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ABSTRACT

3ff-The comparlson of a construct called "morbld dependency"
‘bydescrlbed 40 years agO’by Karen Horney, to what 1s today

«tknown as co-dependency 1s the bas1s for thls research. ;fal S

’fthorney‘s theoryi Wthh pos1ts a relatlonshlp betweenv35'“

’coer01ve, controlllng, non—nurturlng parent1ng and the o

.development of “morbld dependency" 1s tested Ins1ght 1nto f@f;»

dysfunct10nal famllles,ls sought by examlnlng the pattern of
’hcorrelatlons of the parental dysfunctlons of chemlcal ey
d(dependency, co-dependency, and compu151v1ty w1th the
yparental factors of non—nurturlng, coer01on,‘and control.vj,f~
-vEmplrlcal support 1s prov1ded for Horney s theory v1a |

f 51gn1flcant correlatlons between co—dependency 1n adults and'
"thelr reportlng of the use of non—nurturlng, coer01ve, and |
"controlllng behav1ors by thelr parents. A multlple v'
”regre551on accounts for 16/‘of the varlance 1n co—dependency“
‘,scores and 1dent1f1es three predlctors of co—dependency.v
parental co—dependency, age, and coer01ve maternal
behav1ors._ Us1ng a structural equatlon analy51s, awtyf‘

51gn1flcant relatlonshlp is 1dent1f1ed between parental

i ycompu151v1ty, coer01ve parentlng behav1ors, and co—\i,

‘dy7dependency 1n adult offsprlng The 1mpllcat1ons,

'ﬁllmltatlons, and poss1ble dlrectlons for future research aref‘

fd1scussed,

dddoe
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. ;1ncreases.f To date meager emplrlcal data have been

utif: INTRODUCTION

As the body of theoretlcal work on co—dependency grows,fff7f'

'fthe need for sys;pmatlc 1nvest1gat10n of the construct

'3,'generated and the majorltr{of‘lnformatlon found 1n the

'tdp°pular pSY°h°1°9Y and Che,lcal dependency llterature 1svf5f3?

f:based on- assertlons rather thanisylentlflc flndlngs. erghtﬁffl*m‘

: and erght (1990),_1n a rev1ew of current descrlptlve

"‘llterature ‘on’ co—dependency, complled the follow1ng

"'comp051te of characterlstlcs deflnlng co—dependency 1ow ﬂf(]dpl”'

;vself esteem, frozen feellngs and a lack of spontanelty,j

| need to be. needed a need to be 1n control a w1llingness toiftf"

lfdbehave self sacrlflclally, an exaggerated need for approval»b
an 1nab111ty to ma1nta1n clear boundarles between self and

51gn1flcant others, a fear of abandonment and excess1ve

’"rellance on den1a1.~ Whlle there is some cllnlcal agreement‘j‘7’

on many of the behav1oral characterlstlcs and attltudes it
”fencompassed by co—dependency, there are. no standardlzed L
:;measures.g ThlS 1ack of standardlzatlon llmlts the ablllty
.dnjto compare studles and conceptuallzatlons of co—dependency'
“pry examlnlng the current research., o - |
‘ Whlle 1ts orlglnal 1dent1flcatlon may have been based‘
if:on the observatlons of the spouses and chlldren of :

.Lfalcohollcs (Krestan & Bepko, 1990), co—dependency has 51nce 5fd

gfrelatlonshlp w1th a chemlcally dependent partner and to be a-



'ﬁidlsorder separat jfrom chemlcal depen eﬁ‘yy(O'Br en &

‘*h‘more 11ke1y tolengage 1n relat onshlps w1th chemlcallyffwfﬁr"*”ff

fhdependent 1nd1v1dua_s”(Cer'a,4;m_

'a relatlonshlp’wh’

’ffrelatlonshlp between co-dependency‘_‘: ;nd1v1dua

1{ﬁ?chemlca1'dependency 1n the fa 1ly of o 1gln 1s necessary.

The ass001at10n of co:dependency yhfchemlcal.’ﬁ

'Lfﬂdependency 1s further confounded by t .’concept of the

xf[fh"dysfunctlonal famlly. _’Alcohollc.f mllles are commonly

“ia?characterlzed as dys;unctlonal.w However, the term has.‘_[3”~"

'ﬁgbeen clearly deflned and there has been very lltt‘éjw;”i

‘:Qemplrlcal 1nvest1 ' alcoholvc famllles._ Furthermore,gf;f’”'

'fh”characterlstlcs of these famllles have not been-cjea”

‘néifiéd;ngﬁé;pux“se of thlS study was. to determl e{;,;}.fﬁ’J”‘

whekher co-dependencyf as311nks to spec1flc famlly o or1~in;7‘f}er‘

"fszexper;ences.. In~add, 'to'a oonfld ratlobfof chemlcal e




| dependency 1n the famlly of or1g1n of co—dependent
1nd1v1dua1s, the parents’ co- dependency w1ll be con51dered
_1n order to determlne if parental co-dependency is related
to;co-dependency'ln thelr adult chlldren.

