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A b s t r a c t  

As t h e  number of a d o l e s c e n t  and young a d u l t  a d d i c t s  

i n c r e a s e s ,  e x a n i n a t i o n  of the f ami ly  environment becomes 

increasingly s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t r ea tmen t  cons ide ra t ions .  I t  has 

been suggested (Chein c t  a l ,  1 9 6 4 )  t h a t  t h e  fami ly  background of 

a d d i c t s  i n t e r f e r e s  w i th  t h e  development of self-competence, and 

impa i r s  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  t o l e r a t e  f r u s t r a t i o n  and pa in .  

P ive  f a m i l i e s  i n  which a  son was add ic t ed  t o  o p i a t e s  and 

cont inued  t o  ma in t a in  c o n t a c t  w i th  t h e  p a r e n t s  were s o l i c i t e d  f o r  

the s tudy .  P i v e  c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s  i n  which t h e  son maintained 

c o n t a c t  w i t h  the p a r e n t s  were a l s o  s e l e c t e d ,  matched on t h e  age 

and schoo l  of  the son. Each of t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  family members 

used a Q - s o r t  deck of G O  d e s c r i p t i v e  a d j e c t i v e s  o r  phrases  t o  

p rov ide  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  son,  h i s  i d e a l ,  t h e  f a t h e r ,  and t h e  

no the r .  These d e s c r i p t i o n s  were then  i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d  f o r  each  

f ami ly ,  and means t aken  by group. Such in fo rma t ion  is  u s e f u l  i n  

d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  f u n c t i o n a l  from d y s f u n c t i o n a l  f ami l i e s ,  and u s r f u l  

i n  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  s p e c i f i c  p e r c e p t u a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  o p e r a t i v e  i n  a 

fami ly  system. 

The mean d i sc repancy  f o r  each i t e n  was a l s o  computed, and 

d c s c r i p t i v c  p r o f i l e s  of t i i f  two groups of  sons  wore cons t ruc t ed .  

The r e s u l t s  sugges t  t h a t  a d d i c t  sons have lower l e v e l s  of  

s e l f - e s t eem than  do c o n t r o l  sons.  A s  w e l l ,  t h e  pa ren t s  of 

a d d i c t s  hold  t h e i r  sons  i n  lower esteem tlmn do p a r e n t s  of 

c o n t r o l s .  

T h c r e  was a  n o n - s i g n i f i c a n t  t r c n d  f o r  a d d i c t  sons t o  be seen 

iii 



as less similar t o  t h e i r  p a r e n t s  t h a n  were c o n t r o l  sons, and f o r  

t h e r e  t o  Lc l e s s  agreement on t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  sons  i n  a d d i c t  

f a m i l i e s .  The item d i s c r e p a n c i e s  of sons ,  f a t h e r s ,  and mothers 

f o r  a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s  were found t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 

c o r r e l a t e d  t h a n  t h o s e  of c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s .  

Tlic a d d i c t  sons were d e s c r i b e d  by themselves and by t h e i r  

p a r e n t s  a s  t o o  f r e q u e n t l y  bored,  i m p a t i e n t ,  worried,  and e a s i l y  

persuaded,  By c o n t r a s t ,  t h i s  s ane  l e v e l  of consensus on t h e  

sons1  i n p e r f e c t i o n s  was n o t  reached on any i t e m s  i n  t h e  c o n t r o l  

group. 

The a d d i c t  sons1  l i s t  of most d i s c r e p a n t  i t ems  bespeaks a  

problem of  g e n e r a l  competence, a b a s i c  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  l i f e ,  

and i n t e r p e r s o n a l  weakness. The d i sc repancy  l is t  of t h e  f a t h e r s  

of a d d i c t s  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  t h e  sons  a s  having problems i n  t h e  same 

t h r e e  g e n e r a l  areas a s  o u t l i n e d  by t h e  sons ,  and i n  a d d i t i o n ,  

s u g g e s t s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  sons1  l e v e l s  of d r i v e  and 

independence,  The mothers of a d d i c t s  s ee  t h e  sons  as 

d i s s a t i s f i e d ,  and i n t e r p e r s o n a l l y  weak, and a l s o  as too  

f r e q u e n t l y  absent-minded and messy. 

~ m p l i c a t i o n s  for r e s e a r c h  and the rapy  a r e  discussed.  
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Chapter  1 

Heroin a d d i c t i o n  i s  undergoing r a p i d  change i n  response t o  

clianges i n  t h e  s o c i a l  environment. I n  1300, when t h e  purchase  

and u s e  of o p i a t e s  was l e g a l  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  t h e  

l a r g e  m a j o r i t y  of  a d d i c t s  were wolnen (Drccher,  1972) .  

\?it11 t h e  passage  of  t h e  Har r i son  Narco t i c  Act i n  191Y, t h e  

pe rcen tage  of women a d d i c t s  dropped s u b s t a n t i a l l y ,  and i n  1 3 1 8  a 

government cormiss ion  e s t ima ted  t h a t  t h e r e  were equa l  numbers of 

male and female  a d d i c t s .  S ince  tmt  t i m e ,  t h e  percentage of rilcri 

i n  t h e  t o t a l  a d d i c t  popu la t ion  has  r i s e n  t o  approximately 85% 

(Ford Pounclatior~, 1  97 3 )  . 
Recent r e p o r t s  (e .g .  Blun and a s s o c i a t e s ,  19G9) have 

suggested t h a t  h e r o i n  u s e  i s  no longe r  concen t r a t ed  i n  t h e  lowcr 

c l a s s ,  b u t  i s  sprcacling t lxouyhout  a11 socioeconomic c l a s s e s .  I n  

B l u n t s  s tudy ,  23% of  s t u d e n t s  i n  a  suburban high school. r epo r t ed  

t h a t  t hey  had had t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  u s e  he ro in  and 2% r epo r t ed  

t h a t  t hey  had a c t u a l l y  done so .  T h e  Conmission of Inqui ry  i n t o  

t h e  'fJon-Eledieal U s e  of Drugs (LeDain, Campbell, Lehnann, Ste j -n ,  E 

Ber t r and ,  137 3 )  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  Canadian government, 

docunentcd dramat ic  r e c e n t  i n c r e a s e s  i n  t h e  propor t i o n  of young 

people  u s ing  n a r c o t i c s .  

A s  t h e  nurdxr  of ado1cscell.t a d  young a d u l t  a d d i c t s  rises, 

exa~ninat ior l  of  t h e  f a ~ a i l y  c n v i r o n ~ ~ l c n t  becomes i n c r e a s i n g l y  

s i c ~ n i f i c a n t ;  i n  treatrtleni; c o n s i d c r a t i o n s .  

A l i n e d  (l9G7) suyyes tcd  t h a t  d rug  u s e r s  do not c o n s t i t u t e  a 

llori~oycs~eous g r o u p ,  and colicludcd t h a t  t l i e re  were a number of 



d i s c r i n i n a b l c  subgroups, d i f f e r i n g  i n  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  l i f  c s t y l c ,  

v i c m  on thc  f u t u r e ,  and t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e i r  intery>er.r,onal 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

One such d i s c ~ r i m i n a h l e  suhgroui) i s  t h e  a d d i c t s  kin0 main ta in  

c l o s e  contact: v i t h  t h e i r  p a r e n t s .  I n  such f a m i l i e s  ( r e f e r r e d  t o  

h e r e  a s  " a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s " )  t h e  a d d i c t e d  son cont inues  t o  main ta in  

pr imary emotional  t i c s  w i th  h i s  p a r e n t s  a t  a  t i n e  when hc would 

1lo~7aall:r bc bccoming i n c r c a ~ i n g l v  independent of them. Alexander 

and !%MI 1 searched  t h e  f i l e s  of a y p l i c m t s  t o  a meth~.do:~e 

proc:rm at ':he ! ' larcot ics  Addic t ion  Foundation of B r i t i s h  Colunbin 

t o  det:c:mZ.nr! t!12 approxirnntr~ percclltnc_rc of male addicts \$lo 

co1lti:luad ko nave c l o ~ c  co: : tac t  wi th  t h e i r  pa ren t s .  Of th1.3 3?3  

most r e c e n t  f i l e s  :!3f: of t h e  a d d i c t s  livcd x ~ i t ! ~  t ' l c i r  p a r c n t s ,  

40:; l ivcci  with a wifc o r  - c ~ x ~ a n  fr.icnc1, :?I 2 l i v c d  ~ r i t ! ~  f r i e n d s  o r  

r c l a t i v c o ,  and 15:; l i v c d  a lone .  The percen tage  l i v i n g  w i t 1 1  t ! le i r  

p a r c n t s  tlccrcased w i t h  age, account ing  f o r  5 G Z  of thosc  13 and 

under,  455 of  t h o s e  2 0  t o  2 4 ,  '05 of t h o s c  25 t o  2 9 ,  8s  of t h o s e  

30 t o  34, and 'I!? of t h o s e  35 and ove r .  

Thus, a s i z a h l c  minor i t y  of a d d i c t s  con t inue  t o  have c l o s e  

contact v ? i . t ! ~  t h c i r  pa ren t s .  These l i v i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  a r e  n o t  

normally taken  i n t o  account  i n  t~ : cn tme~ l t  programs. 

Psvcho loq ica l  Tlleories of Addic t ion  

The a d d i c t i o n  l i t c r a t u r c  i s  r e p l c t e  crith t h e o r i e s  which 

d e s c r i l ~ e  t h f  devclolmcnt  of n a r c o t i c  a d d i c t i o n ,  aur jgcst  avcnucs 

of  c u m ,  and propose v a r i o u s  reasons  f o r  t h e  rcmarkahle 

perseverance  o f  a d d i c t i o n .  



Brauch t ,  13ral:arsh, F o l l i n g s t n t i ,  and Ber rv  (1  973)  reviewad a 

nurnl~er of t h e o r i e s  ~ a l l i c h  sugqc?stcd t h a t  h e r o i n  a d d i c t s  hnvc a 

weak, d i s t u r b e d ,  unstable, or  unilcrdevelopcd p e r s o n a l i t y  

s t r u c t u r e ,  and t h a t  h e r o i n  u s e  c a n  be s e e n  a s  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  

compensate f o r  t h e s e  inndct.runc ies . Khantz ian ,  l a c k ,  and 

Scl in tsberg  (19711) proposed t h a t  d r u g - t a k i n g  i s  a n  a c t i v i t y  

r e s o r t c d  to vhen p e o p l e  a r c  f a c e d  hy r o u t i n e  hunan pro!)lems such  

as  p n i : ~ ,  g r i e f ,  disappointment, and a n x i e t y .  They s u q q e s t  t h a t  

a d d i c t s  t u r n  t o  d r u g s  because  ". . . t hey  have  f a i l e d  t o  d e v e l o p  

symptomatic ,  c h a r a c t e r o l o ~ i c ,  o r  o t h e r  s o l u t i o n s  t o  stress..." 

(p. 1  6 0 )  . Plyswander ( 1 9 5 6 )  t h e o r i z e d  t h a t  d u r i n g  ch i ldhood ,  

a d r l i c t s  fail t o  d e v c l o p  aclcquntc c o n f i d c n c c  i n  thc a r e a s  

of a$qresn.ivc axd s e x u a l  i n ? u l s c  c o n t r o l .  The t a k i n g  of  o p i n t c s  

s e r v e s  t o  i n ! l i h i t  t h e  f e a r e d  u n c o n t r o ! _ l a ! ~ l c  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  th-sc? 

f e e l i n g s  . 
An o p e r a n t  c o n d i t i o n i n g  e s p l a n a t i o n  o f  h e r o i n  a d d i c t i o n ,  

a l t h o u g h  p h r a s e d  i n  d i f f e r e n t  terms, is  e s s e n t i a l l y  compat ib le  

w i t h  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  d r u g - t a k i n g  d c v c l o p s  as a consequence o f  

f a i l u r e  i n  the f o r m a t i o n  o f  a d a p t i v e  e m o t i o n a l  mechan i sm t o  d e a l  

w i t h  stress. H i l l  ( 1  9 6 2 )  p o s i t e d  t h a t  t h e  f a m i l y  c o n d i t i o n i n g  

backqrowld l e a d s  t o  an  i n n 5 i l i . t ~  t o  d c l n y  g r a t i f i c a t i o n  and a 

he ic jh tc~ lcd  r c s p o n s i v c n c s s  t o  cu; )hor ia .  A c h i l d  whose w i s h e s  a r e  

c o n t i n u n l l v  and n o n - c o n t i n g e n t l y  g r a t i f i e d  w i l l  have d i f f i c u l t v  

i n  l e a r n i n g  t o  d e a l  w i t h  d e l n ~ r c d  g r a t i f  i c n t i o n .  The p l e a s u r a b l e  

su1)joi:tivc c f f o c t  of t h e  d n i g  i t s e l f  i s  n po ten t  p o s i t i v e  

reinforcer. I n  s s i m i l a r  manner, o p i a t e s  can  s e r v e  as an  



cf f cc ' i ivc  xncans of  b lock inq  o a t  p a i n f u l  o r  otl lcrwise a v c r s i v e  

environmental  s t i m u l i .  I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  e i t h e r  withdrawal symptoms 

o r  merely a generally unpleasant enviro;~ment  nav serve as t h e  

necjativc reinforcemenl: obv ia t ed  1)y performing t h e  operan t ,  t ak ing  

t h e  d rug .  

S o c i a l  i -c inforcenent  ( such  a s  pee r  p r e s s u r e )  nay be 

i n s t r u m e n t a l  i n  iixiucincj experiritentatioll  w i th  o p i a t e s  (Chein S 

RosenSeld, 1357; C l ina rd ,  1962; F'eldman, 1963; 1Iughes G Crawford, 

1372; L i t t l e  G P e L ~ r s o n ,  1956; and S tevcnson,  Linql-ey, Trasov,  and 

S t a n f i e I d ,  1356) . Oilcc e;c,~crienccil,  tlle p l e a s u r a b l e  e f f e c t s  of 

klx: d rug  nay thcn be a s s i ~ a i l n t c d  i n t o  t h e  p a t t e r n  of conkinual  

yratiLCis~1tio;l a l r e d v  es ta l> l i s i l ed ;  t h e  imrncclia t e l y  Eorsceablo 

p lcc l sure  i i s soc i a t ed  w i t 1 1  drug- tnl i i~lq  mnv f a r  ouhwigir nay adverse  

loag-term c o ~ l s i d e r n  t io i l s .  

Many a u t h o r s  have asserted t h a t  a d d i c t i o n  t o  heroin  i s  

syrn]~ toroa t ic  02 b a s i c  malad justrnont of t he  i n d i v i d u a l .  Evidence 

f o r  thi,.; c o w s  both from psycllormtric examinat ions  of the 

a d d i c t ' s  a l 2 i l i t i c s  and p e r s o n a l i t y  (Gerard C Kornetsky , 1355 ; 

IIaertzen G lIooks, 1363; H i l l ,  I laer tzen 2 Glase r ,  19GO; and 

Xinncring,  Toolan,  S a f r i n ,  G Wort i s ,  1952) and from c l i n i c a l  

i n  k e r v i w ~ s  ilild cvalua-kions OE adilic LS (C:12in , G e r a ~ ~ d ,  Lee, & 

i ? ~ ~ ~ 1 1 f c I . ~ l ,  1 D G 4 )  . 
C l i ~ l i c ~ ~ l  s t u d i e s  have shown adilicLs t o  have a l o w  

f r u s t ~ a t i o n  tolcra l lce  (13endcrt 13G3; Gerard & Kornetsliy, 1955; 

 ail^ Z i ~ x t ~ c i ~ i n g  et al, 1352 )1 , t o  be ;~syc lmjmt l l i ca l ly  



1 9 5 7 )  , mil ;lo Ilc p s y c h o ~ e u r o t i c  ( F e l i x ,  l94:l; Lasl;owitz, 196 1 ; 

and R o s e n k r g ,  13G3) . Based on the pc?rsonal i ty  s c a l e s  of t h e  

I44PI Gilbert and Lombardi ( 1  3 6 7 )  cl l i l rncter ized the a d d i c t  as 

depresed, inadequa te ,  i r r c s ~ ~ o n s i b l e ,  impa t i en t ,  l ack ing  

p e r s i s t e n c e ,  and egocc11-Lric . 

