @#s a "real person” and a peer before the parent~becomes
- able to see ‘the child from such a perspective. - -~ .. Tt v

‘validation of our measure and_the exploration of the development of caring

separate people, befo:e';hey.can-perceive‘aﬁy'mﬁtual recognition on the part of -
their parents.  Although we do not have .any direct empirical . support. for this ’.

perception, it is also clear that where mutual recognition and dknowledgement ' i~
~‘of each other as separate adults takes pl

ace, the young adults éEe'thgﬁSelves;ag‘;g
the prime movers. ' That is, fromfthe'youanadulth perspective, -the child becomes

.
P - ‘N

" This report clearly'rébresents.only é;prelimiﬁary step in thé construct

relatiqhships,‘aFuture‘analys;s of the data already obtained will allow us to

learn more about our participants’ psychd. -“logical development, ‘their inter- _ -

- actions with their pa;enngigand”their,cl&§§5t relationships with peers. We

jremain;hépeful~¢hatfour data will contribute te the evolution of a view bf_family

‘development' that is anchored firmly in the concepts and findings of developmental - -
psrchology. . Moreovér, we hope to obtain a fuller picture of the extent te which : .

adult-caring-relationshipSgextgndipg beyond ,the family of origin :eflectfbr divérge ;]

from relatidnships .with one's own.parents’
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'b‘l. HIERARCHICKI P-C RELATIQNSHIP S HAS LITTLE CONCEPTION OF SELF OR P _AS

eAl L mBEL L S
S " GENERAL SCORING-STAGES, - FRI INTERVING

kS
ch

SEPARAIE INDIVIDUALS NO EVIDENCE TEAT S TREATED AS A PEER. ' ‘. e

2. INDIVIDUATION ON' PAﬂT oF S. S SEES SELF AS GROWING up, BECOMING SEPARATE
- PERSON WITH OWN OPINIONS; SOME ABILITY TO TAKE CARE‘QF SELE THIS IS DONE

» INEITHER A Posxrzvz OR. NEGATIVE FAMILY ATMOSPEERE ﬁ
. "'-\V £

\

'2/3, THERE IS EVIDENCE oOF INDIVIDUATION PLUS SOME SIGNS THAT S'BEGINNINGVTO HAVE

Y

o AN PEERS-U

v

SOME (NOT VERY FULLY ARTICULATED) eznsrzcr:ys ON P : AND THEI%‘POINTS-OF%VIE&P
WHERE Tnzy;;'comrnc FROM". L - _

- | | | -
INDIVIDUATION PLUS PERSPECTIVE. vansncz oF INDIVIDUATIDN PLUS ABILITY ro .
PUT SELF IN SHOES OF P,'SEE THINGS THROUGH THEIR EYES. . ‘

.. NOT GNLY CAN S’SEE WHERE P COMING FROM BUT THERE IS 'SOME EVIDENCE THAT § HAS'

. SOME IDEA (NOT VERY WELL.ARTICULATED) OF P's PERSPECTIVES ON S a5 INDIVIDUAL

1 SOME EVIDENCE THAT P-SEES S 4S SEPARéEE INDIVIDUAL.

INDIVIDUA;;oN pLﬂS/%zcpro . INDIVIDUATED S, HAS WELL DEVELOPED
'PERSPECTIVE ON.P  PLUS CLEAR'PICTURE OF HOW P VIEW HER/HIM AS AN INDIVIDUAL.
MEANS THAT P~ CAN UNDERSTAND § BEING ADVRLE GIVER, CARE GIVER, HAVING OPINIONS
~OF OWN: NEVERLESS THERE Is LITTLE EVIDENCE THAT 'S ANQ P - BEHAVE LIKE PEERS
 TOWARD EACH OTHER ,:- | e -

<9
-

/. ADD ON: SOME EVIDENGE THAT AT LEAST I¥ A FEW. "SA:E" AREAS G_ANO.P BEHAVE tIKE

E ~ .'. e, ‘_‘—’. Co . .
l N - ‘

5 INCIPIENT OR P? GMATIC HUTUALITY. THERE I8 EVIDENCE OF EEER—LIKE INTERACTIONS
. BETWEEN AN S AND P WHO SEE EACH. OTHER AS INDIVIDUATED PEOPLE BUT THESE ARE

. 1

N\

EITHER VERY RECENT 'AND/OR :CONFINED TO RATHEB#SUPERFICIAL OR SAFE AREAS, IT'S_

. A SUPERFICIAL OR CADTIOUS PEERHOOD AT BEST.

t \

5/6. THE RELATIONSHIP IS MOVING BEYOND THE SUPERFICIAL SORT'OF YUTUALITY IN SOME ,
: __AREAS P -AND C CAN BEHAWE LIKE REAL PEERS. - - .. ' '

6 FULL PEER—LIKE WUTUALITY/

L

e
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