Although the term co-dependency has only recently been
1ntroduced the 1nterpersonal attltudes and behav1ors it |
encompasses were descrlbed over forty years ago by
‘.psychoanalyst,‘Karen Horney Cons1der thls descrlptlon of
what she termed‘morbid'dependency:_ | |

The f1rst characterlstlc to strike us is such»a _
woman’s total absorption in the relationship. The
partner becomes the sole center of her existence.
Everything revolves around him. Her mood depends
upon whether his attitude toward her is more ,
positive or negatlve. She does not dare make any

" plans lest she might miss a call or evening with
him. Her thoughts are centered on understanding or
helping him. Her endeavors are directed toward
measuring up to what she feels he expects. She has
but one fear-that of antagonizing and losing him.
Conversely her other interests subside. ' Her work,
unless connected with him, becomes comparatively
meaningless. This may even be true of professional

work otherwise dear to her heart, or productive ‘work

in which she has accomplished thlngs., Naturally the
- latter suffers‘most ~ Other human relationships are
- neglected. Friendships serve more and more merely .
to fill the time when he 1s not avallable (Horney,_
'1950 p. 247) S . .
Horney 'S descrlptlon closely resembles what 1s today called
co—dependency. Recently, Lyon and Greenberg (1991), Morgan
(1991), and Mellody (1989) have recognlzed Horney s concept
of morb1d dependency as an early descrlptlon of co-

-dependency.



:;Mbrbld Dependency\u‘

Whlle the scope of thls study does not permlt a lengthyg‘ftﬂ o

’fdlscuss1on of Horney s theory, some of her maln assumptlons g?

d”{Wlll be presented.' Horney (1942) proposed that morbld

]idependency 1s comprlsed of "the dr1ve for total surrender "Lﬁu'4

‘vdgthe "longlng to flnd unlty through merglng w1th a partner ".

fhiand the "loss of self.ﬁ” Horney theorlzed that morbld iy
:dependency could develop in a chlld as a defense agalnst a f‘f-
"coer01ve and ‘non- nurturlng parent and later in 11fe could 3
yprevent the 1nd1v1dua1 from engaglng 1n satlsfylng Xiri
'relatlonshlps.il"" " |

Some  of the behav1ora1 characterlstlcs of coer01ve none

'ynurturlngwparentlng are unpredlctablllty, 1nt1m1datlon- andu

ryshlftlng between comradeshlp and strlct author1tar1an1sm.,1f
‘Typlcally,ythere is an underlylng attltude that the Chlld’

1nr1ght to ex1stence 1s contlngent upon 11v1ng up to the

’Vexpectatlons of the parents.c Furthermore, the Chlld may be

‘ glorlfled and v1eWed as an object that enhances the prestlge n

‘Vaof the parents and not as an 1nd1v1dual w1th rlghts and
}respon51b111t1es._ The covert manner 1n Wthh these :‘f
}:attltudes are transmltted to the chlld make them o
‘fpartlcularly destructlve.h‘n |
Horney theorlzed that aéfa7ﬁéahé Ofrsurvival a bllnd
wdevotlon to the parents 1s cultlvated by the‘“morbldly
,‘dependent"‘chlld and the true self is never developed :”hfjf

'the process of trylng to surv1ve w1thout a nurturlng parent h”'



:Ffawhat”actually occursrls an allenatlon from the ch ld' »

’fyl»feellngs and a loss of the ablllty to determlne 1‘kes andf;f;;,gfﬁ--'

k‘fldlsl1kes.

'u?l}chlld are never cultr

H;The unlque and 1nd1“§dual character1st1cs o t

vfted;a'd the development of'thehs 1

"fgls obstructed.s‘

””Parental coer01on'

fay drlve afchlld to adopt bllndly,ﬁ;ffﬁv

ﬁ‘ithe llkes, dlsllkes, and _flosophy of the parent as a way

7;ito endure 1nsecur1ty, lonellness, and fear. Surrender to

jfthe coer01ve parent s1mply becomes eas1er than res1st1ng.w¢7ffﬁ"r"~
dn;iThls defense eventually becomes the means to deal w1th 11fe fﬁhfﬁj:;7

7v1n general and the 1nd1v1dual becomes w1lllng to adapt;to p;;ﬁh

’; the preferences of those w1th whom he or she 1s 1n ‘

-lrelatlonshlp.u,:ffhi

i The result of the operatlonvof these drlves 1svan
ikuncon501ous motlvatlon to seek out relatlonshlps w1th |
hdpcoerclve; controlllng,~and non—nurturlng 1nd1v1duals 51m11anl'_b
ih?to hlS or: her parent. In addltlon, the drlve to flnd a f""
rbpartner w1ll become a major motlvatlon 1n llfe and most”gf*f
7ﬁ;act1v1t1es w1ll revolve around th1s search.n Furthermore; ifb

i whenever a potent1al partner becomes avallable the resultant;ﬂfﬁn

'ﬁ‘behav1or 1s expected to be a total absorptlon 1n the ﬂ,g

'Qf”partner, 1nclud1ng adaptatlon to the partner s needs anf
thants.'*“f . | R Ta e

‘ The motlves that underl1e morbld dependency,‘as "

tconceptuallzed by Horney, would seem to encourage an :h?f“ir:nﬁ

| lattractlon to a chemlcally dependent alcohollc



jotherw1se compu1s1ve 1nd1v1dua1 A'mature, fully

“psychologlcally developed 1nd1v1dual 1s not 11ke1y to belﬂsrt'ﬁ”“

yattracted to an 1nd1v1dua1 who wants to surrender to them
’Yand become totally absorbed 1n them whlle neglectlng thelr Cf
mown self development.; However a compu1s1ve 1nd1v1dual w1th
y'a consumlng drlve towards h1s or her compulslon may seek .