Jarnison ( 1372)  po in t ed  o u t ,  holrever, t h a t  most oE t l ~ e s c  

psyc l~o~~at : lo lo~~ic ,? f  d iagnoses  a r e  l in ikeci  by s e v c r a l  

" i n p c ~ S c c  t io l l s  i n  des ign"  which p lague  t h i s  type oL' research .  

F i r s t ,  c l i n i c a l  a s s e s s n c n t s  of a d d i c t s  a re  based on an ex p o s t  

ZacLo i :~odcl;  it i s  r a r e l y  p a s s i 5 l e  t o  d i s t i nc ju i sh  those  

p e z s o n a l i t y  chax-'tctel-istics which pred isposed  the aclcliction from , 

t h o s e  which a rc  an  cffec t of the acldict ion and Its associateci  

l i f e  s t y l e .  I"oeovcr, stnndardizc.ci mcasurcment tcclminues a re  

seldom uscci i n  c icscr ibing acidic ts ' p e r s o n a l i t i e s  and t h e r e  i s 

wii lesprcaJ unproducZivc u s e  of vague d i a g n o s t i c  categories (such 

as " I n s i c  charactci- d i s o r d e r "  ) . Stevenson c t  a 1  (1 956 )  , i n  a 

s t u d y  02 pr i son t? rs  i n  B r i t i s l l  Columl~ia, found t h a t  the  

p e r s o ~ l a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the drug-using grou:, were vcrv 

s i m i l a r  to those of  t h c  i-iox-drug-using group. They conc lucletl 

t!mt t h e  c l i f fc rcnces  i n  p s y c h i a t r i c  dirnc:lsions post;ulatecl t o  

e x i s t  bc kweeil ndtlic 2s and c o n t r o l s  d i s n p l x a r  when n con t ro l  qroul) 

na'icllcd f o r  s o c i a l  aild c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  i s  emljloyed. I n  a 

r i g o r o u s l v  c o n t r o l l e d  Canadian study7 (subjects matched on age,  

i n t e l l i g c n c c ,  socioeconomic s t a t u s ,  c r in i . na l  cxper iencc,  and 

oppor tu l i i ty  f o r  c i r q  u s e )  , Gendrcau and Gendreau (1 27 ? )  concl-uded 

t h a t  Lht? "acidic Lioll-pro;~e ; ~ e r s o : ~ a l i t y v '  was an a r t i f  ac'i of  



i ~ n i ~ r o p c > r  sol:q)l i n g  and matching t e c h n i q u e s .  Nyswander ( 195 6 ) , i n  

h e r  reviow o f  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  r e l i l t i n 9  p e r s o n a l i t y  type orid 

p r c d i s p o s i  t i o n  t o  o p i a t e  u s e ,  concluded t h a t  drug dcpeniiance can  

c x i s t  v ? i t ! l i r l  any t y ~ x  of psycl l ic  s t r ~ ~ c t u r e  . 
AclcIictio:~ i s  a more conple:: phenomenon t h a n  was o r i y  i n a l !  y 

s u s l ) ( x t c ( i .  S i n c e  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  t h c  " a d d i c t i v e  personality" has  

n o t  hcLcl u;) u:rdcr el .~,>iricd s c r u t i n y ,  ot!lcr avcnucs rwst Ijc 

e x p l o r e d  i f  p r c q r c s s  i s  t o  be made i n  e a r l y  i c l o n t i f i c e t o n  nnci 

7 .  . r e  I :  1 .  !?o t h i s  enti, prc-nclt l ic  t i o n  bacI;cjrn?~nc! vaxinhles and 

s o c i a l  f a c t o r s  a r c  no!? T C C C ~ V ~ I I ~  c s 1 ) c c i a l  a t t c n t i o n  i n  t h e  

l i t c r n t u r c .  

e::i .; t c n c e  o f  u n s t a b l c  home n i  t u n t i o ~ l s  i n  t h c  lmclcgroundn of 

o c i o l c s c o ~ l t  ucidicts .  I n  the sample o f  Chcin c t  a1 ( 1 9 6 4 )  072 of  

y o u n ~  d r u ~  adc1ic-k~ sttltiieci came from bro1;en llomcs c h a r a c t c r i z c t l  

by opcn h o s t i l i t y  he t:rccn Z a n i l y  m e m b e r s .  ' l a i l l a n t  ( 1 9 6 6 )  and 

W i l l i s  ( 1 9G 9 )  found t h a t  a  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  numbcr of male 

a d d i c t s  lack a f a t h e r  due t o  d e a t h ,  s c g n r a t i o n ,  o r  d i v o r c e .  

r i i  a ,  and Lsngrod ( 1 9 7 2 )  conncntcd on t h e  lack o f  s u p p o r t  

f ron t l ~ c  far:l i ly r c p o r t c d  ::;y a  group of 31 ex-ncldicts. 'Piley 

c1loractori : rcd the? r c l n t i o n s h i p  : r i t h  t h e  f a m i l y  as 

. . . trou?)?.cct, tlcpcnclent, and of t c n  g u i l  t - r i d d e n  
C - n n i l i a l  re ! .a t io :~ships  d u r i n g  major  p o r t i o n s  of 
t h e i r  i tddic. t ion. .  . (1). 6 2  ) 

Pur l i lo r ,  t h e y  auggcntccl t h a t  t h e  f a m i l i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  d i d  

not sudiicll ly L l o t e r i o r a t e  a t  t h e  o n s e t  of a d d i c t i o n ,  b u t  t i l i l t  



r e l a t i o n s  had n!.17ays f)c,c,n poor,  c l e s t ruc t ivc ,  and ca:ltributory to 

stnntl on the i s s l ~ a  of the role of t h e  family i n  addiction. ?'?'!ley 

131ur1 a ;~d  a s soc i ; i t e s  (1372)  s t u d i e d  1 0 1  whi te ,  midd le  c l a s s  

f a m i l - i e s  m c 7  constructecl  a p r o f i l e  of the "high risk fami ly"  - a 
family i n  vilicll the c h i l d r e n  have a h i g h e r  cllance of becoming 

clrucj ( n o t  ;~cct:sr,nrily h e m i n )  users. Such a fani1.y 

I n  mother  e x t e n s i v e  series of c l i n i c a l .  mlci epi.cIcmiologica!. 



u n r e l a t e d  t o  d e l i n q u e n c y  p e r  se i s  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  
of l i v i n g  w i t h  a  r e l a t i v e l y  c o h e s i v e  fami ly .  The 
u s e r s  havc ,  on the a v c r n g e ,  been more d e p r i v e d  i n  
t h i s  r e s p e c t  t lmn t h e  non-users .  (p.  125) 

I n  f u r t h e r  a n a l y z i n g  p r o c e s s  i n  f a m i l i e s  of addicts, t h e y  developed 

and conf i rmed t h e  f o l l o w i ~ ~ c j  h y p o t h e s e s  : 

( 1 )  " T h e  f m i l y  I ~ a c l q r o u l d  of tile a d d i c t  i s  conducive  t o  

t h e  d c v c l o p r ~ c n t  of weak ego s t r u c t u r e  '' (Chein e t  a l ,  1364, p. 

256)  . I n  conf i rminr j  t h i s  h y l j o t h e s i s ,  t h e y  i s o l a t e d  t h o s e  

bacl:grount1 c : iper iences  which would i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  t h e  development  

of self-com1)otencc o r  would lead t o  t;le i r ~ p a i r i w n t  of t h e  a b i l  i t ~ 7  

t o  t o l e r a t e  f r u r ; t r a t i o n  and p a i n ,  and ~ . ~ o u l d  impair  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  

corrcctl-y assess reality. ( A s  an example of tile l a t t e r ,  Chein e t  

a 1  (13611) sugqentc i i  t h a t  o v e r i n Z u l g c n c e  impairs hot11 a  v e r i d i c a l  

assessment of r e a l i t y  and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  t o l e r a t e  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  

p a i n ,  and d e l a y  of g r a t i f i c a t i o n )  . 
( 2 )  "'i'!rc f a m i l y  bnck5round of tiie add ic t  t enGs  t o  make f o r  

defective s u p e r e g o  f u n c t i o n i n g "  (Chein  e t  a l ,  1 9 6 4 ,  p. 2 6 0 )  . The 

normal  t r a n s m i s s i o n  of s o c i e t a l  s t a n d a r d s  nay b e  i n t c r r u p t e c l  Ly 

d e v i a n t  p a r c n t  modcls (wilo t h e m s c l v c s  h a v c  n o t  i n t e r n a l i z e d  

co l lvcn t iond l  ~ k d i ~ d a r d s )  o r  by t h e  a l x e n c e  of p a r e n t a l  models 

( w i t h  c o n s e c i ~ e l ~ t  f a i l u r e  of t h e  development  of dependency and 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n )  . A s  trell, excessive i n d u l g e n c e  o r  d e n i a l  of 

cjr i t t i f  i c n t  iol i  o r  f  r e q u c n t  t l x e a t s  of withi l ratral  of p a r e n t a l  

af f  c c t i o n  may c o n t r i b u t e  t o  f a u l t y  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  of  r e a s o n a b l e  

i n t e r n a l  s t a n d a r d s .  

( 3 )  "The f a r l i l y  h a c k g r o m d  of t h e  a d d i c t  tends to i m p a i r  

t h e  d c v e l o p ~ n c n t  of a rea l i s t ic  l e v e l  of a s p i r a t i o n  w i t h  respect 



to lo~lg-rangc goals" (C11e.i.n ci: i l l ,  1964, p. 265) . T h i s  situation 

occurs rd~en there is riot a co~:rcsponcloncc. Ixtwecn the pe r son ' s  

nl)ilitien, arnl~itions, and attri!)utes, and e x i s t i n g  op1xxtun.i_ti.er,. 

rn Llicrapu"i.i.c: Int-,crvc,ntion vith Families - T h e  Svstems Ipproach 



c s n n i n n t l o i ~  has  r c v c n l e d  an  e n t i r e  c o n s t c l l n t i o n  o f  family 

i n t e ~ : n c t i o n  and i n t c r p e r c c p t i o n  p a t t e r n s  impl ica ted  i n  t h e  

a t i n l o g y  of s c h i z o p h r e n i a .  T h i s  p a t t e r n  i s  c h n r a c t c r i z c d  by a 

d o m i n m t  m d  o v a r : ~ r o t e c  t i v c  mother ,  s p a s s i v e  and wca!: f a  thcr , a?- 
u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  m a r i t a l  relationship, and a s t y l e  of c o m u n i c a t i o ~ ,  

t h n t  Is r o ~ x t i n c l y  arnhiguous and d i s c ~ u a l i f i c c l  ( c o n f l i c t i n q  

n c s s n g c s  a r c  g i v e n  simultaneously) . Bateson,  JacI-sox, iIal.cy, nxc' 

r4cal;l-nnc! ( 1  356)  proposed t h a t  t h e  vreal: ccjo d c v e l o p e n t  i n  t h e  

c h i l d  2.5 r:aintni:lec't by n communication s t y l e  c a l l e d  t!le "doubla 

b ind"  - n s y s t c n  i n  which c o m u n i c n t i o n s  hnvc two l c v c l s ,  c a c ? ~  

contriiniilc_l n con t rac l i c  t o r y  mcssncjc. I n  t h i s  manner, t h e  c h i  l c l  

c a n  never ga in  a c l e a r  and unam?~icjuou,r,m unc1crstn:xling of what  i-, 

cx?cct--ccl nf h i m ,  who h i s  p a r e n t s  a r c  or \,$lo he is.  "he 

i n t c r v e n t i o ; ~  i n  t h e  sc ' l i zophrcn ic  fnxil.:r i s  o f  a proce.;r, nnturc: - 

it is the s t y l e s  o f  i n t e r n c t i n q  and commux~icntion ~ a t t c r n s  t h a t  

arc si:~idiecl and t r c a t e c l  i n  t h e r a p y .  

Thc success of t h e  sys tems  approach  t o  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  

s c h i i : o p h r o ~ l i a  l e d  t o  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of t h c  inf l-uence of: t h e  

f a m i l y  i n  o t h e r  pak l lo log ies  (IIalcy,  1353;  L i d a ,  F leck ,  5 

C o m c l i s o n ,  1 9 6 5 )  . Ac1:crnan ( 1 9 5 5 )  demonst ra ted  t h e  

reciprocity b c t ~ r c c n  Lhc ? ~ ' r c ! I ~ p ~ t l n o l ~ ~ ~ Z L ~ ? i . t  co!?fl ict l :  o f  t h e  

f n n i l y  r?c-?ml~crr;,  and sho~~rccl thn  t many o f  t h c s e  confl.Lcts can be 

s l ~ c c c r , s f u l l y  ro.mcdicc1 onllr  hy i n t e r v e n t i o ! ~  a t  t h e  f a m i l y  11r?vcl, 

and 1 3 ; ~  chnnginq t h e  c x i s t i n g  moths of o p e r a t i o n .  Sincr: t l ~ e  

pc?.tho!.ocjic:s a rc  inter-dc!pcndcnt, t h o  r p t c n  as a whole resists 



Haley (1 959  ; 1 3611) proposed t h a t  i n t e r v e n t i o n  i n t o  

p a t h o l o g i c a l  behav iour  a t  the l c v c l  o f  t h c  f a m i l y  w i l l  he 

e x p e d i t e d  by tllc development of  a  d e s c r i p t i v e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  

sys tem f o r  f a m i l i e s .  S u c l ~  a  systenz would n o t  d i f  f e x e n t i a t e  

d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  f a m i l i e s  based on t h e i r  p a t h o l o g y ,  b u t  r a t h e r ,  

based  on t h e  dynamics and interaction c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  

p r e d i s p o s e  and maintain t h e  p a t h o l o g y .  

I n  t r a c i n g  t h e  h i s t o r v  of  t h e  e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  family p r o c e s s ,  

Halcy (1 9 6 4 )  ou t l l incd  t h e  f o l l o w i n s  t y p o l o g y  of  f ami ly  r e s e a r c h  

methods: 

( 1  ) S t a t i s t i c a l .  T h i s  i s  t h e  ciemograpllic method, which 

u s e s  c h i c f l y  governmental and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  d a t a  t o  i n f e r  t r e n d s .  

( 2 )  A n t l ~ r o p o l o y i c a l .  T h i s  t y p e  of  s t u d y  compares f a m i l i e s  

i n  d i f f e r e n t  c u l t u r e r ;  , o u t l i n i n c j  c u l t u r a l  influences on 

i n d i v i d u a l  development  and f a m i l y  s t r u c t u r e .  

( 3 )  Inciiviclual.  Another  area o f  f a m i l y  s t u d y  has been t h e  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  f a m i l y  members. I t  was o r g i n a l l y  

(and mis ta l ren ly )  assurwd t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  was a r e l i a b l e  and 

a c c u r a t e  s o u r c e  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  h i s  f a m i l y .  This  method 

compares t h e  r e s p o n s e s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  f a m i l y  members on 

q \ i e s t i o n n a i r e s ,  tests, or i n t e r v i e w s  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a model of t h e  

fam.i .1~. 

( 4 )  I n t e r a c t i o n a l .  I n  t h i s  t y p e  o f  s t u d y ,  the f a m i l y  

members are b r o u q h t  t o g e t h e r ,  and t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n s  are obse rved  

and ana lyzed .  I t  i s  t h i s  interactional t y p e  of  f ami ly  r e s e a r c h ,  

i n  which good d a t a  a rc  s o  e l u s i v e ,  t h a t  i s  o f  most  v a l u e  t o  



c l i n i c i a n s .  

The Oual l t i f  i c a t i o n  o f  Familv  I n t e r a c t i o n  

The c p m n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  w a s  o r i g i n a l l y  

developed f o r  t h e  examina t ion  o f  (non-family)  g roup  p rocess .  

B a l e s '  (1950) I n t e r a c t i o n  P r o c e s s  A n a l y s i s ,  an  a c t i o n  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o r i  scheme, and L e a r v ' s  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Chcck List, a 

v e r b a l  r e p o r t  method, have heen adap ted  f o r  u s e  i n  t h e  s t l idy  of 

Pamilv i n t e r a c t i o n  (Lev inger  , 1 3 6 3  ) . Stroci tbeck ' s ( 1354 ) 

"revealed d i f f e r e n c e s w  i n t e r a c t i o n  method was d e s i g n e d  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  f a m i l i e s ,  I ~ u t  its v a l u c  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  by i ts  

closed-eucled foriilat - rcspoiiscs mus t  be chosen from a f i x e d  

s e l e c t i o l l  . idatzldwicl-. ( ' I  90  6 )  d e v c l o p d  tlie S t r u c t u r e d  Family 

numljcr  of i!iclividunl. aild group clccision-ma1,ing tasks.  A scolrinq 

manual f o r  t l ~ i s  i n s t r u m l l t  was w r i t t e n  by Xiiskin aiid Faunce 

(1 9 6 9 )  . Rar;ed on t l l i s  model,  o t h e r  sys tems  have hecm deve loped ,  

i n  tdlicil t h e  f a m i l y  mcmbers, i n  a  c o n j o i n t  i n t e r v i e w ,  respond t o  

p r o j e c t i v e  t es t  s t i r w l i ,  a r e  a s s i q n c d  a decision-making t a s k ,  o r  

a r e  rcquj - red  t o  pS;(y a same t o y e t h e r .  The  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e s e  

t a s k s  havc t h e n  been recorciecl anti a n a l y z e d ,  e i t h e r  by c o n t e n t  ( i n  

which t i l t ?  vcxlml  i n t e r a c t i o r l s  a r c  categorized) o r  by p roccxs  ( i n  

which tht! s t r u c t u r e d  a s p e c t s  o f  tlle c o m m n i c a t i o n  a r e  examined) . 
T h i s  t y p e  o f  research, w h i l e  v a l u a b l e ,  h a s  c e r t a i n  i n h e r e n t  

drawhaclcs. A s  Levinycr  (1 3 6 3 )  has p o i n t e d  o u t ,  f ami ly  r e s e a r c h  

i s  n p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i f f i c u l t  a r e a  f o r  t h e  r i y o r o u s  a p p l i c a t i o n  of 

t lw scientific nwtlwd. H e  i s o l a t e s  as  f a c t o r s  complicat incj  sucli 



systematic r e s e a r c h  t h e  s a n c t i t y  of  t h e  ilome, t h e  unmanacjeable 

nuruler of v a r i a b l e s  i n v o l v e d ,  and tile un iqueness  o f  t h e  f a m i l y  

r e l a t i o n s h i p .  To r e l i a b l y  i n f e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ongoing p r o c e s s  

w i t h  a  s t r u c t u r e d  t i m e  sampl ing  p r o c e d u r e  i s  ve ry  d i f f i c u l t .  A s  

t h e  e x t e n t  o f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  is d e c r e a s e d ,  t h e  

r e l i a b i l i t y  of  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  d e c r e a s e s  (I!alcy, 1 9 6 4 )  . 
The p r e s e n t  s t u d y  i s  f o c u s s e d  on a s p e c t s  of  f a m i l y  

p r o c e s s  which a r e  i n a c c e s i b l e  t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  i n t e r a c t i o n a l  

r e s e a r c h  t e c h n i q u e s  ( r e s p o n s e  c o u n t i n g  and v e r b a l  i n t e r c h a n g e  

c a t e g o r i z a t i o n ) .  / I t  i s  assumed t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  

pc?rcept ions  of  ilirr~scllf and of  o t l l e r  f  arnily members a r e  p o t e n t  

c le tcr l :~ in ing f a c t o r s  i n  tlic c o u r s e  o f  f a m i l y  i n t e r a c t i o n  and 

i n d i v i d u a l  development .  The p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  w i l l  u se  t h e  d a t a  

from f  ni l i l y  members t o  comparc t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  of  t h e n s e l v e s  

and of  e a c h  o t h e r ,  I n  t h i s  manner,  tile e x t e n t  of s h a r e d  

p e r c e p t i o n s  i n  t h e  f a m i l y  and t h e  d e g r e e  t o  which f a m i l y  members 

p e r c e i v e  the inse lves  as  similar  rnay be examined. The d i s t o r t i o n  

i n  i n d i v i d u a l  r e p o r t  t h a t  becomes a confounding v a r i a b l e  i n  o t h e r  

r e s e a r c h  i s  l i e re ,  i n  a s e n s e ,  a depcndcn t  v a r i a b l e ;  it is t h e  

e x t e n t  and d i r c c t i o n  o f  d i s t o r t i o n ,  d i sagreement ,  and 

m i s - y e r c c ~ ~ t i o n  t h n t  i s  o f  i n t e r e s t  h e r e  a s  an  index of f a m i l y  

p r o c e s s .  Such i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  u s e f u l  i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  f u n c t i o n a l  

f r o m  d y s f u n c t i o n a l  f a m i l i e s ,  and u s e f u l  i n  d e s c r i b i n g  the 

s p c c i f  i c  comnunicnt ion  anomal ies  o p e r a t i v e  i n  a f ami ly  system. 

Family rnc.,mbers ' p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  each  o t h e r ,  i n  t h e  form of 

s t r u c t u r e d  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  may b c  i n t c r c o r r e l a t e d .  I n  t h i s  



fas l l ion,  a f a i r l y  d i r e c t  indcx of fami ly  i n t e rpe rcep t ion  may be 

o l ~ t a i n e d  . 
Tile i d e a  of observ ing  tile c o r r e l a t i o n  between two 

p e r s o n a l i t y  d e s c r i p t i o n s  i s  t r a c e a b l e  t o  Rogers (1 354) .  His 

o r i g i n a l  u s e  of t h i s  t echnique  was t o  fo l low t h e  correspondence 

betwecn a  p e r s o n ' s  perce ived  self and i d e a l  s e l f  dur ing  

psychntllerapy. It w a s  h i s  o b s e r v a t i o n  t h a t ,  a s  therapy 

progressed ,  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  c l i e n t ' s  perceived s e l f  

and i d e a l  s e l f  i n c r e a s e d  ( i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s tudy ,  from a mean r of 

.21 t o  a  mean r of - 6 9 ) .  I Ie  a l s o  de t e rn ined  t h a t  t h e  i d e a l  self  

was s t a b l e :  it was t h e  s e l f  p e r c e p t i o n  t h a t  underwent change 

du r ing  therapy .  Block and Thomas (1955) provided empi r ica l  

suppor t  f o r  Rogers'  (1954) c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  a  l a r g e  discrepancy 

between o n e ' s  pe rce ived  and i i i ca l  s e l v e s  i s  i n d i c a t i v e  of 

p sycho log ica l  maladjustment as indexed by the PlElPI sca l e s .  

The p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  i s  des igned  t o  extend t h i s  type of 

a n a l y s i s  f r o m  t h e  system oE t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  the  system of the 

family .  The s y s t e m a t i c  e x i s t e n c e  of i n t e r p e r c e p t i o n  d e f i c i t s  i s  

cons ide red  i n d i c a t i v e  of t h e  breakdown of normal family  

c o m u n i c a t i o n  and s e l f - c o n f i r m a t i o n  processes .  

The procedure  s e l e c t e d  t o  assess t h e  extent of agreement i n  

i n t r a - f a m i l i a l  p e r c e p t i o n  i s  based on a  s c a l i n g  technique 

developed by Stephenson ( 1 3 53 ) known a s  "Q-methcxlology" . 
D a s i c a l l y ,  t h e  "a -sor t "  t echnique  invo lves  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  of 

persons  ove r  measures,  r a t h e r  t han  the more usual  c o r r c l a t i o n  of 

measures ove r  pe r sons  ( "~ - rno t lmdo log~"  ) . Q-methodology ho lds  



p a r t i c u l a r  promise i n  c l i l l i c a l  a p p l i c a t i o n s  clue t o  i t s  relctvance 

t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of p rocess  wi t l l in  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  and between 

indivic luals  i i ~  an i n t e r a c t i n g  group. I t  can be used both a s  a 

method of p e r s o n a l i t y  d e s c r i p t i o n  and a s  a method of comparing 

v a r i o u s  p e r s o i m l i t y  d e s c r i ~ > t i o n s .  

Q-sort Methodology 

There are  s e v e r a l  methodological  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  i n  tlle usc  

of  t l w  0 - s o r t  t e c h ~ l i q u e  i n  c l i l l i c a l  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  The i s s u e  of 

whether t o  u se  a  fo rced  o r  unforced s o r t i n g  d i s t r i b u t i o n  was 

r a i s e t i  1qr  Cronlmch and Gleser ( 1  954 ) i n  t h e i r  review of 

Steplienson ' s ( 1  953 ) bonk. A fo rced  s o r t  ( r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  a 

prcdctermined nunhcr of i t e m s  be p laced  i n  cach c e l l  of  t h e  s o r t  

and ensu r ing  t l m t  each s o r t  llas t h e  same mean and var iance)  has  

two rna j o r  advantacjcs : it ei isures  v a r i a n c e  i n  responses  and it  

e l imi r la tes  response  sets. Tile disadvanLayc of the forced 

procedure  i s  t h a t  in format ion  about  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  s c a t t e r  i s  

l o s t .  I t  i s  recognized  t h a t  c e r t a i n  in format ion  of met r ic  n a t u r e  

(such a s  s c a t t e r ,  k u r t o s i s ,  and skewness) i s  l o s t  by t h i s  

procedure .  Block ( I  9 5 6 )  poin ted  o u t ,  ho t~eve r  , t h a t  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  m e t r i c  i n d i c e s  ( i . e . ,  response  sets) i s  

p o s s i b l e  on ly  when Lhe or t lc r ing  of i t ems  across sorters i s  

v i r t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l ,  and concludes  t h a t  

. . . i n  a l n o s t  a11  R-sort c i r c u ~ n s t a n c e s  , t h e  
p svcho loq ica l  meaning of r e l i a b l e  m e t r i c  
d i f f e r e n c c s  i s  a l s o  a v a i l a b l e  o r  could be made 
a v n i l a l ~ l c  frorn examinat ion of Q-item o r d e r ,  i .e. ,  
i tem c o n t e n t .  (p.  4 9 1 )  

Block (1  956)  rc?quired s u b j c c t s  .to u s e  a f r e e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  
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s o r t  7G i t ems  employing, a t  t h e i r  d i s c r e t i o n ,  any number of 

c a t c s o r i e s  up t o  n ine .  Pollowinq t h i s ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were 

i n s t r u c t e d  t o  reorrnnrJe  t h e  i t e m s  i n t o  a s p e c i f i e d  quasi-normal 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  ( p e r m i t t i n q  no r e v e r s a l  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  o r d e r i n g ) .  

The c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t ~ r c e n  such s o r t s  i s ,  of  course ,  cons t ra ined  by 

t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  procedure  t o  be high.  For t h e  55 c o r r e l a t i o n s  

r e p o r t e d  by Block, t h e  mean w a s  . 9 4 ,  w i t h  on ly  two cor re l -a t ion  

coefficients below .90.  A test-retest index of  s o r t  s t a b i l i t y  

tias de r ived  , l e a d i n g  BlocJ: t o  concludc that It , . . t h e  forced s o r t  

i s  a t  l e a s t  a s  s t a b l e  as t h e  unforced s o r t . . . " ( p .  4 8 4 ) .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  f o r c e d  s o r t  provided s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 

d i s c r i m i n a t i o n s  t han  d i d  t h e  unforced d a t a .  

Thus, i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  r c s e a r c h ,  t h e  forced-choice  procedure 

was chosen t o  t a k e  advantage o f  t h e  g r e a t e r  number of 

d i s c r i m i n a t i o n s  and because of  t h e  e a s e  of  making comparisons 

between orclerings of  t h e  i t e m  ( s i n c e  a l l  s o r t e r s  make t h e  same 

number of  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n s ) .  

Although Drown's ( 1  3 G 3 )  review of  580 a r t i c l e s  on Q-sor t  

methodology concludes  t h e  " . . . the  shape of  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

probably does  n o t  m a t t e r  a t  a l l  . . . " ( p .  5 8 9 ) ,  a r ec t angu la r  

d i s t r i l m t i o n  ( t i lo same nnniicr of  c a r d s  i n  each p i l e )  was chosen 

f o r  two r easons .  F i r s t ,  s i sh jec t s  i n  p i l o t  r c s e a r c h  repor ted  t h a t  

it was e a s i e r  t o  s o r t  t h e  c a r d s  i n t o  t h e  extreme ends of t h e  

d i s t r i l x s t i o l l ,  which would suggest t h a t  a quasi-normal 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  was contra-indicated. Second, a r ec t angu la r  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  p rov ides  t h e  m;l::imum amount of  r e l i a b l e  in format ion ,  
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by r e q u i r i n g  t h e  a o r t c r  t o  make t h e  maximu~n p o s s i b l e  number of 

d i s c r i m i n a t i o n s  ( ~ i v s o n  and Nichols ,  1956) .  A p o t e n t i a l  

l i i n i t a t i o n  of t h e  fo rced  cho icc  method, t h a t  s o r t e r s  may be 

f o r c e d  t o  d i s c r i m i n a t e  beyond t h e i r  l i m i t s  of eva lua t ion ,  i s  

avoided by us ing  o n l y  f i v e  c a t c g o r i c a ,  a number shown i n  p i l o t  

work t o  be  e a s i l y  manageable by non-profess iona l  s o r t e r s .  

The s o r t i n 9  c r i t e r i o n  s e l e c t e d  was onc of frequency of 

occur rence .  This  method, being most c l o s e l y  l i nked  t o  behaviour ,  

has  boon deno i~s t r a t ec i  t o  he an e f f i c a c i o u s  c r i t e r i o n  (Driggs t 

Tlirt, 1960) .  

The 0 - s o r t  technique has  been shown t o  he a r e l i a b l e  

measure. Franlr (135G) founcl t e s t - r e t e s t  c o r r e l a t i o ~ x i  t o  he 

b e t ~ r e e n  .?3 and .97. I I i lden ( 1 3 5 8 )  r e p o r t e d  t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n  i n  h i s  r e l i a b i l i t y  s tudy  t o  be . 3 4 .  

B u t l e r  and 1Iai.gh ( 1  954 ) ,  i n  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h c  

d e s i r a b i l i t y  i n  Q - s o r t s ,  suqyes t  t h a t ,  wh i l e  i d c  

average 

i s s u e  of 

a 1  self ,r, 

soc ia.l 

o r t s  a r e  

i n f luenced  l l cav i ly  by s o c i a l  d e s i r a b i l i t y ,  t h e  perceived s e l f  

s o r t s  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  f r e e  of s o c i a l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  and a r c  l a r g e l y  

i d i o s y n c r a t i c .  I n  suppor t  of t h i s  hypo thes i s ,  t h e i r  d a t a  show a 

mean correlation of ideal.  s o r t s  ( a c r o s s  s u b j e c t s )  of .5,  and a  

mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of s e l f  sorts ( a c r o s s  s u l j e c t s )  of .2 .  

B u t l c r  and IIaigh a l s o  su~jqcstecl  t h a t  a  l a r g e  discrlxmcy 

between t h e  s e l f - concep t  and  t h e  conccpt  of t h e  des i r cd  o r  va lued  

s e l f  r c f l e c t s  a sense  of s e l f - d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  a resu l t  of 

cxperi.cnces which i n d i c a t e  tm t h e  parson t h a t  h i s  

s e l f - o r c ~ a n i z a t i o n  i s  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y .  