'fthls type of caretaker as a partner.l O’Brlen and Gaborlt :

';(1992) suggest that concernlng alcohollcs, the co—dependentﬁw,y

‘ 1nd1v1dual fulfllls a need 1n the alcohollc to be cared for :‘f

”band the alcohollc fulfllls a need in the co dependent for .
lvcontrol. Therefore, the compu1s1ve 1nd1v1dual's search for
':,a‘co—dependent partner and s1m11arly,‘the\co-dependent!sy‘“
~ 'search for a compuls1ve partner may operate at the G
vuncon501ous level and’ serve as a. surv1val mechanlsmlforlﬁ
'both.,., e

' Based on these assumptlons thls study 1nd1rectly

explored parental tenden01es to ascertaln if. there is a yby‘
51gn1flcant relatlonshlp between percelved parental co-‘
Z;dependency and parental chemlcal dependency and/or parental
. compuls1v1ty Furthermore, the study examlned parental

-behav1ors 1n order to explore the p0551b111ty that a ;7y‘ -

relatlonshlp may ex1st between the subjects’-perceptlons of RS

‘~fcoer01ve, controlllng, non—nurturlng parentlng and parental

co—dependency, chemlcal dependency,'and/or parental -

'hucompuls1v1ty.



- Current Research

”‘Ufcontrol and 1elsure act1v1t1es., Thls suggests adpatternffffpldﬁf’rd

1“(ﬂ993), 1n a factor a

:ﬁfmeasure ba“ed on scales developed by Beck (1991) and Pot er-fhﬁ“ﬁ'

“5l;ff"o, and Potter-Effron (1989):-were able to 1dent1fy

s":feractors descrlptlve of lack of famlly acceptance and

nctlonal parents as characterlstlcs of people scorln

ﬂ”-7flh1gh'on co-dependency.' Both of these studles suggest that e

’5the manlfestatlon of co—dependency 1s related to negat1ve'§”7'*

”"'{famlly of orlqln experfences.




- To explore the poss1b111ty that co—dependency 1s not :
llmlted to assoc1atlon w1th chemlcally dependent |

‘_llnd1v1duals,10’Br1en and Gaborlt (1992) sought to f[-‘

~K4demonstrate that co- dependency 1s a dlsorder separate from

h;chemlcal dependency.. Deflnlng co—dependency as an excess1ve¢>
preoccupatlon w1th the llves, feellngs, and problems of
others, they found 1n a. study of 115 undergraduates, that
' scores on thelr measures of co-dependency and s1gn1f1cant
other s drug use were not related.» ThlS f1nd1ng
demonstrated Support for a conceptuallzatlon of co—}vwf"
dependency as a dlsorder that can ex1st 1ndependently of
;:as5001atlon w1th chemlcal dependency in the 51gn1flcant yl
bother; Ev1dence of co—dependency out51de of a chemlcal
dependency context was also prov1ded by Prest and Storm‘
s(1988) who examlned compuls1ve eaters and compulslve
drlnkers and thelrfspouses. Compuls1ve eaters and thelr
fspouses and compu131ve drlnkers and thelr spouses were found
to demonstrate s1m11ar dysfunctlonal patterns of
commun1catlon and confllct resolutlon.' The construct of co—
r‘dependency was deflned as’ 15 enabllng hehav1ors such as
yhldlng the spouse s compu151ve behav1ors from famlly and
‘c:frlends maklng excuses for the spouse s compu1s1ve’
f;behav1ors or consequences of the behav1ors,‘and belng
kcareful not to upset the spouse so- they wouldn't engage in’
‘the compu151ve behav1or.f Co- dependency was further deflned

'as dlfflculty 1n the follow1ng areas' communlcatlon,v



‘>"1n the study.f*

;1conf110t resolutlf?n

andﬁdeallng w1th feellngs.j.Thedspouses:f-m'

,,;gbf both compu151ve types were 1dent1f1ed as co-dependent and,f o

'.fcompu1S1ve eatlng,_drlnklng, work or rellglous practlces

| were 1dent1f1ed 1n the famlly of orlgln of all the subjects 1;;fx‘-5

: fco-dependency as‘a

=]1that p0551bly or1g1nate 1n famllles 1n Wthh one or both

p3hese flndlngs support a conceptuallzatlon ofﬂiwl

onstellatlon of dysfunctlonal behav1ors -;ﬂf'

’Egparents engage in’ some form of compulslon.; Therefore, the':'=-f

ompu1s1ve tenden01es of parents in several areas w111 be frlv
'Fexplored 1n order to ascertaln 1f adult chlldren of 5
;icompu151ve parents are more llkely to score hlgher on a
‘_measure of co dependency than adult chlldren of parents mho
"'do not engage 1n compu1s1ve behav1ors.n
| » ‘From'the scant emplrlcal data: that ex1st »Sévefé1vf* g
‘7inndingsbhave emerged suggestlng that the relatlonshlpsnof‘
{'uco-dependents'are of 1nord1nate 1mportance and may prov1de ,
‘tjthe most sallent sense of self the co—dependent possesses.
 ‘,1The factors 1dent1f1ed by O Br1en and Gaborlt (1992) 1nclude )
,hcare taklng,vother referenc1ng, 1ack of autonomy, and e

:vsurrenderlng the self 1n order to connect w1th others in

‘:ﬂlrelatlonshlps;~ Slmllarly, Kottke Warren et al. (1993) were

'ﬁable to 1dent1fy the follow1ng factors':respon51b111ty for:Vf'
ifother s feellngs, low autonomy, and control of others.:?’ v
‘v”;These flndlngs suggest that co-dependent parents may have’a.'