Sel f -concept  and l i f e  s t y l c  a r e  l i n k e d  i n  a complex and 

in te r -dependent  system. The c i r c u l a r i t y  of t h e  system i s  

recognizeci by t h o s e  t h e o r i e s  which conceptual i .ze  o p i a t e  a d d i c t i o n  

as an  escapis t  response t o  p sycho log ica l ly  s t r e s s f u l  s i t u a t i o n s .  

These p o s i t i o n s  nta inta in  t h a t  t h e  person a n t i c i p a t i n g  f a i l u r e  may 

t u r n  t o  n a r c o t i c  use, l a t e r  r e l y i n g  on t h i s  dependence t o  

r a t i o n a l i z e  h i s  f a i l u r e s  (Cheln e t  a l ,  IgGh;  Gerard & Kornetsky, 

1 9 5 5 ) .  Thi s  conc lus ion  i s  consonant  w i t h  t h a t  of LeDain e t  a 1  

( 1 9 7 3 ) .  T h e y  s t abed  

Among t h e s e  p sycho log ica i  f a c t o r s  wiiicli may he 
presumed t o  have a b e a r i n g  on d r u g  u se ,  one of t he  
r ~ o s t  i n p o r t a n t  i s  t h e  op in ion  which t h e  i nd iv idua l  
h o l d s  of h imse l f .  W e  see much non-medical d r u g  
u s e  a s  having i t s  o r i y i n s  i n  a poor self-irnacje o r  
a l a c k  of s e l f - accep tance .  W c  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
any th inq  t h a t  s e r i o u s l y  uudcrrnines t h e  
i n d i . v i d u a i ' s  s ense  of ~ ~ e r s o n a l  adequacy i s  likell7 
t o  r e n d e r  him o r  h e r  more vulrlc?rnl.>ll.c: t o  
involvement i n  e x c e s s i v c  r e l i a n c e  on drug u s e .  fp .  
3 3 )  

Thus, t h e  system i s  s e l f - p e r p e t u a t i n g  -- t h e  unf avourable  

se l f - imayc i s  s t a h i . l i z c d  by a t t e m p t s  t o  escape con-templation of 

it. 

Cheiri e t  a 1  ( 1 9 G 4 )  suqqes t cd  t h a t  the fami1.y m a v  be 

i n s t r u m e n t a l  i n  t h i s  impaired dcvclopment of s e l f  -acceptance in 

Eounclntioll f o r  general se l f  -esteem. A s  n consequence, he docs 

n o t  dcvclop khc s1;ills alld r e m u r c e s  needed. t o  cope w i l A  such 

s t r e s s  as p a i n ,  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  a n x i e t y ,  and. 1~0r~doxt1 witllout drucjs. 

Sucll an ovcrindulyent-ov~?rdc~~c~ld~~'~~~ r c l a t i o i l s l i i ~ ~  also p red i sposes  



t h e  son t o  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i l l  beiiiq a b l e  t o  handle  de l ay  of 

g r a t i f i c a t i o n .  

Cliein e t  a 1  ( 1  S 1 G l I )  a l s o  suggested t l m t  a f f e c t i v e  imbalance 

may be a Eac tor  i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  in~par imcnt  of se l f -acceptance -- 
". . . t h e  pcoyie  \.71101~ I love  and whose l o v e  I want do not l ove  eacii 

o t h e r . "  ( p . 2 5 7 ) .  There i s  s t r o n g  ev idence  of uns t ab l e  hone 

s i t u a t i o n s  i n  t h e  Lac1;yrounds of  a d d i c t s  t h a t  could engender such 

a s i t u a t i o n  (Chein e t  a l ,  1 3 G h ;  V a i l l a n t ,  1 9 6 6 ;  Willis, 1 9 6 9 )  . 
One f a c t o r  i n  t h e  f a i l u r e  of a d d i c t s  t o  l i v e  up t o  t h c i r  

a s p i r a t i o n s  may be t h a t  t h e  farnily cnvi ronncnt  i s  no t  conducive 

t o  thc  fo rmula t ion  of r e a l i s t i c  qoa l s .  The c l i n i c a l  obse rva t ions  

of Chcin  e t  a 1  ( 1  9G4) and Alexander arid n ihb  ( 1 9 7 4 )  suqgcst  that, 

i n  sonc farniljes t h e  son must n c c c s s a r i l y  f e e l  imcompetcnt by 

t h e  hiqll s t a n d a r d s  imposed by h i s  p a r e n t s .  Unrcta l is t ic  

expectations of  him nay a f f c c t  h i s  s ense  cf self-compctcnce i f  11c 

can seldom expe r i ence  succes s  i n  t h e  eyes  of h i s  paren ts .  

Cheirr ct a 1  ( 1  3 G h )  a l s o  n o t e  t h a t ,  i n  many cases ,  t h e r e  

e x i s t s  a co l .~p leme~ l t a r i t y  of  s t y l e s  w i t h i n  the fami ly  -- t h e  s o n ' s  

incornl)etence and ui~dcraclric:vernc?nt f i t  w e l l  w i th  t h e  

over -compcte~ux  and overachievement of  t h e  p a r e n t s .  Such r o l e  

reciprocity i s  horncostatic, and n o t  l i a b l e  to change, as  t h e r c  

a r c  dcnonstrabJ.e b e n e f i t s  f o r  a l l  involvcd i n  t h e  i r i t c r ac t ion .  

The ovcrclependen t-ovcrindu1gen.t r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  addic-t f an l i l i e s  

may a l s o  be cons ide red  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of r o l e  r e c i p r o c i t y .  

I f ,  as  p o s i t e d  here, a  d u r a b l e  f ami ly  homeostasis i s  i n  

o p e r a t i o n ,  t h c r c  nay bc a  b u i l t - i n  resistance t h a t  c o n t i n u a l l y  



undermines and s u h v e r t s  t h e  a l r e a d y  tenuous se l f -developnent ,  

ma in t a in ing  t h e  s o n ' s  l e v e l  of  func t io i l ing .  S c h i f f  (195'3) found 

t h a t  a d u l t s  who had become a d d i c t e d  du r ing  t h e i r  teen-age y e a r s  

remaincd a t  t h e  sarnc l e v e l  of se l f -es teem in adulthood.  Chein e t  

a1 (1364) s a i d  i n  t h i s  r ega rd  t l i a t  

. . . t h e  u s e  o f  n a r c o t i c s  h c l p s  t o  p re se rve  t h e i r  
se l f -es teem,  p r e s ~ m a h l y  by f r e e i n q  them o f  t h e  
o b l i ~ r a t i o n  t o  c o n f r o n t  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  as  
a d u l t s .  (p .  1 9 2 )  

Lain9 ( 1  361 ) spccu la t cd  t h a t  t h e  f a i l u r e  i n  development of 

an i d e n t i t y  may be due t o  a d ivcrqence  between a se l f -pe rcep t ion  

and a  p e r c e p t i o n  of  t;ie s e l f  p r e scn tcd  t o  o t h e r s .  Such a  

d i sc repancy  i s  c y c l i c a l  a s  t h e  s e l f  i s  c o ~ i t i n u a l l y  redef ined  by 

rel .at i .oi lships w i th  otiicrs.  I n  t h e  c a s e  of  t h e  young a d d i c t ,  

s i n c e  the: s e l f  he p r e s e n t s  t o  o t h e r s  i s  unaccc:ptablc, he may come 

no t  t o  r ecogn ize  a real self, o r  he may r e j e c t  it completely. I n  

o r d e r  t o  have immediate e x i s t e n t i a l  r e a l i t y ,  he may grasp a t  a  

convenien t  and p o t e n t  i d e n t i t y  e a s i l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  him -- t h a t  of 

" junl:ie". 

I11 ErF1:son's ( 1  359) t e r n s ,  t h e  consc ious  scnsc  of having a 

pe r sona l  i d e n t i t y  i s  based on two s imul taneous observa t ions :  t!ie 

r e c o p i t i o r i  of one ' s s t a b i l i t y  and temporal  c o n t  inuit;,r, and 

p e r c e p t i o n  of t h c  f a c t  t h a t  o t h e r s  r ccoqn izc  one ' s sameness and 

c o n t i n u i t y .  T h c  a d d i c t  t y p i c a l l y  has  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  deal  intj  

w i th  h i s  rrormnl mood f l u c t u a t i o r i s  (Chcin e t  a l ,  1 9 G Q ) ,  h i s  l i f e  

i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by cons ide rnb lc  i n s t a b i l i t y ,  a11d h i s  

drug- taking . 



Crikson ' r ;  view of t i  h e a l t h y  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  no t  of one wi thout  

c o n f l i c t s ;  rat! lcr  it i s  of one who can hanci1.e adccpa t e ly  dhc 

conf  l i c t s  of each dcvcl.opm(:ntal s t a g e .  Th i s  i s  conspicuously 

d i s c r e p a n t  from t h e  p i c t u r e  of  t h e  a d d i c t  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  Iie 

ha s  n o t  developed a s e n s e  of i n d u s t r y  (Alaxanclcr and Dibb, 13711) ; 

and tllc coilstrai l l t : ;  of ] ~ h y s i c a l  adci ic t ion preclude kruc  

i ~ l i t i a t i v e  and auton01~1y. 

E r i l s o n  ( 1 9 6 3 )  suycjcsted tha t  t h e  dc.velo;>mcntal tasks of 

l a t e n c y  nay be more d i f f i c u l t  t o  ach ieve  i n  coml,lex and highl-y 

s p e c i a l i z e d  s c x i c t i c s ,  a s  t h e  " g o a l s  of i n i t i a t i v e "  become 

i n c r e a s i n g l y  ilrclistinci-.. Ile concludes t h a t  t h e  person wi th  low 

s e l f - e s  t e m  i n  o u r  s o c i e t y  feel  s discouragccl from i d e n t i f y i n g  

w i t h  pccrs , and e o n s i d c r s  himself  "doonccl t o  mediocr i ty  or 

inadequacy". 

Thcre arc indicat . i .011~ i n  t h e  l i t e r n t u r c  t h a t  n a r c o t i c  

 acid^ ct.7 t y p i c a l l y  show lotrcr l c v c l s  of self -esteem t h a n  do 

c o n t r o l s  ( S c h i f f ,  l 9 5 9 ) ,  and t h a t  t h e  f a n i l y  i s  impl icated 

i n  t h e  maintenance o f  t h e  son's low l e v e r  of funct ioning i n  

t h i s  reqnrd  (Chein e t  al, I g G Q )  . Corn~ier  (1973) noted i n  

his s tudy  of  20 m u l t i p l e  d rug  u s e r s  a  f e e l i n g  of es t rangen~ent  

from t h e  f a n ~ i l i c s .  I I c  a l s o  r c p o r t c d  a low l e v e l  of sclf- 

esteem and a " . . .poor s e n s e  o f  t h e i r  own i d e n t i t y "  (p. 133)  . 
Alcxancicr and Dibb (1  3 7 4 )  i n  a c l i n i c a l  s tudy ,  repor ted  t h a t  

f a m i l i e s  of h e r o i n  adtlic ts i n  therapy a r c  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by 

p a r t i c u l a r  p a t t e r n s  of i n t e r a c t i o n  i\lld i n t c r p c r c e p t i o n .  These 

p a t t e r n s  a r e :  



( 1 ) a c:onspicuous d i s c r c p n n o y  bettrecn a d d i c t  and 
p a r e n t s  in s o c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and competence 
( 2 )  clef e n s i v e  o v e r c o n g e n i a l i . t y  ( 3 )  d o n i n a t i o n  of 
t h e  mother  by t h e  a d d i c t  ( and ,  i l l  two-parent  
f a m i l i e s ,  b37 the f a t h e r )  ( 4 )  a n  
ovcrdek>cndent-overj-ndulgcnt r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
t h e  a d d i c t  and one  o r  b o t h  p a r c n k s  ( 5 )  
i n e f f e c t i v e  p a r c n t a l  s u p p o r t  o f  se l f -development  
i n  t h e  a d d i c t ,  and (6) agrccmcnt i n  ) ? c r c e p t i o n  of 
the a d d i c t  a s  f a i l e d  and f o r e i g n .  (p. 1 )  

S p e c i f  i c  1lyl)othcses i n  t h i s  r c s e a r c : ~  werc dcrivcc!  f roln 

selection ~ ~ s o c r x l u r c  f o r  c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s .  

T l ~ c r c  arc i n d i c a t i o n s  i n  tlie l i t c r c z t u r c  t h a t  aGdict..; 

t y p i c a l l y  S ; K X J  l o c ~ c r  level:: of s e l f - e s t c e ~ , ~  t h a n  do c o n t r o l s  

( S c h i f f  , 1 353)  , and t l n t  t h e  a d d i c t  f n i i ~ i l y  i s  i r q ~ l i c a t c d  i n  t h e  

main tenance  o f  t h e  s o n ' s  low l e v e l  o f  f u n c t i o n i n g  i n  t h i s  r e y a r d  

(Chein e t  a l l  l 3 6 Y ) .  C o r m i e r  ( 1  9 7 3 )  n o t e d  i n  h i s  s tudy of 20  

m u l t i p l c  d r u g  users  a  f e e l i n g  o f  e s t r n n g e n c n t  from t h e  f a n i l i e s .  

He a l s o  re;)ortecl a low 1cvc:l o f  s e l f - c s t e e n  and a "...poor s e n s e  

of  t h c i r  own i d e n t i t y "  (p.  133 )  . 
The "fail-ccl" and " f o r c i q n "  p a r n m e t e r s  o f  t h e  s o n ' s  r o l e  i n  

t h e  f m i - l y  were i n v c s t i g a t c x l  , ancl t h e  d i r e c t  i o n  and macynitude 

o f  d i s c r c p a n c j e s  between descriptions of  t h e  son  and of  h i s  

i d e a l  i c l e n t i f  i c d .  

Tlic? i tcr ,~s  used  wcrc a iitcidifjcxl v c r s i o a  of D1ocl;'s (1361) 

Q-sor t  fo r  non-professional scxtcrs . The son ,  f aLher,  and 



rnotl~er used t h i s  stanclard s e t  of d e s c r i p t i v e  i t e m s  t o  provide 

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of thcmsclvco and of  t h e  o t h e r  two family mcnl~crs 

a s  w e l l  a s  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of t21c s o n ' s  i d e a l .  T h e s e  c lcscr ip t ions  

were then  i n t e r c o r r c l n t e d ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  n mat r ix  of family  i n t e r -  

pe rcep t ion .  Var ious  means were t h e n  a b s t r a c t e d  from t h i s  m a t r i x ,  

c u l n i n n t i n g  i n  i n d i c c s  of se l f -es teem,  t h e  degree  of family  

concurrence i n  d e s c r i l > t i o ~ l s  of t h e  son,  and t h e  degree of 

perce ived  s i m i l a r i t y  h c t w c n  t h e  son and o t h e r  family members. 

A n o r n a l  c o n t r o l  q roup  was cmployed anC d a t a  wcrc collected 

from t l w  a d d i c t ' s  f ami ly  of o r i g i n ,  t h e  cnvironmcnt i n  whicll h i s  

p e r s o n a l i t y  i n  g e n e r a l ,  and h i s  s e l f - concep t  and l i f e  q o a l s  i n  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  clcveloped. 

Thc hypotheses  wcrc: 

( 1 )  Addict  s o m  have a  lotrer  l e v e l  of se l f -es teem t l m l  do 

c o n t r o l  soils. Thc  xmasurc of s e l f - e s t eem used i s  the  c o r r c l n  t i o n  

b e t ~ r e c n  t h e  s e l f  s o r t  ( S S ) *  and t h e  i d e a l  self s o r t  ( S S I ) .  

( 2 )  The p a r e n t s  of acldicts  p e r c e i v e  t h e i r  sons a s  having 

achicvecl l e s s  of t h e i r  s e l f  i d e a l  t h a n  do p a r e n t s  of c o n t r o l s .  

I t  i s  hypothes ized  t h a t  t l le  mcan c o r r e l a t i o n  of 11S/I"ISI nncl PS/FSI 

w i l l  be  lower i n  aciclict f a m i l i e s  t han  i n  c o n t r o l  f a n i l  ics. 