g“tendency to deflne themselves v1a thelr relatlonshlp w1th

"f}thelr chlldren.q Slmllarly, parents who score h1gh on co—tm



dependéncy may have a tendency to regard their dhildren as
objects that they‘can éontrol and_ﬁay be more likely to
engége in'coercive.parenting béhaviors, Furtherméré, these
findings also éuggest that the»lossyof self may éontribute
tovthe dysfunction in the relationships of co-dependents and
be a significant aspect of the cohétruct»of‘co—depehdency. |

 Jack ahdlDill (1992) havevdeveloped a measure called
the Silencing the Self Scale (STSS)‘which'captures*many-of
‘ the’traits 6f co-dependency described in the popular
literature such as judging the self by ekternal standards,
securing attachmentvay putting the'needs>of others before
the self, inhibiting‘one’s Self—expression and~action to
~avoid conflict and possiblé lossvof relationship, and
presenting an outer compliant self, while the inner sélfv
grows angry and hostile. One éf'the underlying assumptidnsv
used in the development of the measure was that.the‘
experience of an abusive childhood prompts the silencing of
true needs and wants of a child as a means of self
protection.b This thebreticalbframéWOrk is similar to the
earlier assumptiohs‘and theory presented'by Karen’Horney
(1942). The similarities to Horhey's assumptions, and the
co-dependent characteristics encompassed by the STSS suggest
it is a méaéﬁre of high relevance to understéndinqvthe w
construct of co-dependency.> |

Lyon and:Greenberg (1991) developed a hypothesis,»based

on Karen Horney’s concept of morbidldependenéy, that

10



chlldren of alcohollc parents would be more‘llkely to be

:tfattracted to an 1nd1v1dual w1th an 1nterpersona1 style of
_-|. 8

'nairelatlng s1m11ar to a substance abus1ng parent | U51ng an g_‘.

““aalcohol dependent parent as: the crlterlon fom co dependency,

“'the study tested the hypothes1s that co—depe%dents would be

rmore llkely to help an experlmenter portrayed as exp101t1ve ﬂ;t"

o fthan one portrayed as nurturant The study prov1ded support

‘Lifor the hypothe51s by flndlng that adult chlldren of an ,f:'”

h}alcohollc were 51gn1flcantly more helpful to the exp101t1veibg;"

:_experlmenter than the nurturant experlmenter. Conversely,'

:the control group was 51gn1flcantly more helpful to the

'-{;vnurturant experlmenter than to the exp101t1ve experlmenter;p" i

TiaIn addltlon, the co—dependent group 11ked the exploltlve

,n;paexperlmenter 51gn1flcantly more than the control group dld i-m

;j:Thls strlklng f1nd1ng not only supports Horney s theory but-ffy
55prov1des emplrlcal ev1dence that may help to explaln the ~”§]n
‘ tendency of co-dependents to engage 1n unsatlsfylng |

:frelatlonshlps._f]ff;,l~a?r

o :‘ Voo

In order to contlnue systematlc 1nvest1gat10n of co-

h’f‘idependency, both the antecedents and characterlstlcs of co—ht_’

'3ffdependency need to be con51dered Addltlonally, 1n order to

:*pigenerallze co-dependency beyond the context of chemlcally

'vgidependent famllles,vthe strength of the relatlonshlp betweenv'

‘auco—dependency and chemlcal dependency needs to be tested. vvh




i
|
i
-
i
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|

‘fiiFurthermore,g' ecifi

:‘ﬁdthe characterlzatlon of a famlly as dysfunctlonal and

_lgout relat1onsh1ps w1th coer01ve,

.2dposs1bly to the development of co-dependency need to bei';j;JV

“dfldentlfled.,,;”'

The 51m11ar1ty of Karen Horney s conceptuallzatlon of
A~pfmorb1d dependency to contemporary models of co—dependency

stuggests an emplrlcal test of her hypothe81zed antecedents.ﬂpn

’f,The core of Horney s theory lles 1n the relatlonshlp betweenjV |

“7’coerc1ve, controlllng, non—nurturlng parentlng and the 1oss LB

“f],of self.5 The defenses whlch are developed 1n an emotlonallyffjf“'

'faabused ch1ld may 1ater 1n 11fe result 1n a tendency to seek

ﬂiontrolllng, non-nurturlng

1nd1v1duals and to surrender and attempt to merge w1th a

:pffﬁpartner._ In order to generallze beyond the alcohol1c

u?ffamlly, compu151v1ty, manlfested 1n ‘a varlety of ways,'couldf;:‘;-

: represent a spec1f1c dysfunctlon 1n ‘a’ parent.f The popular
»11terature (e g., Beattle, 1987) suggests that dysfunctlon

»:1n the famlly of or1g1n may be a,factor 1n the development

'“hffofgcofdependency Slmllarly, a factor analys1s by Kottke,“zf“

: ft-Wafren5et al. (1993) 1dent1f1ed dysfunctlon 1n the famlly of'_fj

5 fi?gorlgln of co—dependents.v Slnce co—dependency has been :