( 3 )  There i s  less corrc?lnti .on hctrwccil t l c sc r ip t jons  of t h e  

son by h i ~ q s c l f  ( S S )  and h i s  c l c sc r ip t lon  of h i s  paren ts  (SF G SIT) 

i n  aclc'tict f a r a i l i c s  t han  i n  c o n t r o l  f  n n i l i e s  . S i m i l a r l y ,  t h c ~  

correlations of c l c sc r ip t ions  of t h e  sons by t h e  p a r e n t s  (FS G PIS) 

wi th  t h o  p a r e n t s '  d c s c r  i p t i o n s  of t lmnse lves  and each o t h e r  (T'P, JYI,  



and llF,IIEI) a rc  I ly~~ot l lcuizet i  to be lower i n  addict far i l i c c .  

( 4 )  T h e  n a t u r e  of the s G r l  i s  1cs.s agrcxci upon i n  a d d i c t  

fami1ic:s. The c o r r e l a t i o n s  of d e s c r i p t i o n s  of the son by h i m s e l f  

(SS)  w i t h  t lmsc of  llin by h i s  p a r e n t s  (FS, J'IS) are Iiypotllcsizcc? 

t o  bc l o ~ r c r  i n  a d d i c t  f n n i l i c s .  

* Key t o  i n t e r p r c t i n q  c o r r e l a t i o n  codes:  P = Father M = 

I4other S = Son. I n  the coding, t!lc first l e t t e r  r e f e r s  

t o  t h e  person  v?ho s o r t e d  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  deck; thc remain- 

i nq  l e t t e r  ( s )  i d e n t i f y  tile o b j e c t  of the s o r t  ( e . g . ,  FIST/ 

PIP i s  tllc c o r r c l n t i o l ~  bctwecm tile rnot l~cr 's  d e s c r i p t i o n  of 

the son ' s  idcal.  and her  c?esc r i~~ t ion  of tllc f a t l l e r ) .  



Chapter 2 - Method 

S u b j e c t s  

Exper imental  Group. Fami l i e s  were s e l e c t e d  from middle 

c l a s s  suburban a r e a s  of Grea t e r  Vancouver. I n i t i a l l y ,  t h e  

r e c o r d s  of a suburban u n i t  of t h e  Vancouver Xarco t ic  Addict ion 

Foundation w e r e  searched.  A l l  nales i n  t h e  program who 

maintained pr imary s o c i a l  t ies  (def ined  a s  c o n t a c t  with t h e i r  

fami ly  a t  o r  exceeding t h e  l e v e l  of t h r e e  t i m e  p e r  month) w i t h  

t h e i r  p a r e n t s  w e r e  e l i g i b l e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  research.  P-s 

t h i s  procedure  produced on ly  one f ami ly ,  r e f e r r a l s  were s o l i c i t e d  

from o t h e r  acidic t ion t r e a t m e n t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  which provided t h r e e  

n o r e  f a m i l i e s ,  Fami l i e s  w i t h  o n l y  one p a r e n t  l i v i n g  a t  home and 

f a m i l i e s  i n  which e i t h e r  of t h e  p a r e n t s  o r  t h e  son refused t o  

p a r t i c i r ~ a t e  were excluded from t h e  s tudy.  The e l i g i b l e  f a m i l i e s  

were asked i f  t h e y  would spend s e v e r a l  hours  i n  a  r e sea rch  

progran,  w i th  t h e  unders tanding  t h a t  t hey  would he o f f e r e d  f ami ly  

therapy .  

Two of t h e  sons  were involvecl i n  a methadone maintenance o r  

d thd ra i . i a1  progran  a t  t h e  t ime  of t e s t i n g  and subsequent f ami ly  

therapy .  

Cont ro l  Groul).  Each c o n t r o l  f ami ly  was matched t o  an  acldict 

family  on a one-to-one b a s i s .  Each a d d i c t  son w a s  asked t h e  name 

of t h c  h iyh  school  hc had l a s t  a t t e n d e d ,  an2 t h c  year of h i s  

t e r m i n a t i o n  o r  g radua t ion .  Prom t h e  hi911 school  d i r e c t o r y ,  

f m i l i e s  were s c l c c t e d  ranclanly un t i l -  one was foun3 which 

confornccl t o  a l l  of t h e  c r i t e r i a  used i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of a d d i c t  



f a l n i l i e s ,  i . e . ,  bo th  p a r e n t s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  home, maintenance of 

a primary s o c i a l  t i e  between t h e  son and h i s  pa ren t s ,  and the 

w i l l i n g n e s s  of  a l l  t h r e e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  I n  one case i n  which 

t h e  a d d i c t  son had a t t ended  school  o u t s i d e  of thc g r e a t e r  

Vancouver a r e a ,  a  c o n t r o l  f ami ly  was chosen (matched on t h e  yea r  

of g radua t ion  of  t h e  son) f r o n  t h e  r e c o r d s  of t h e  high school  

n e a r e s t  20 t h e  p r e s e n t  home of t h e  a d d i c t  family .  Five of e i g h t  

e l i g i b l e  f a m i l i e s  con tac t ed  agreed t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  

The B l i shen  (1968) Socioecononic Index f o r  Occupations i n  

Canada was used t o  d e s c r i b e  th? socioecorro:?.ic s t a t u s  of the 

f ami ly  ~~iember s . ':he s c n l e  o u t l i n e s  s i x  socioeconomic c l a s s e s  

based on t h e  pe rcen tage  of males i n  each  occupa t ion  whose income 

exceeds  ::5000 i r i  t h e  preceed ing  12-month pe r iod  and t h e  

perzentacfe who haZ a t t ended  t h e  f o u r t h  yea r  of h igh school. 'She 

Index ranges  from "I1' f o r  manual l abour ing  occupat ions  t o  " 6 "  f o r  

p r o f e s s i o n a l  occupa t ions .  

The aye, educa t ion ,  and socioecononic  s t a t u s  of t h e  fami ly  

members a r e  l i s t e d  by group i n  Table  1. 

T - t e s t s  showd no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups on 

any of t h e  n i n c  means. 

P~:oce,iure 

%he f a m i l i e s  were in te rv iewad i n  t h e  evenings  a t  Simon 

F r a s e r  Un ive r s i t y  o r  i n  t h e i r  horacs, a t  t h e i r  preference. 

Pollowincj a b r i e f  explcrnation of t h e  p r o j e c t  (omit t ing mention of 

s p c c i f  i c  hyimthesc  s )  each of the t h r e e  family membcrs i n v o l v a l  



Family 
Tirunbe r 

Table  1 

Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Fami l i e s  i n  Sample 

son 
f a t h e r  
n o t h e r  

son 
f a t h e r  
m o t h x  

son 
f a t h e r  
rno t h e r  

son 
f a t h e r  
mother 

son 
f a t h e r  
mother 

son 
:leans f a t h e r  

mothsr 

ADDICT 

SES 

1 
2  - 
- 
5 - 
2 
1 
3 

- 
1 - 
- 
4 
1 

1 . 5  
2 . 6  
2 .0  

Educat ion 

CONTROL 

SES Education 

was s e a t e d  i n  a d i f f e r e n t  room and r ead  t h e  Q-sor t  i n s t r u c t i o n s  

( s e e  Appencli:: 1 ) .  Q u e s t i o n s  about  t h e  s o r t i n g  procedure were 

answere;, nn.1 t h e  f ami ly  members g iven  t h e  Q-sor t  decks. A deck 

c o i ~ s i s t d  of of 6 0  co:.lputer carcis, each  w i t h  an acl j ee t ive  o r  

p l l r ~ s c  p r i n t e d  on it, i n  a l p h a b e t i c a l  o r d e r  (see Appendix 2 f o r  

t h e  l i s t  of Q-sort i t e n s ) .  The s o r t e r s  were i n s t r u c t e d  t o  s o r t  

t h e  c a r d s  i n t o  f i v e  p i l e s  of twelve  cards each,  wi th  t h e  p i l e s  

ranging f r o n  " l ~ o s t  f r e q u e n t l y  d e s c r i p t i v e "  t o  " l e a s t  f r e q u e n t l y  

d e s c r i p t i v e "  of t h e  o b j e c t  of t h e  s o r t ,  The decks  were s o r t e d  i n  

the-  follotvincj o r d e r :  



130 t h e r  

Code 

Son 1. Descr ibes  s e l f  SS 

2. Descr ibes  f a t h e r  SF 

3.  a e s c r i b c s  mothar SM 

4 .  Descr ibes  h i s  own i d e a l  SSI 

1. Descr ibes  son FS 

2. 2 e s c r i b e s  s e l f  FF 

Father 

3 .  Descr ibes  w i fe  FBI 

4 .  a s c r i b e s  s o n ' s  i d e a l  FSI 

1. 3 e s c r i b e s  son Fl s 

2. Descr ibes  s e l f  I.?!! 

3 .  Descr ibes  husband BE' 

0 .  Descr ibes  s o n ' s  i d e a l  P ~ S  I 

* One f a n i l y  (AF2)  was t e s t e d  w i t h  an e a r l i e r ,  s l i g h t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  v e r s i o n  of th2 Q-sor t ,  i n  which 13  of t h e  i t e m s  
were reworded o r  r e ~ l a c e t l .  The l i s t  of these  i tems i s  a l s o  
i n  Appendix 3 .  
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Chapter 3 L. Resu l t s  

Each fami ly ' s  1 2  Q-sorts  w e r e  reduced t o  a s ing le  

c o r r e l a t i o n  matr ix  ( s e e  Appendix 3 )  by means of a  Fortran program 

w r i t t e n  f o r  t h i s  purpose (see Appendix 4 )  . A second ~ o r t r a n  

program ( s e e  Appendix 5) took means of corresponding c o r r e l a t i o n s  

i n  t h e  two qroups of mat r ices  i n  o r d e r  t o  t e s t  each hypothesis.  

Eleven p a i r s  of means about which d i f f e r e n c e s  were predicted were 

t e s t e d  wi th  one- ta i led  t e s t s ;  t h e  remaining 55 w e r e  t e s t e d  wi th  

two-tai led tests.* 

Since  rnatching t h e  two groups (on age and high school 

a t t ended  of t h e  son)  d id  not  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduce the  e f f e c t  of 

sub ject-to-sub j e c t  v a r i a b i l i t y  on t h e  rlcpendent va r i ab le ,  t h e  

" c o r r e l a t e d  -t" mctilod was not  used, a s  it r e q u i r e s  the  

covar iance  of the pa i red  v a r i a b l e s  (which i s  propor t ional  t o  t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n  between them) t o  compensate f o r  t h e  reduced degrees 

of freedom used i n  t h e  t-formula f o r  pa i red  samples. 

Table 2 shows t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of each element of t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n  matr ix  f o r  each group. The mean c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  

s tandard  d e v i a t i o n s ,  t -values,  and p r o b a b i l i t y  l e v e l s  of each 

i n d i v i d u a l  comparison a r e  i n  Appendix 6. The mean c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  

s tandard  d e v i a t i o n ,  t -va lues ,  and p r o b a b i l i t y  l e v e l s  of each 

composite index a r c  i n  Appendix 7. 

IWnluntion of t h e  hypotheses 

IIypothesis 1 : Addict sons have a  lower l e v e l  of s e l f  -esteem 

than do c o n t r o l  sons. ( T h c  rnean SS/SSI c o r r e l a t i o n  is lower i n  

* It sliollld 1)c noted t l la t ,  i n  cornylutiilg 66 ind iv idua l  tests, a t  t'fle 
.O5 ievcl, 3 . 3  of t h e  ~o?!qmrisons  will be s i g n i f i c a n t  by cl~aizcc alonc. 



SS 

SSI  *I2* 
e 5 9  

SF . 1 2  
-27 

SM 031 
.28  

FS .38 
.48 

Table 2 
I n t e r p e r c e p t i o n  Matrix Means by Group 

S S I  SF SM FS FSI FF FM MS MSI MF 

Addict group mean correlations on top 



Table 3 shows t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  a d d i c t  group and 

t h e  c o n t r o l  group on t h e  f i r s t  comparison, t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  

be tween t h e  sons  ' s e l f  d e s c r i p t i o n s  and t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

t i  i d e l  Tile a d d i c t  group shows a  s ig i i i f  i c a n t l y  lower mean 

c o r r e l a t i o n  timil does  t h e  c o n t r o l  group. T h e  rilncp of t h e  a d d i c t  

group i s  -. 1 3 t o  - 3 4 .  The range  of t h e  c o n t r o l  group is  .36 t o  

7 4 .  

Table 3  
Mean SS/SSI C o r r e l a t i o n s  

PIean S tandard  Deviation 

Addict  . I 2  
Cont ro l  - 5 9  

The I-wan c o r r e l a t i o n  of a11  10 of t h e  SS s o r t s  wi th  eaeil o t h e r  

was -13. The nean i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n  of  a11 10 SSI s o r t s  was - 4 9 .  

Hypothesis  2: The p a r e n t s  of  a d d i c t s  pe rce ive  t h e i r  sons 

as  having achieved less of t h e i r  s e l f  i d e a l  t han  do pa ren t s  of  

c o n t r o l s  ( t h e  FS/FSI and LIS/MSI c o r r e l a t i o n s  axe lower i n  a d d i c t  

f a m i l i e s )  . 
Tablc 4 shows t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between groups on t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n  between t i le  p a r e n t s '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  sons  and 

t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  sons '  i d e a l s .  A co~npos i te  index 

c o n s i s t i n g  of  t h e  mean of t h e  ??•˜/PSI and MS/MSI c o r r e l a t i o n s  was 

ob ta ined  f o r  each family .  The mean of  t h i s  index i s  

s i g n i f i c a i l t l y  l o v e r  i n  a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s .  The range of mean 

c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  a d d i c t  group i s  -.I0 t o  -43. The range  i n  

t he  c o n t r o l  group i s  . 2 9  t o  -82. 

The c o r r e l a t i o n s  of t h e  mothers '  and fathers1 sorts may a l s o  



Table 4 
Mean FS/FSI and MS/MS I Cor re la t ions  

Mean. Standard Deviation 
Addict .21 .21 
Control . 6 2  .21 

t=3.06; df=8; p <.003 

he considered separa te ly .  The mean c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  

f a t h e r s '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  sons and of t h e i r  sons1 i d e a l s  i s  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower f o r  t h e  a d d i c t  group than f o r  t h e  c o n t r o l  

group. Although t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of t h e  mothers' 

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  sons and of t h e i r  sons '  i d e a l s  is lower i n  

t h e  a d d i c t  group than i n  the  c o n t r o l  group, t h e  d i f fe rence  i s  n o t  

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

IIypothesis 3 :  Addict sons a r c  seer1 as l e s s  s imi lar  t o  t h e i r  

p a r e n t s  than a r e  c o n t r o l  sons. The mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of S S  with 

SF arid Sti i s  lowcr i n  a d d i c t  f ami l i e s .  S imi la r ly ,  the mean J?S/I?F 

and FS/FFI c o r r e l a t i o n  an2 t h e  mean IIS/IIII.' and l~IS/I'llI c o r r e l a t i o n  

a r e  lowcr i n  a d d i c t  f a n i l i e s .  

Tables 5 ,  G ,  and 7 concern gronp d i f f  erenccs between 

dc,scr ipt ions of t h e  son and d e s c r i p t i o n s  of thc parents ,  a s  

descr ibed  by t h e  son, f a t h c r ,  and mother, respcct ivefy .  