“ademOFStrated to ex1st out51de of a relatlonshlp w1th ajft;" o

"f”_;chemlcally dependent person (O'Brlen & Gaborlt 1992, Prest :1wd7

g Storm, 1988) and compuls1v1ty was 1dent1f1ed in the

Vn"‘:f‘famlly of orlgln of all the co-dependent subjects examlned}*‘ -

lfﬁ?jby Prest and Storm (1988), thlS suggests that prox1m1ty tola,Ji




'fcompuls1ve 1nd1v1dual of any type could be related to co—"

»fjidependency. Con31der1ng thls ev1dence, 1t 1s hypothe51zed

.[ythat any compuls1ve behav1or by a parent may render them L':
7;1ncapab1e of prov1d1ng a nurturlng env1ronment for chlldren
:5and could be related to the development of co—dependency 1n I
,athelr adult offsprlng.:u } v_ y ' »v ‘ ;
B 1 The factors 1dent1f1ed by O'Brlen and Gaborlt (1992)
._dand Kottke, Warren et al (1993) support the premlse that
flthe 1nord1nate 1mportance of the relatlonshlps of co— B
fddependents 1s related to the loss of self. Slmllarly,ya‘h
Q_Horney s 1nclus1on of the 1oss of self 1n her f;f°”n‘xa"
‘jfconceptua11zat10n of morbld dependency further supports v
’l‘hypothes121ng that co-dependency w111 be accompanled by theﬁf
‘floss of self. “‘v '>‘ y'_‘ | | T ylbv" y
‘ Based on Horney s theory, Lyon and Greenberg (1992)
"7fmere able to demonstrate that a qroup of adult chlldren of-s“
~‘jalcohollcs were more llkely to help an exp101t1ve : |

experlmenter than a control group.3 If co dependent ﬁil‘

’”:lnle1duals are more llkely to seek out exp101tlve

gfwrelatlonshlps, then 1t can be hypothe51zed that a famlly

l{gthat contalns a compu1s1ve parent or chemlcally dependent

nyﬁparent w111 be more llkely tfvalso contaln a co-dependent

fparent.“”

To summarlze, the purpose Of‘thlS study 1s three—fold }'y”*'

~The flrst purpose 1s to test the follow1ng correlatlonal

"-;:hypotheses., A 51gn1flcant correlatlon 1s expected between>‘ﬂ13




f5ico-dependency 1n adults and chemlcal dependency 1n;the1r AR

iparents. In addltlon,,lt 1s hypothes1zed that a fam1ly

.g_fcontalnlng a compu151ve parent shou,d be more llkely to alSoy;t

“fgfdependen_y,_compu»

};‘llexpected to be 51gn flcantly correlated wlth coer01ve, ‘

T}contaln a co—dependent;pare‘t;ﬁ

Furthermore,‘chemlcal

fsfcontrolllng, and no ,nurturlng parentlng behav1ors.

JfaFlnally, co dependencyy:cores should be 51gn1flcantly

"Vﬁpcorrelated to loss of self scores.(‘The second purpose 1s tovf

”jdetermlne the amount of varlance 1n co—dependency scores

’f.j}accounted for by several parental varlables. A multlple

“af?regres51on analys1s w1ll be used to test the hypothe51s that*b

dﬂ'fffamlly of orlgln varlables may be related to/ o—dependency

: "fqln adults.f Spe01f1cally, 1t lS hypothe51zed that coer01ve f{j{hfl

'”sJ[Q‘parentlng; parental co-dependency, parental chem1calM_f75:y°Jd

”.;fdependency, and parental compu151v1ty should account for a

‘fﬂL51gn1flcant amount of varlance 1n co—dependency score}.f}5”7,?f

yfﬁthl d*purpose 1s, through the use of a structural equatlon 1b

:4Ufanalys1s; to test the theoretlcal model suggested by the

f”f{,wrltlngs of Karen Horney, that pos1ts a- 11nea

"«il@;the lossﬁof self _and co—dependenc';;"'”v

relatlonshlp_Tfoi““lt

"vcoer01ve parentlng behav1ors,‘flm;@iﬁ]f



":ntSub]ects
e The subjects were 442 students recrulted from f5~-ﬂ*”

'\,ffundergraduate classes at Callfornla State Unlver51ty,vSan

IT’Bernardlno.' The subjects were 126 males,;312 females, and 4’?555

v~.fp1nd1v1dualsvwho d1d not respond o' ;gender questlon

yhThey ranged 1n age from 17 to 56 w1th a mean of 25 andpar
':?Jmode of 18. The total sample con31sted of 48 A31ans,_§7‘fﬁ"

”Tkyfslacks, 85 Latlnos, 239 WhlteS, and 29 w1th other ethnlc

'~backgrounds. There were 282 51ngle 1nd1v1duals, 117 marrled}fflbh

gf1nd1v1duals, 25 d1vorced 1nd1v1dua1s,‘and 12 who responded

lito the category 1abeled "other"

"5{'Procedure
‘; Volunteers were sol101ted from undergraduate classes

"5pd1rect1y and also us1ng a s1gn posted 1n the psychology

ky;department.ﬁ The research was conducted u51ng a packet glven’*Vf"

”5h7fto the subject w1th a cover sheet contalnlng 1nstructlons.ff"

1and,consent form'(see Appendlx‘l)fand a questlonnalre (see

The subject fllled‘out the questlonnalre and

”?then.returned 1t to the researcher. Upon completlon of the

‘/Z"fquestlonnalre a debrleflyg statement (see Appendlx 3) was
?leven to the subject whlch explalned the spe01f1c nature of

'Eﬁthe research and when the results would be avallable.;aﬂf;h»i




- Measures =

?;ltem 1nstrument (Flscher, Spanny and Crawford 19515TWas R
Ugdeveloped ‘based on a deflnltlon of co—dependency developed
‘fby the authors (Spann and F1scher, 1990) ; The deflnltlon 1s_;:1
“comprlsed of the follow1ng three characterlstlcs~ the»f =
ﬁ;malntenance of an extreme external focus, the lack of an’d

fopen expre551on of feellngs, and the ‘use of control denlal f’

"yand rlgldlty in order to create a sense of purpose in

t relatlonshlps. A 51x p01nt scale 1s utlllzed and‘scores'c:“u
. rrange | from ‘a low of 16 to a hlgh of 96 w1th hlgher scores’
1ndlcat1ng hlgher co dependency : The authors report
ilnternal cons1stency, as: measured by Cronbach's alpha,fih
;ranglng from 73 to 80 and test-retest correlatlons of ;87ifr

| The 1nstrument was admlnlstered three tlmes.' The flrst
h‘tlme,lln the,orlglnal form,‘ln order to assess’ the
.‘participant's selfnscore on co-dependency. ‘The subsequent
‘otwo tlmes, w1th the 1tems wrltten 1n the past tense, to ;1J>
assess the subject's perceptlon of co-dependency 1n each |
v;Parent.‘}j: | .

Sllen01nq the Self Scale (STSS) Thisc31¥item’sCa1e.

“";*(Jack & Dlll 1992) was developed 1n an attempt to assess

pthe bellefs that seemed to dlrect the self evaluatlon and‘g
} behav1or of 12 cllnlcally depressed women. ‘The 1tems-are
‘:rated ‘on. a flve-p01nt leert type scale and scores can range

rfrom 31 to 155.' Four sub—scales are scored. externallzed
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self—perceptioh, caré as se1f4sacrifice, silenéing the self,
and divided self.‘ The1aﬁth6rs report internal consistency
of total scores, as‘meésured by érohbach's;albha, ranging
from .86 to .94 and test-retest reliability scores ranging
from .88 to .93. } |

Thé Michigan Alcoholism Screening Test: Brief Form
(MAST). This 10-item queStionnaire was extracted from the
original MAST (Selzer, 1971) and found to be effective in
discriminéting between alcoholics and nonalcoholics
(Pokorny, Miller, & Kaplan, 1972). For the purpose of this
study the questions on the MAST were reframed in order to
identify alcoholic and nohalcoholic parents. 1In addition,
on six of the questions the words "or drug use" were added
in order to have a measure that could identify any chemicél
dependency in the parents.

During the administration of the MAST, subjects
reported confusion regarding the first two questions. The
first question reads "Did you feel your mother/father was a
normal drinker?" and the second question reads "Did friends
or relatives think your mother/father was a normal drinker?"
Subjects often asked what was meant by the word "normal."
During data’entry, the investigator noticed that these items
‘often contained written nbtations by subjects questioning if
not drinking at all was normal or with the written comment
thét the parent did not drink at all. As a result of this

apparent subject confusion, reliabilities were computed on

17



the full ten-item MAST‘invaddition to'an‘eight-item version
with the first two items deleted. For the full MAST
concerning the mother, the Cronbach’s alpha generated was
;72 while the Cronbach’s alpha for the’partial version wasb
.78. Similarly, for the full MAST concerning the father the
Cronbach’s alpha wes .79 ﬁhile for the partial Version the
Cronbach’s aipha was .82. Due to this improyementiin
reliability, the.partial, eight item MAST was retained end
used in all subsequent analyses. a
Parentel-Compnlsivity. This five question measure was
designed for this study and is intended to identify
compulsivity in the‘father_and mother of the subject. The
questions.were asked separately_about each parent, and the
subject‘was,requestedltc rate compulsive behavior in the
‘ following"five areas: over-eating,"spending, gambling, the
- use of pornography; and cleaning.“The'measure utilizes a}
- five-point rating scale which ranges from "never noticed the
behavior" to "extreme problem." The instrument provided a

‘-compulsivity rating for each parent ranging from 5 to 25.

. This 21-item

scale'(MecDonald, 1971)vwasvdeve10ped-to assess young

~adults’ perceptions‘ofetheir parentsl child-rearing

behaviors. Theveighﬁ subscales; consisting of two iteme

o each,‘are:‘nurturance, instrunental cdmpanionship,}
_principled discipline, predictability of standerds,

protectiveness, physical punishment, achievement pressure,

18



afhbscale labeled affectlve punlshment The author reported ﬁ*i

k"dfltem subscale, Cronbach's alphas were .59 and 68.“

llso a f1ve—1temu5f[~?ﬁ~

'»”Spearman—Brown estlmates of 1nternal cons1stency rang ng L

"ffrom 48 tof 82 for the two 1tem subscales. For the f1ve;;;if7hA’

'ffﬁﬁscale utlllzes a flve—polnt ratlng ranglng from "never" to;p
.an"almost always"": | | »
The PPQ 1s partlcularly pertlnent for use 1n thls studyva ;