Table 5 shorn by qroup t h e  lnean c o r r e l a t i o n  of the son 's  

t lescr i~- ) t io i l  of himself (SS)  with  h i s  clescrj.l)tions of h i s  E a t h c x  

( S T )  a11d t h e  :;oil ' s d c s c r i i ) t i o ~ i  of hirnsclf with h i s  d c s c r i ~ ~ t i o n  of 

h i s  mother (S l l )  . The mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of t h e  a d d i c t  group i s  

lower, but  not :;ignificnll.tly c i i f fe rcnt  from the corrcsljoniiincj 

mom c o r r c l a t i o l ~  of t h e  c0ntso1 CJIOUL,. The range of tilt. dtlilict 

group I W ~ I I S  i s  .02  t o  . 3 1 .  Thc range of tho  col l t rol  rjroui) means 



Table 5 
Mean SS/SP and SS/SM C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Addict  
Cont ro l  

Me a 11 Standard  Dcviat iun 
.22 . I 3  
.27 .20 

i ~ 0 . 4 1 ;  df=U; p c.350 

Table  6 shows by group t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of the  f a t h e r s 1  

d e s c r i p t i o : ~ ~  of  t i le  sons  (1%) w i t h  t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

tlleinselvcs (FF) and of  t h e  f a t h e r s '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  sons  

(PS) w i t h  t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  wives (FIT) . The neon 

c o r r e l a t i o n  i n  t h e  a d d i c t  group i s  lower,  b u t  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  c o r r e s p o ~ d i n g  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of tile c o n t r o l  

group. The  range of t h e  a d d i c t  group means is  . I  8 t o  . 3  9. Tile 

range of t h e  c o n t r o l  group means i s  - 0 4  t o  .6 l .  

Table G 
Mean FS/W and FS/PH C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Mean S tandard  Deviat ion 
~ d d i c t  -30  -08 
Cont ro l  . 4 0  25 

t=O.8O; df=3; 11 c.220 

Table  7  shows by group t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of the  n o t h e r s '  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  sons  (MS) w i t h  t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

themselves and t h e  mothers '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  sons (:IS) wi th  

t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  husbands ( I )  . The mean c o r r c l a t i o r l  

f o r  t h e  a d d i c t  group is l o v e r ,  hit n o t  s i g n i f i c a l l t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from t h e  cor responding  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of t h e  c o n t r o l  group. 

The range of t h e  a d d i c t  group means i s  -. 04 t o  . 3 9 .  The range of 

the c o n t r o l  group means i s  .17 t o  .70. 

When t h o  six con~par i sons  r e l e v a n t  t o  hypo thes i s  3 are made 



Addict  
Cont ro l  

Table  7  
Mean MS/I.IF and FlS/I.III\I C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Mean S tandard  Deviat ion 
-26 -17 
. 3 9  .23 

i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  f i v e  a r e  i n  t h e  ~ x e d i c t e d  d i r e c t i o n ,  al though on ly  

one of t h e  f i v e  i s  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i q n i f i c a n t  (Table 2 ) .  

Hypothesis  4: There is less agreement on t h e  na ture  of t h e  

sons  i n  adclict f a m i l i e s .  The c o r r e l a t i o n s  of t h e  sons'  

dc sc r i1 ) t i ons  of themselves (SS) w i t h  t h o s e  of them by t h e  p a r e n t s  

(FS am1 1.S) a r c  lower i n  a d d i c t  f a n i l i e s .  

Table R snows  by cjrroup t h e  mean c o r r c l a t i o n  between t h e  

sons '  d e s c r i l k i o n s  of tilemselvcs aild tlle p a r e n t s '  d e ~ c r i ~ ~ t i o n s  of 

t ~ .  I n  t h e  acldict  group, t h i s  c o r r c l a t i o n  is  l o v e r ,  b u t  no t  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t!rat of  t h e  c o n t r o l  g roup .  T h e  

range  of t h e  a d d i c t  group nearis is  - 3 0  t o  .49. The range of t h e  

c o n t r o l  group means is  . I 1  t o  .7O. 

Table  3 
Mean SS/PS anri SS/:"L C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Addict  
Cont ro l  

Mean Standard  Devia t ion  
.37  .OS 
. 4 8  .22 

N ~ e n  t h e  mean co ic re la t ions  r e l e v a n t  t o  hypothesis 4 a r c  

compz.rcc1 i n d i v i d u n l l y ,  bo th  a r c  i n  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  d i r e c t i o n ,  b u t  

n e i t h e r  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  (Table  2) . 

F i v e  s i g n i f  i c n n t  d i f  f c r e n c e s  hetwen c o r r e l a t i o n s  of t h e  two 



groups t h a t  w e r e  n o t  l x e d i c t e d  a l x i o r i  were found. 

1. The c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  f a t h e r s '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  

sons  and t h e  sons '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  t h e i r  own i d e a l s  (ES/SSI - 
Table  9 )  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower f o r  t h e  a d d i c t  group than f o r  t h e  

c o n t r o l  group. 

Table 9 
Mean FS/SSI C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Mean S tandard  Deviat ion 
Addict  . 23 013 
Cont ro l  - 5 2  017 

t=3.03; df=8; p,.015 

2. S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  f a t h e r s '  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  son and t h e  mothers1 d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  

sons1  i d e a l s  (FS/IdSI - Tablc 10)  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower f o r  t h e  

a d d i c t  Troup t h a n  f o r  t h e  c o n t r o l  group. 

Table 10 
Mean FS/NS I C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Addict  
Mean 

.26 
Cont ro l  -59 

Standard Devia t ion  
- 1  n 

3. The mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of  t h e  sons '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

themselves  and the f a t h e r s '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  sons '  i d e a l s  

(SS/PSI - Table 11) i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower f o r  t h e  a d d i c t  group. 

Mea 11 
Addict  . 0 9  
Cont ro l  4 5  

Standard  Deviat ion 
021 
.17  

t=2.97;  df=S,  p<.Ol8 

4 .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t h o  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of  t h e  sons '  



desc r i l ) t i o r l s  of tllemselves and t h e  mothcrs '  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  

s o n s t  i d e a l s  (SS/IISI - Table 1 2 )  is  s i y n i f  i c a n t l y  lower f o r  t h e  

a d d i c t  group. 

Table 1 2  
14can SS/XSI C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Nean Standard Devia t ion  
A d d  i c  t . 06 .22  
Cont ro l  . 4 5 g k L .  9 3  

t=2.80; df=8,  p<.023 

ti. I n  on ly  one i n s t a n c e  is  t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of t h e  

a d d i c t  f a n i l y  cjroul s i q n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  t han  t h a t  of t h e  c o n t r o l  

f a n i l y  group. In t h a t  c a s e ,  t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of t h e  sons t  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  i d e a l s  w i t h  t h e  f a t h e r s t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  

the s o n s t  i d e a l s  (FSI/SSI - Table 1 3 )  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  hirjher f o r  

t h e  a d d i c t  group. 

Table 13  
Mean PSI/SSI C o r r e l a t i o n s  

Nea n  S tandard  Devia t ion  
Addict  .78 . 04 
Cont ro l  . 6 2  . I 4 

Discrepancy s c o r e s  were computed f o r  each  i t e n  by 

s u b t r a c t i n g  t h e  mean i t e m  placement s c o r e  ( ranging  from 1 f o r  

" n o s t  f r e q u e n t l y  descriptive" t o  5 f o r  " l c a s t  f r equen t ly  

d e s c r i p t i v e " )  of  t h a t  i t e a  i n  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  s o n ' s  i d e a l  

f r o m  t h a t  i n  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of him. This procedure  was c a r r i e d  

o u t  f o r  t h e  SS/SSI, FS/FSI, and FIS/P.ISI s o r t s .  ( T h e  complete l i s t  

of item d i sc repancy  s c o r e s  f o r  t h e s e  s o r t s  is i n  Appendix 8 ) .  

A p o s i t i v e  i t e m  d i s c repancy  s c o r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  



t h e  i t e m  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t a  a g r e a t e r  degree  of t h e  sons '  

i d c a l s  o r  t h e  p a r e n t s '  p e r c e p t i o n s  of  t h e i r  sons '  i d e a l s  t han  i t  

is of t h e  sons '  o r  p a r e n t s '  p e r c c p t i o n s  of t h e  sons.  

A n e g a t i v e  i t em d isc repancy  s c o r e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  item i s  

c h a r a c t c r s t i c  t o  a  g r e a t e r  deg ree  of d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t he  sons a s  

t hey  a r c  pe rce ived  by themselves and by t h e i r  p a r e n t s  than  it is  

of  t h e i r  i d c a l s  (as perce ived  by themselves and by t h e i r  

p a r e n t s )  . 
The t a b l e s  a r e  d i v i d e d  i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s  based on t h e  

xnngnitude of t h e  d i sc repancy .  I n  t h e  a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s ,  24  i t e m s  

have discrc;mnc;r s cho rcs  y r c a t c r  t han  o r  equa l  t o  2.00. By 

. c o n t r a s t ,  on ly  one i t e n  has a s c o r e  of t h i s  magnitude i n  t h e  

c o n t r o l  fami ly  groul). 

Tllc, c o n t c n t  of t h e  d i sco rdance  hc tvcn  descr iL) t io i l s  of t h e  

sons  and c l c sc r ip t ions  of t h e i r  i d c a l s  r evea l ed  i n  t h e  test of 

I i y p o t h c : : ~ ~  1  arid 2 was Zur ther  e::amined s e p a r a t e l y  f o r  a d d i c t  

f a n i l i c s  (Table  14) and co i l t ro l  f a rn i l i e s  (Table 15) . I n  t hose  

t a b l e s ,  t l ~ c  c:-sort i tens which shoved t h e  largest :  i-.uxm 

d i s c r c p n ~ l c i c s  nsc l i s  tcd. 

The mean iiiscrel)crncicr; b e t ~ r e e n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of the sons  and 

dcscr j . t ) t ions  01 t : le i r  idCcl1.s (SS-SSI, FS-PSI, and MS-PESI) were 

i n t c r c o r r e l a t c d  to  y i e l d  arl index of t h e  e x t e n t  of  agreement 

b e t ~ ~ c c n  sons ,  f a t h e r s ,  allit motherr, on t h e  d i f  f e r c n c c s  between t h e  

sons  2nd t h e i r  i d e a l s .  Table 1 6  shovrs tlle c o r r e l a t i o n s  of iter,~ 

d i s c r c l ) a n c i c s  i n  a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s ;  Table  1 7  shows t h e  t rorre la t io i is  

of i t em d i s c r e p a n c i e s  i n  c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s .  



Table 1 4  
Disc repancy  S c o r e s  Between D e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  Sons 

and ~ J e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  I d e a l s  

Addic t  F a m i l i e s  

I l i sc rep .  SS-SSI FS-FSI WS-MSI 

> I  3.0 1 E a s i l y  p e r s u a d e d  Bored ( -3 .20)  
( - 3 . 0 0 )  Dependent upon o t h e r s  

(-3.20) 
E a s i l y  pe r suaded  (-3.00) 

12.51 - Bored (-2.80) S t r o n g  w i l l e d  
13.01 I m p a t i e n t  ( -2 .20)  (2 .75)  

Worried (-2.8 0)  
C o n f i d e n t  ( 2 . 6 0 )  
On t o p  of s i t u a t i o n s  
( 2 . 6 0 )  

12.0 1- Shy (-2.'10) K o r r i e d  (-2.4 0)  
12.51 Happy (2.20)  R e l i a b l e  ( 2 . 4 0 )  

Carries o u t  p l a n s  C a r r i e s  o u t  p l a n s  
( 2  * 0 0 )  (2 .00)  
Complaining ( - 2 . 0 )  I n ~ p a t i e n t  (-2.00) 
R e l i a b l e  ( 2 . 0 9 )  Independen t  (2.00)  

P l a n s  ahcau ( 2 . 0 0 )  
S u c c e s s - o r i e n t e d  
(2.00)  

Worried (-2. G 0 )  
Dependent upon 
o t h e r s  (-2.80) 

Bored (-2. l !  0 )  
I m p a t i s n t  
(-2.CO) 
E a s i l y  pe r suaded  
(-2.25) 
Absent-ninde~l  
(-2.00) 
!less;, (-2.0 3 ) 

Table  15 
n i s c r e p a n c y  S c o r e s  bctwcen ' i e s c r i : ) t i o n s  o f  t h e  Sons 

and : ) e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  i d e a l s  

C o n t r o l  F a m i l i e s  
i > i s c r e p .  SS-SSI FS-1-1 

liossy ( -2 .00 )  
On t o p  of s i t u a t i o n s  
( I .  60)  
s o r e d  (-1 . Q O )  Bossy (-1.40) 
C a r r i e s  o u t  p l a n s  Indepencient (-1 - 2 9 )  
(1 .40)  6forricc.i (-1.29) 
C o c ~ l ~ c t i t i v c  ( -1 .40)13ccis ivc  (1 .00)  
S e c r e t i v e  (-1.49) '>rank (1 .00)  
S e l 5 - c r i t i c a l  I r r i t a b l e  (-1. 10) 
(-1 .[Lo) h?essy (-1.93) 
Calm (1 . 'Y) S u s p i c i o u s  ( I ,  0 9 )  
Absent-~nindcil  (-1 .3q) 
1:essy (-1.99)  
Ope11 a b o u t  f c e l i n g s  
( I .  3 0 )  
S t r o n g - w i l l e d  (-1.03) 

On t o p  of s i t -  
u a t i o n s  (1. G O )  
Stubborn (-l.!iO) 
Happy (1.20)  
Act ive  (1.9'2) 
Conpl~ . in ing  
(-1.09) 
S e x u a l l y - o r i e n t c d  
(1.00) 



/ Table  1G 
Cor r c lnk ions  o f  mean i t e m  c l i s c r epanc i c s  i n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  

of  t h e  s o n s  and c l e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  i d e a l s  
Addic t  f a n l i l i e s  

FS-FS I 
I"IS-:ISI 

SS-SSI 
-78 
.73 

FS-FSI 

.78 

Table  17 
~ o r r e l a t i o ~ l s  oT mean i t e r n  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  i n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  

of t h e  s o n s  and d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  i d e a l s  
Con t ro l  f a m i l i e s  

FS-PS 3 
MS/I IS I 

SS-SSI 
.25 
-32 

FS-FSI 

. 3 4  

Tile c o r r e l a t i o n s  of d i s c r e p a n c i e s  w e r e  a l s o  computed 

i n d i v i d u a l l y  f o r  cacii f ami ly ,  and means taken by cpoup. Table  18 

shows tile m a n s  of  t h e  a d d i c t  group c o r r e l a t i o n s ;  Table 13  s i lows  

t h e  means o f  t h e  c o n t r o l  qroup c o r r e l a t i o n s .  

Table  18 
Iieans of  C o r r e l a t i o n s  of  I n d i v i d u a l  F m i l i e s  of  Disc repanc ies  

between D e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  Sons a i d  Descr ip t io r l s  of t h e i r  I d e a l s  
Addic t  F a m i l i e s  

FS-FSI 
blS-MSI 

SS-SSI 
- 5 2  
.47 

FS-FSI 

- 4 8  

Table  19 
lieails of  C o r r e l a t i o r l s  of I n d i v i d u a l  F a m i l i e s  of Discrepancies 

between D e s c r i p t i o n s  oZ t h e  SOILS rind D e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e i r  I d e a l s  
Con t ro l  F a m i l i e s  

FS-FSI 
MS-1.ISI 

SS-SSI 
.1G 
.21 

FS-FSI 

011 



Chapter 4 - Discussion 

The main purpose of t h i s  s tudy was t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  

p a t t e r n s  of i n t e r p e r s o n a l  percept ion  i n  t h e  f a m i l i e s  of a d d i c t s  

who mainta in  c o n t a c t  with t h e i r  parents .  A survey of 

b iograph ica l  information of 450 a d d i c t s  suggested t h e  ex i s t ence  

of  two very  d i f f e r e n t  types  of family r e l a t i o n s h i p s  (Alexander & 

Dibb, 1974). I n  t h e  more common type,  a d d i c t s  l e f t  home e a r l y ,  

r a r e l y  i f  ever  r e tu rned ,  and repor ted  extreme d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  

wi th  t h e  parent -chi ld  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  Complaints included p a r e n t a l  

a lcohol ism,  l a c k  of concern f o r  t h e  a d d i c t ,  abandonment, and l ack  

of love.  I n  t h e  a d d i c t  family type ,  a d d i c t s  l e f t  home l a t e r ,  i f  

a t  a l l ,  maintained c l o s e  c o n t a c t  wi th  t h e  pa ren t s  i f  l i v i n g  away, 

and repor ted  s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  parent -chi ld  r e l a t ionsh ip .  