‘;and was chosen because elght of the n1ne domalns measured

'“ﬁcapture both the coer01ve parentlng style descrlbed by Karen

"'Horney (1942) and some of the characterlstlcs related to the'5'

vigconstruct of co—dependency descrlbed 1n the current‘

'l»llterature.” In add1t10n to the domalns of "predlctablllty"‘
f"achlevement pressure" and "affectlve punlshment",‘whlch |
‘dare spe01flcally descrlbed by Horney (1942), the domalns ofh
:"protectlveness" and "nurturance" and the factors of
.i"demandlng" and "maternal control“ can by justlfled as -
E:frelevant. Protectlveness, as descrlbed by the author, can
L"be encompassed by the dlmens1on of "controlllng" and 1mp11es_?'
dﬂparental obstructlon of autonomy The dlmen51on of
~"control" has been as5001ated w1th co dependency 1n much of
;the llterature and Horney (1942) clearly descrlbes the |

’ffunw1lllngness of coer01ve parents to allow autonomy in thelr””"

'_‘;chlldren.v Conversely, ‘the author notes the ablllty of the b

.domaln of "nurturance" to be encompassed by the dlmen51onfu'

'_labeled “support1ve“ and uses the term "warmth"

19



':odlnterchangeably w1th "nurtur“

M”f3;corre1ated w1th co-dependency (Flscher, Spann,_& Crawford

o ':....{'5:‘1991) ’ and Warmth

”a term that was used by Horney (1942)

'-t,to descrlbe the opp051te of coer01ve., In addltlon, through.3'm

'73fffactor analys1s of}the measure”(see Grotevant & Carlson,_t7d¥fr |

“ff°1989) the factors'of."demandlng"‘and "maternal control" havedf’

"nfbeen 1dent1f1ed.~ Theﬂfacto;; fi"demandlng" 1s congruent ng“'

nfw1th the theory of3Hl ey (1942) and "maternal control" was_iTh

vESupport has been negatlvelyhgkf}.

vﬂﬁfalso 1dent1f1ed as a factor 1n a measure of co—dependency byffmf‘

;fFlscher, Spann, and Crawford (1991) In sum, the PPQ

'7acaptures both the theoretlcal framework of Karen Horney and
J:Tsome of the current emplrlcal flndlngs concernlng the |

7ftconstruct of co-dependency




RESULTS

A four stage data analysis was employed to test the
;-proposed hypotheses. :The first stage consisted of a factor
analysis of the PerceiVed Parenting Questionnaire
(MacDonald, 1971)._The éecond stage consisted of a
correlatiahal analysis in order to determine if any trends
were apparent in'age, génder or other standard demographics
as they relate fo co;dépendency and tovtest the
correlational hypotheses; The third stage consisted of a
stepwise multiple regression analysis to determine the order
of‘impdrtancé‘and the amount of variance accounted for in
co—dependency‘scofes by the independent‘variables. The
final stage consisted of a structural equation analysis of
three models which hypothesiied a causal pathileading from
parental dystnctiQns to chrqive ?arenting behaviors to the
10Ss‘6f self in the subjedt to co-dependency in the subject.

Frequencies,‘distributians, meahs, and:standard
deviations (see Table 1) weréiexamined.aSgpart of a
preliminafy data screening process. Examination of the data
revealed a small percentage of missing data distributed
across all variables. The missing data reduced the total
number ofvcases'avaiiabie‘for analysis by 24%'and a decision
was made to calculate the correlations pairwise in order to
minimize the impact 6f missing data. In addition, a more

conservative option of mean substitution was chosen for
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fi:the multlple regre551on.. When the dlstrlbutlons of the
| fFvarlables were examlned several were found to be ,*f\/<

w*fs1gn1flcantly skewed. Thls was expected due to the nature ‘

~'uof the varlables, several of whlch assess pathology. The

lfidependent varlable of co-dependency 1n the subject howeVer’nyrvw

’fgwas normally dlstrlbuted. ;id

«; In the flrst stage of the data analys1s the Percelved

'ffParentlng Questlonnalre (MacDonald 1971) was subjected to aﬁ:f?

-';factor analys1s. The orlglnal scale contalned nlne sub—ﬂi"

V,vfscales. nurturlng, 1nstrumental companlonshlp, pr1nc1pled

o d1s01pl1ne, predlctablllty, protect1v1ty, phys1cal

.*qunlshment achlevement pressure, affectlve punlshment and

yfdeprlvatlon of pr1v1leges. The deprlvatlon of pr1v1leges

.ffgsub—scale descrlbed a common form of punlshment that was not’yt

7vlf;con51dered relevant or of 1nterest to the present study and

. was therefore deleted from the analy51s. The sultablllty offf'

'f_the remalnlng elght sub—scales for a factor ana1y51s was

"*fdetermlned w1th an examlnatlon of the correlatlon matrlx

’“’fwhlch revealed 24 correlatlons 1n excess of .30.~

‘}Furthermore, a Kalser-Meyer-Olkln measure of sampllng
'ir~adequacy test generated a value of 77 suggestlng that a.‘.
7vﬂfactor analys1s would be approprlate.g The procedure was