The l i f e  of an a d d i c t  cont inuing  t o  l i v e  with h i s  family is 

r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of t h e  " s t r e e t  addic t" .  H i s  needs 

a r e  taken c a r e  of by t h e  pa ren t s ;  he does no t  need t o  develop t h e  

s k i l l s ,  i n i t i a t i v e ,  and independence t h a t  would be required of ' 

him i f  he were t o  l i v e  away from h i s  family. Because t h e  s o c i a l  

mat r ix  of t h e  "add ic t  family" a d d i c t  i s  s o  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of 

o t h e r  a d d i c t s ,  t h e  conclusions of t h i s  r e sea rch  a r e  not  

g e n e r a l i z a b l e  t o  o t h e r  groups of a d d i c t s ,  

This r e sea rch  demonstrates t h a t  t h e  family perceptions of 

a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s  a r e  sys temat ica l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from those of 

c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s  i n  which t h e  sons maintain con tac t  with t h e i r  

parents .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  this study inves t iga ted  t h e  suggestion 

t h a t  a d d i c t s  a r e  seen i n  t h e  con tex t  of t h e i r  fami l ies  a s  f a i l e d  



and fo re ign  and t h a t  percept ions  of them a r e  incons is ten t  between 

family members. 

The d a t a  provide s t rong  support  f o r  t h e  hypotheses t h a t  t h e  . 

a d d i c t  son sees himself a s  d e v i a t i n g  from h i s  i d e a l ,  and a l s o  

t h a t  t h e  p a r e n t s  s e e  him a s  d e v i a t i n g  from t h e i r  perceptions of 

h i s  i d e a l  (hypotheses 1 and 2 )  , Four of t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  comparisons made p o s t  hoc a l s o  provide support f o r  

hypotheses 1  and 2. 

Although it i s  c l e a r  t h a t  a d d i c t  sons a r e  perceived a s  

having f a i l e d  t o  achieve t h e i r  i d e a l s ,  t o  understand t h e  na ture  

of t h i s  perceived f a i l u r e ,  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  of t h e  d a t a  must be 

considered.  

F i r s t ,  t h e r e  is a  high l e v e l  of agreement within t h e  a d d i c t  

f a m i l i e s  i n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  sons '  i d e a l s .  (The mean SSI/PSI 

c o r r e l a t i o n  was -78; t h e  mean SSI/MSI c o r r e l a t i o n  was .68; and 

t h e  mean FSI/MSI c o r r e l a t i o n  was - 7 1 ) .  There was a l s o  a  high 

l e v e l  of agreement wi th in  t h e  c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s  i n  desc r ip t ions  of 

t h e  sonsw i d e a l s .  (The mean SSI/FSI c o r r e l a t i o n  was ,62; t h e  

mean SS jMSI c o r r e l a t i o n  was . 6 3 ;  and t h e  mean SFI/MSI 

c o r r e l a t i o n  was - 7 4 ) .  The mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of t h e  s e l f  i d e a l  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of a l l  t e n  sons was a l s o  q u i t e  high ( - 4 9 1 .  (By 

c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  of t h e  s e l f  desc r ip t ions  of t h e  

t e n  sons was . I  3 )  . 
Thus, t h e  a d d i c t s  and t h e i r  pa ren t s  sha re  a  conception of 

t h e  sons '  i d e a l s ,  a s  do t h e  c o n t r o l  sons and t h e i r  parents ,  

Fur the r ,  t h e  i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n  a c r o s s  f a m i l i e s  suggs ts  t h a t  



t h e  i d e a l  s o r t s  are, t o  some e x t e n t ,  c u l t u r a l l y  determined.  It  

i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  i d e a l s  o f  a d d i c t s  a r c  very 

s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  o f  c o n t r o l s ;  t h a t  a d d i c t s  who remain wi th  t h e i r  

fami l ies  do n o t  have t h e  d e v i a n t  v a l u e s  and g o a l s  o f  o t h e r  t y p e s  

of a c l d i c t s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  

Second,  t h e  l e v e l  of a g r e c n c n t  between d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  

s o n s  i n  a d d i c t  f n r n i l i e s  i s  much lower  t h a n  t h e  l e v e l  of agreemellt  

bc tween  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  tile i d e a l s .  (The mean SS/FS c o r r e l a t i o n  

w a s  . 38 ;  t h e  mean SS/l4S c o r r e l a t i o n  was .36;  and t h e  mean FS/MS 

c o r r e l a t i o n  tias . 4 6 ) .  I n  t h e  c o n t r o l  f a m i l y  group, t h e r e  was 

also less agreement  on d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  s o n s  than of t h e i r  

i d e a l s .  

T h i r d ,  t h e r e  i s ,  i n  a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s ,  a h i g h  l e v e l  of 

a g r e e m e n t  he tween sons, f a t h e r s ,  and m o t h e r s  on t h e  s p e c i f i c  

d i r e c t i o n  and mngnitudc of i t e m  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  i n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  

t h e  s o n s  and c l e n e r i p t i o n s  of  t h e i r  i d e a l s .  The mean c o r r e l a t i o n  

o f  t h e s e  mean i t e m  d i s c r e p a n c y  s c o r e s  (of  s o n s ,  f a t h e r s ,  and 

m o t h e r s )  f o r  t h e  a d d i c t  g roup  was .78. The corresponding mean 

c o r r e l a t i o n  of mean i t c n  d i s c r e p a n c y  s c o r e s  f o r  t h e  c o n t r o l  g roup  

was . 3 0 .  These h i g h  c o r r e l a t i o n s  of t h e  a d d i c t  group i n d i c a t e  a 

h i y h  lcvel o f  agrcc?ment on the disc rcpc ln t  items h t h  wi th in  

i n d i v i d u a l  f a m i l i e s  (among f a m i l y  members) and between f a m i l i e s  

i n  t h e  a d d i c t  group.  

Lot? correlations (as  i n  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p ) ,  however, might  

bc d u e  t o  two fac tors :  ( 1  ) a low l e v e l  o f  a g r e e r e n t  on i t cm 

d i s c r e p n n c i c s  w i t h i n  f a n i l  ics ,  o r  ( 2 )  a low l e v e l  o f  agreement on 



item discrepancies between families within a group. , 

To ensure that the difference between the magnitude of the 

discrepancy correlations in the two groups was not an artifact of 

averaging, the correlations of discrepancies were also computed 

individually for each family, and means taken by group (Tables 16 

and 17). The correlations of the addict group were significantly 

higher than those of the control group. The observed differences 

are, therefore, due to a lower level of agreement within the 

individual families of the control group. 

This difference between groups may be, to some extent, a 

function of discrepancy magnitude. In the addict group 24 items 

had a mean discrepancy score of 2.00 categories or higher. In 

the control group only 1 item had a score of that size. It is 

possible that, since the item discrepancies are of a smaller 

magnitude in control families, recognition of them is less 

extensive and more idiosyncratic. Since the addict sons' very 

conspicuous shortcomings are topics of frequent family 

contemplation and discussion, there may be, as a result, more 

widespread agreement of the sons' imperfections. 

Examination of the items which are most discrepant in 

descriptions of the sons and descriptions (by the same sorter) of 

their ideals (Tables 14 and 15) sheds further light on the nature 

of differences between addict and control families. 

In scanning the list of mean item discrepancy scores of the 

addict group, certain themes emerge. The sons' list contains 

items suggesting that they see themselves as having a problem of 



general competence (too infrequently on top of situations, too 

infrequently carries out plans, is too' infrequently reliable) and 

a basic dissatisfaction with life (unhappy, bored, complaining, 

worried, and not confident). There is also a less clear cluster 

of items suggesting interpersonal weaknesses (too easily 

persuaded, too shy, and too impatient). 

The discrepancy list of the fathers of addicts has items in 

the same three categories as does the list of their sons. In 

addition, the fathers' list has items suggesting dissatisfaction 

with the sons' level of independence and drive (too frequently 

dependent upon others, too infrequently idependent, too 

infrequently strong-willed, and too infrequently 

success-oriented) . 
The discrepancy list of the mothers of addicts has items in 

common with the sons' and fathers' basic dissatisfaction with 

life and interpersonal weakness themes, but does not contain any 

of the general competence items. Mothers of addicts see their 

sons as also discrepant on the items "absent-minded" and "messy". 

In the control group, the only item which had a mean 
1 

discrepancy score of 2.00 or greater was "bossy" (in the SS-SSI 

sorts). In order to compare the discrepancy profiles of the 

addict and control groups, the criterion level for discussion was 

droppyed to a mean discrepancy of 1.00 or more categories for the 

control group. 

Clear themes do not emerge in the lists of discrepant 

items of the control group. It is clear, however, that the 



d i sc repancy  l i s t s  of  t h e  c o n t r o l  group inc luded  s e v e r a l  i t e m s  

which a r e  c l e a r l y  incongruous w i t h  t h e  p r o f i l e  of t h e  a d d i c t .  

Con t ro l  sons  were seen  a s  t o o  bossy,  t o o  compet i t ive ,  and t o o  

s tubborn .  None o f  t h e s e  i t e m s  w e r e  h igh  on t h e  discrepancy l i s t s  

of t h e  addoc t  group. Two of  t h e  i t ems ,  ns t rong-wil led"  and 

" independent" ,  were seen  a s  t o o  f r e q u e n t l y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  

c o n t r o l  sons ,  wh i l e  t h e  a d d i c t s  were seen  as d e v i a t i n g  from t h e  

i d e a l  i n  t h e  o p p o s i t e  d i r e c t i o n .  

Another c l u s t e r  of  i t e m s  which d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  a d d i c t s  and 

c o n t r o l s  concerns  openness: c o n t r o l  sons  were seen as t o o  

f r e q u e n t l y  s e c r e t i v e  and t o o  i n f r e q u e n t l y  open about  f e e l i n g s  and 

f r ank .  

There i s  much l e s s  agreement on t h e  d i s c r e p a n t  items among 

c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s .  There were no i t e m s  on which a l l  t h r e e  family  

members had a d i sc repancy  s c o r e  of 1.00 o r  h igher .  The f a t h e r s  

and sons  bo th  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  sons  were t o o  f r equen t ly  bossy 

and t o o  f r e q u e n t l y  messy. The sons  and mothers bo th  i n d i c a t e d  

t h a t  t h e  sons  were n o t  f r e q u e n t l y  enough on t o p  of  s i t u a t i o n s .  

There were no d i s c r e p a n t  i t e m s  agreed  t o  by t h e  f a t h e r s  and 

mothers a t  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  level .  

Thus, t h e r e  are n a j o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  p a t t e r n s  of  

i n t e r p e r s o n a l  p e r c e p t i o n  between a d d i c t  and c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s .  I n  

a d d i c t  f a m i l i e s ,  t h e r e  i s  s t r o n g  agreement between the  sons ,  

f a t h e r s ,  and mothers bo th  i n  d e s c r i p t i d n s  of  t h e  sons'  i d e a l  

s e l v e s ,  and i n  i s o l a t i o n  of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i t ems  on which t h e  

sons  d e v i a t e  from t h i s  i d e a l s .  There  i s  n o t ,  however, a  



comparable l e v e l  o f  agreement i n  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  of t h e  son. 

By c o n t r a s t ,  i n  c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s ,  t h e r e  i s  agreement i n  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  t h e  sons '  i d e a l s ,  b u t  no t  on t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i t e m s  

on which t h e  sons  d e v i a t e  from t h e i r  i d e a l s .  There is  a  moderate 

l e v e l  of  agreement i n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  t h e  sons  w i t h i n  c o n t r o l  

f a m i l i e s .  

Although the hypotheses  ( 3  and 4 )  t h a t  t h e  sons a r e  seen  a s  

d i s s i m i l a r  t o  t h e i r  p a r e n t s  and t h a t  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  sons  

are less agreed-upon i n  a d d i c t  f a a i l i e s  were n o t  supported 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y ,  it would be premature t o  d i s c a r d  them a t  t h i s  

p o i n t ,  a s  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  is  very  c l e a r .  

F ive  of t h e  s i x  mean c o r r e l a t i o n s  r e l e v a n t  t o  hypothesis  3 

were i n  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  d i r e c t i o n ;  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n s  

of  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  t h e  sons were lower i n  t h e  add ic t  group. 

(One of  t h e s e  f i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  was s i g n f i c a n t  by a  one- ta i led  

tes t )  . 
A broader  t e s t  of perce ived  s i m i l a r i t y  of a d d i c t s  and 

c o n t r o l s  can  be  made by comparing a l l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  of 

d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  sons  (SS, FS, and MS) wi th  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

t h e  p a r e n t s  (SF, S M ,  FF, FM, M F ,  and IW) . I n  15  of t he se  1 8  

cases, t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  lower i n  a d d i c t  f ami l i e s .  

(Four of  t h e  1 5  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  by a one- ta i led  

t e s t ) .  

I n  hypo thes i s  4 ,  bo th  of t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  sons '  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  of themselves and t h o s e  of thcm by t h e i r  p a r e n t s  

were aga in  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n ;  t h a t  i s ,  lower i n  a d d i c t  



f a m i l i e s .  

An i n t e r e s t i n g  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  pe rcep t ions  of t h e  p a r e n t s  i s  

e v i d e n t  i n  t h e  t a b l e  of I n t e r p e r c e p t i o n  Matr ix  means by group 

(Table  1 ) .  Examined were t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  of d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  

p a r e n t s  (SM, FM, and MM; SF, FF, and MF) w i t h  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  t h e  

sons1  i d e a l s  (SSI, FSI,  and MSI). I n  e i g h t  of  t h e  nine  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  between d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  t h e  mothers and of t h e  sons '  

i d e a l s ,  t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  was h i g h e r  f o r  t h e  c o n t r o l  group 

mothers. I n  e i g h t  of  t h e  n ine  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between d e s c r i p t i o n s  

o f  t h e  f a t h e r s  and of  t h e  sons1  i d e a l s ,  t h e  mean c o r r e l a t i o n  was 

h i g h e r  f o r  t h e  a d d i c t  group f a t h e r s .  

These d i f f e r e n c e s ,  wh i l e  n o t  ach iev ing  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  s t r o n g l y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  Addict sons 

admire t h e i r  f a t h e r s  more than  t h e i r  mothers ( d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 
C 

t h e i r  i d e a l s  a r e  c l o s e r  t o  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  t h e  f a t h e r s  t han  of 

t h e  mo the r s ) ;  c o n t r o l  sons  admire t h e i r  mothers more than  t h e i r  

f a t h e r s .  This  might be  seen a s  suppor t ing  t h e  c l i n i c a l  

o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  Alexander and Dibb (1974 ( t h a t  mothers i n  a d d i c t  

f a m i l i e s  have low s t a t u s  w i t h i n  t h e  f ami ly  and a r e  o f t e n  meek and 

r ep re s sed .  

C e r t a i n  s imilari t ies  a r e  e v i d e n t  between t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  

p r o f i l e  o f  t h e  a d d i c t  g iven  by t h e  a d d i c t  h imself  and by h i s  

p a r e n t s  and t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  e x i s t i n g  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  This  

r e s e a r c h  s u p p o r t s  t h e  p o r t r a y a l  of  t h e  a d d i c t  i n  t he  l i t e r a t u r e  

a s  e a s i l y  persuaded ( V a i l l a n t ,  1966) ,  bored (Larner  & T e f f e r t e l l e r ,  

1964), dependent upon o t h e r s  (S te f fenhagen ,  McAree & Zheu t l i n ,  



1969; Vaillant, 1966), and impatient (Gilbert & Lombardi, 1967) ,  

as well as generally displaying a low level of self-esteem (Chein 

et al, 1364; Cormier, 1373; Torda, 1968). 

These personal features, in combination with the character- 

istic family environment, may be significant factors in the 

understanding of habitual opiate use in the son. At a broader 

level, Ausubel (1 353) , Nyswander (1 956) , and Wilner and 
Kassebaun (1966) have suggested that drug use served a compensatory 

function, by inhibiting the expression of aggressive or sexual 

impulses. Khantzian, Plack and Schatzberg (1 974) prooposed that 

maternal overindulgence may precipitate the failure to develop 

adequate resources for dealing with disappointment and delay 

of gratification. 

Psychological characteristics, family influence, and a host 

of other less-clearly defined factors (peer relations, social 
I 

and economic conditions, societal attitudes, etc.) may interact 

in unique ways to nurture the development of illicit drug use. 

It may be through the identification and isolation of the effects 

of these salient factors that insight into prevention will 

eventually emerge. 

LeDain et a1 (1973) conclude that 

... (much drug use may be accounted for by) stress 
produced by the nervous strain of modern living. 

Much adult non-medical drug use has the relief of 

stress as its main objective.. . (p. 25). 
They further propose that people who suffer from low self-esteem 



may "...seek relief from a painful consciousness of self in 

sedation ...( to) ... dispel the painful awareness of personal 
inadequacy. " (p. 2 5 ) . a 

The position on fanily influence taken by Westley and 

Cpstein (1963 \in a large epidemiological study of Canadian 

families seems relevant to the case of addiction. They caution 

... the way in which a family organized itself and 
functioned as a unit was both a consequence and a cause 
of mental health or illness of family members. (p. 6) 

Thus, it is not suggested here that the fanily environment 

is the cause of the addiction in the son. It is proposed, 

however, that the family can nurture and prolong the addiction. 

Possibly the principal role of the family in perpetuating 

addiction involves its failure to expect, encourage, and 

facilitate a reasonable level of performance and change of the 

son. If the family demands inmediate perfection of the son, he 

will recognize the hopelessness and impossibility of his task, 

and forsake it completely. By having unrealistically low 

expectations of the son, the family may also be instrumental in 

the maintenance of the low Level of his self-esteem. As parents 

of addicts tend to be extremely competent and capable people, the 

abilities and skills of the son seem, by contrast, meagre. Since 

the addict is seen as unable to competently manage an 

independent, adult life style, he continues to live at hone, 

where many of his needs and responsibilities are managed by 

others. In this manner, his development of the skills and 

resources necessary to function independently (of the family and 



of drugs) is further retarded. By relying on the parents' 

greater competence for meeting reality demands, the son fails to 

develop the sense of self-esteem that comes from the experience 

of dealing successfully with the normal range of life situations. 

The overindulgent/overdependent relationship noted in addict 

families by Alexander and Dibb (1974) and Chein et a1 (1964) may 

also be instrumental in maintaining the low level of self-esteem 

in the son, by providing him with no impetus to change his 

current level of functioning. Accepting the extravagant 

overindulgence of his parents and manipulating them by nagging 

and threatening self-destruction (Alexander & Dibb, 1974) 

inculcates social behaviours which are ill-suited to adult 

relationships. 

Schiff (1 959) concluded that, for the type of individual who 

becomes involved in narcotic use, the transition to adult status 

is particularly traumatic, and that adolescent narcotic use 

effectively prevents this transition. As long as the son needs 

to remain closely tied to the family (especially when he is in 

his twenties) he needs an excuse for doing so. Physical 

addiction serves well as such a rationalization. 

Directions for future research 

(A) Improvements in design. First, it would be 

advantageous to employ a more detailed matching and screening 

procedure in the selection of control families. In the present 

study, one control family was clearly dysfunctional in the 

opinions of the three interviewers, and contributed 



d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  t o  t h e  v a r i a n c e  o f  t h e  c o n t r o l  group. When 

t h e  same s t a t i s t i c s  were computed wi thou t  t h e  d a t a  of t h a t  one 

f ami ly ,  15  o f  t h e  66 c o r r e l a t i o n s  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

between t h e  two groups ( i nc lud ing  t h e  8 s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

w i t h  t h e  d a t a  of  t h a t  family  i n c l u d e d ) .  

Due t o  t h e  s i z a b l e  v a r i a b i l i t y  of  d a t a  from non-addict 

c o n t r o l s  and t h e i r  f a ~ , ~ i l i c s ,  c o l l e c t i o n  of normative d a t a  might 

be  more a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  t h i s  t ype  of  r e s e a r c h  than  a one-to-one 

matching procedure  f o r  c o n t r o l s .  

Although t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  educa t iona l  l e v e l  of 

sons  i n  t h e  two groups w a s  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  i n s i g n i f i c a n t ,  t h e  

d i s p a r i t y  may, none the l e s s  have in f luenced  t h e  r e s u l t s .  The 

a d d i c t  sons  have a  mean of 10 .8  y e a r s  of  educa t ion ;  t h e  c o n t r o l  

sons  have a  mean of  1 2 . 2  y e a r s  of  educa t ion  (Table 1). It i s  

p o s s i b l e ,  however, t h a t  s i n c e  o n l y  one o u t  of  f i v e  a d d i c t  sons  

completed h igh  schoo l  ( c f .  4 o u t  o f  5 c o n t r o l  s o n s ) ,  any e f f e c t s  

on se l f -es teem of  h i g h  school  g radua t ion  could  have 

s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  i n f luenced  t h e  d a t a .  

I t  i s  n o t ,  however, a d v i s a b l e  t o  match groups on educa t iona l  

l e v e l ,  as dropping o u t  of  s choo l  is  l i k e l y  a  r o u t i n e  consequence 

oC- o p i a t e  a d d i c t i o n ,  b u t  n o t  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  

For t h i s  r ea son ,  a c o n t r o l  group matched on educat ion would 

l i k e l y  be  nis-matched on i n t e l l i g e n c e .  Such a  b i a s  could be  

handled by t r e a t i n g  i n t e l l i g e n c e  a s  a c o v a r i a t e .  

I n  f u t u r e  work, i f  t h e  c o n t e n t  of Q-so r t s  is t o  be 

cons ide red  i n  d e t a i l ,  i t  would be  prudent  t o  employ a f r e e  



Q-sorting distribution. This procedure would enable the use of 

such statistics as analysis of variance, as item placement would 

have fewer restraints due to requirements of the sorting 

distribution. 

(B) Areas for Future 1nvestigation.The direction most 

immediately indicated for future investigation is an extension of 

the present study; a larger sample is needed to examine in more 

detail many of the indications in this research. 

Once this type of data is available on a large number of 

families it would be most instructive to examine the content of 

the various sorts, to construct complete descriptive profiles of 

addict and control families based on their Q-sorts. The Q-sort 

method could also be used to provide descriptions of the parents 

of addicts and controls. Perhaps in this manner, the nature of 

the addict sons' admiration of the fathers (cf. the control sonsq 

greater admiration of the mothers) can be explained. It would 

also be instructive to examine the Q-sorts of friends and 

siblings of addicts, It would be particularly interesting to 

study non-addicted siblings of addicts, to see how they have 

coped with the same general social environment without addiction. 

To see in proper perspective the mecllanisms involved in addict 

families, it would be desirable to collect Q-sort data on other 

types of addicts as well (such as "street addicts" and medical 

addicts). 

If, as has been widely proposed (LeDain et al, 1973; Satir, 

1967), the family interaction and interperception patterns 



preceed the development of the symptom in a family member, the 

method holds considerable diagnostic promise. 

It seems likely that different presenting problems would 

yield discriminable profiles -- that the interperception matrices 
of families in which the child was a delinquent would be 

statistically distinguishable from the matrices of families in 

which the child had been diagnosed as schizophrenic, 

Furthermore, the interperception matrix method can be used 

for any members of an interacting group and the Q-sort items can 

be tailored to be appropriate to any context. 

Implications for research and therapy. 

The use of correlated Q-sorts has a 20-year history in the 

psychological literature in dealing with individuals. Its 

application to group process is a logical extension of the 

method. An area in which the interperception matrix has 

particular potential is that of clinical outcome reserach. In 

any theoretical framework which posits that individual 

dysfunction is symptomatic of underlying disturbances in 

relationships, if the intervention is effective, one would expect 

its influence to be apparent in the interperception matrix. 

In this conceptualization of heroin addiction as 

inextricably involved in the system of family interaction, some 

directions for therapeutic intervention emerge. It seems 

essential, particularly with addicts remaining in the parental 

home beyond their teens, to examine the role of the family in 

perpetuating the addiction. If the family is found to be 



i n s  t r u r t ~ e n t a l  i n  m a i n t a i n i n g  the a d d i c t i o n ,  t h e r e  a r e  two c o u r s e s  

o f  a c t i o n :  change t h e  f a m i l y  (so t h a t  t h e  son  c a n  develop t h e  

a b i l i t y  t o  d e a l  w i t h  normal l i f e  stresses), or remove t h e  son  

from t h e  f a m i l y .  

I n  e n d e a v o r i n g  t o  i n t e r v e n e  w i t h i n  t h e  f a m i l y  c o n t e x t ,  t h e  

g r a d u a l  independence  o f  t h e  s o n  from t h e  f a m i l y  should  be 

p rono ted .  I f  a  g raded  series o f  manageable t a s k s  can b e  r e q u i r e d  

o f  t h e  a d d i c t ,  h e  nay  b e  a b l e ,  t h r o u g h  e x p e r i e n c i n g  s u c c e s s ,  t o  

d e v e l o p  some o f  t h e  a d u l t  s k i l l s  and s o c i a l  m a t u r i t y  needed t o  

b u i l d  h i s  s e l f - e s t e e m .  A s  he becomes more s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t ,  t h e  

l i k e l i h o o d  o f  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  d e v e l o p  a  v i a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  l i f e  

s t y l e  w i t h o u t  a d d i c t i o n  i n c r e a s e s .  

I n  cases i n  which it i s  

s o n  t o  remain  i n  t h e  f a m i l y ,  

d e v e l o p i n g  a  s u b s t i t u t e  l i f e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t o  r e p l a c e  t h e  

i m p r a c t i c a l  o r  u n d e s i r a b l e  f o r  t h e  

it i s  c r u c i a l  t o  a s s i s t  him i n  , 
I 

s t y l e  and network o f  s u p p o r t i v e  I 

I ' 
I / 

c o m f o r t a b l e  and i n t a c t  f a m i l y  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  The s u c c e s s  o f  such  " t h e r a p e u t i c  communities" a s  

Synanon, Daytop V i l l a g e ,  Odyssey Ilouse, and Phoenix House nay b e  

viewed i n  t h i s  c o n t e x t .  These programs o f f e r  a complete and 

h i g h l y  s t r u c t u r e d  l i f e  s t y l e  f r e e  from d r u g s  w i t h  s t r o n g  s o c i a l  

p r e s s u r e  towards  c o n t i n u e d  a b s t i n e n c e .  I n  one sense ,  t h y  a r e  

s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  t h e  i n d e p e n d e n c e - f o s t e r i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h e  

a d d i c t  nay  have  been u n a b l e  t o  a c h i e v e  w i t h  h i s  fami ly .  Thc 

p o s i t i v e  r e g a r d  t h a t  such  programs d i r e c t  towards  t h e  a d d i c t  i s  

f u l l y  c o n t i n g e n t  upon d r u g  a b s t i n e n c e .  

The i n d i v i d u a l  f a m i l y  i n t e r p e r c e p t i o n  m a t r i x  c o n t a i n s  much 



information of value to both individual and family therapy. 

Particularly in early sessions, the content of the Q-sorts 

suggests concrete areas for exploration in therapy, and the 

correlation matrix provides an index of family interaction and 

isolates areas in which the normal family communication and 

self-confirmation processes have broken down. 
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6 3  19 April,  1974 

F i r s t ,  we a r c  in teres ted  i n  the  way i n  which you describe yourself. Here is 
R deck of 60 cards,  each with a word o r  phrase on it .  \\'hat I would l i k e  you 

t o  do is t o  s o r t  these cards in to  5 p i l e s  of 1 2  each, based on how good a 

descr ip t ion  a word is of you, as  you a r e  now, a s  you say within the l a s t  two 

weeks. l'he p i l e s  w i l l  range from the one on your f a r  l e f t ,  which w i l l  contain 

those words o r  phrases which arc  a t  l e a s t  descr ip t ive  of you, t o  thc p i l e  

on your f a r  r i g h t ,  which w i l l  contain those words which arc  best  descript ive 

of you. ?'he way you sort  the c . .xis will be confidential ,  even from the  

o the r  members of your family. 

A good way t o  s o r t  the  cards is t o  go through the  deck, one card a t  a time, 

picking out only those cards which seem very frequently t rue ,  i f  you have 

l e s s  than 1 2 ,  go tlwough the remainder of the  deck, and pick out the next most 

descript ive cards,  u n t i l  you have 1 2 .  I f  you have more than 12, go through 

them, ad pick out the 1 2  most descript ive.  'l'lien repcat t h i s  process, 

picking out the  1 2  next most descript ive cards u n t i l  you have 5 pi les  of 1 2  

car& each, ranging from most f requcntly descr ip t ive  t o  l eas t  frequently 

descr ip t ive  . 

SON: Now, with the sane sor t ing  method, plcase desc r i i~e  your father/mother/ 

as they a re  now. Remeniier, your descript ion w i l l  be con~pletely confidential.  

Now, describe your ideal  s e l f ,  t!le person you would most want t o  become. 

FATIkR: Now, with the  same sor t ing  method, please describe your son/wife/ 

a s  they a r e  now. Kemembcr, your descript ion w i l l  be completley confidential.  

Now describe your son 's  idca l ,  the  person hc would most l i k e  t o  become. 

bK)?'tUi: how, with the  same so r t ing  method, plcase describe your son/husband/ 

a s  thcy a re  now. Remcriiber , your descript ion w i l l  be completely confidential . 
how describe your son's  idea l ,  the person he would most l i k e  t o  become. 

Do you have any questions? 

lnterviewcr stacks p i l e s  with PUS'I' Oh TOP. 

SON BlOTI ILK FAT t IEK 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5, 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
1 9 .  
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
2 6 ,  
2 7. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
3 8. 
39. 
40. 
4 1 .  
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
4 7. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
5 7. 
58. 
59. 
GO. 

absen t - m i  nded 
a c t i v e  
amb i t i ous  
an Rry 
ashamed 
bored  
bossy 
ca lm  
capab le  
c a r r i e s  o u t  p l ans  
c a u t  i ous  
charming  
compct i t  i v e  
c o m p l a i n i n g  
c o n f i d e n t  
c o n s i d e r a t e  
c r u e l  
d e c i s i v e  
dependent upon o t h e r s  
e a s i  1  y  persuaded 
f a i r  
f e m i n i n e  
f r a n k  
f r i e n d l y  
ha PPY 
ha rdwork i ng  
he1 p f u l  
he1 p l e s s  
i m a g i n a t i v e  
i m p a t i e n t  
Independent  
I n t e l  1 [ g e n t  
i r r i t a b l e  
j ea 1  ous 
mascul  i n e  
m a t e r i a l  i s t i c  
messy 
on  t o p  on s i t u a t i o n s  
open abou t  f e e l  i ngs  
p l ans  ahead 
q u l e t  
reasonab l  e  
r e 1  i a b l e  
shy  
r e 1  i g i o u s  o r  s p i r i t u a l  
s u l  l e n  
s e c r e t  i v e  
s e l  f - c r  i t i c a l  
s e n s l  t i v e  t o  o t h e r s '  f e e l  i ngs  
sexua l  1 y - o r  i e n t e d  
s t r o n g - w i l  l e d  
s t u b b o r n  
s u c c e s s - o r i e n t e d  
s u p p o r t i v e  t o  o t h e r s  
s u s ~ i c i o u s  
sympathet  i c  
t r i c k y  
t r u s t w o r t h y  
wa rm 
w o r r i e d  
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In t e rpe rcep t ion  Matrix - A d d i c t  Family 3 
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I n t e r p e r c e p t i o n  M a t r i x  - A d d i c t  F a m i l y  5 
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Interperception Matrix - Control Family 2 
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ADDICT 

Item SS-SSI FS-FSI MS-MSI SS-SSI FS-FSI MS-MSI 