”fperformed separately for the maternal.and paternal vers10ns

’fof the PPQ A pr1n01pa1 axes factor extractlon was f1rst

:.;performed and the scree plots of Elgenvaluestwere examlnedv

}to determlne the number of factors necessary for a



“par51mon10us solutlon. The p01nt of 1nflect10n on the Scree_;
' plot for both parental measures suggested a three factor
bsolutlon. Two pr1n01pa1 axes factor extractlons, one for
the measure pertalnlng to mothers and one for the measure
pertalnlng to fathers;'were then performed In-order to
s1mp11fy the factors, an orthogonal (varlmax) rotatlon was
'.'employed._ Examlnatlon of the rotated pattern matrlx (see
',Tahle 2) revealed,all loadlngswgreater than .39. The four
'sub—Scales thatlloaded'togetherzon faCtorﬁone described the
»four parental behav1or domalns of pr1n01p1ed d1s01p11ne,
vlnstrumental companlonshlp, nurturlng, and predlctablllty.,
dThe pr1n01pledrd1s01p11ne domaln:was,characterlzed by the
item "when my father/mother puniShed‘me;‘he/sheVexplained
Why"‘ 1nstrumenta1 companlonshlp was '’ typlfled by "my .
father/mother taught ‘me thlngs that I wanted to learn", the
'nurturlng domaln 1ncluded the 1tem "my father/mother made me
feel that he/she was there when I needed hlm/her" and the
"domaln of predlctablllty 1ncluded as a typlcal item, "I
knew what my-father/mothermexpectedvofrme, and how'my>
hfather/mother wanted ‘me to behave.“f This factor was 1abe1ed
"nurturlng" and accounted for 53% of the variance in the
, paternal ver51on and 486 of the variance in the maternal
~version. Furthermore- Cronbach's alphas of .87 for both the
paternal and maternal ver51ons were generated demonstratlng

adequate‘1nterna1-cons1stency rellablllty.
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The two sub—scales that loaded together on factor two R
'ﬁpwere composed of the domaln of phy51cal punlshment such as
-ffspanklng and slapplng and the domaln of affectlve punlshment

:w1th typlcal 1tems such as,"my father/mother punlshed me by

}7,try1ng to make me feel gullty and ashamed" H"when I dld

’ *‘i'gsomethlng my father/mother dldn't 11ke, he/she would act

”Tcold and unfrlendly" and "my father/mother nagged at me.ﬁfip"

5 ThlS factor was 1abeled “coer01ve" and accounted for 38/’of

f-pu‘the Varlance 1n the paternal ver51on and 40 ‘of the varlance f‘

'ilffln the maternal ver51on w1th Cronbach’s alphas of ‘:fandjf"

ﬁ;.82 respectlvely.i The two remalnlng sub—scales that 1oaded},"

fiftogether on factor three cons1sted of questlons that

”5kpldescr1bed the domaln of protect1v1ty such as . "mY

sh“tfather/mother wouldn’t 1et me go places because somethlng f

’7m1ght happen to me" and the domaln of achlevement pressure

desuch as'"my father/mother kept after ‘me to do better than TH

hffvother chlldren;‘ﬁpThls factor was 1abeled "control" and

v'*;'accounted for 36/~of the varlance 1n the paternal vers1on

' fﬁland 33/ of the varlance 1n the maternal vers1on w1th '

’ﬂ:*Cronbach's alphas of\.70 and 69 respectlvely-,‘d,'*“‘”

L In the second stage of the data analysls a: correlatlonL”'-”‘

‘9fmatr1x of all the varlables 1nclud1ng the factors was‘

'u;ngenerated.- The matrlx was’ then examlned for s1gn1flcant

77corre1at1ons between co—dependency in the subject and the |

bl:demographlc varlables (See Table 3) ‘ There was a



© co-ependency - swject

:sGender _ -
*ptAge of subject ﬁF :
g Loss of self ‘
FVCo dependency -fMOtheffiiwﬁF
 co- dependency - Father
:JedNurturlng MOther
‘:pNurturlng Father |
EHCoer01ve MOther
F4Coer01ve Father‘ o
,:Controlllng Mother idi;f,f“

-5COntrolllng Father

: chemlcal dependency —'Motherffﬂf
Chemlcal dependency - Fatherff'

F.i;Compu151v1ty - MOther“hcitU‘ﬁ7

Compu151v1ty - Father

maa2e

;.29**[”

.28**”’

'"f]hf;14*d""€‘ad

::.;25**r

Cro%x

u”f:,14*"=‘d

1“F}l9**pfdf-f{'
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M1n1mum pa1rw1se n = 389' PO
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significant négative correlation betwéen co-dependencyvand
ége”with higher co—dependency associated with younger age,
while there were no sighificant‘correlatidnéibetween-co—
dependency and gender. = Examination of the matrix reveaied
significanf positive correlations between co-dependency and
the following variables: loss of self, perceived co-
dependency in the mother, perceived co-dependency in the
father, perceived compulsivity in the mother, coercive
behaviors of the mother, coefcive behaviors of the father,
controlling behaviors of the mother, and controlling
behaviors of the father. ,Fufthermore, co-dependency was
significantly negatively correlated with nurturing behaviors
of the mother and father. |

Thé compulsive parental‘behaviors were then separately
examined and it was found that the largest percentages of
‘responses indicating the presence of a compulsive behavior
in the mother were in the areas bf'compulsive spending
'(44%), compﬁlsive overeating‘(32%), and compulsive cleaning
(24%). For the fathers the largést percentages were in the
following areas: compulsive spending (32%), and compulsive
overeating (31%). The categories of compulsive gambling and
compulsive use of pornography each represented only a small
percentage of'réspondents.' |

The correlations between perceived parental
dysfunctions wére then eﬁamined. Several significant

correlations were observed as can be seen in Table 4.
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”Tabie 4

'vdfConebfffCo—dep ”CDY ) CD . Coﬁpﬂﬁﬁid
5 Mother-gTFather G Mother Father ~Mother ..

fdbCo—dependency ;¢30¥*{"3t

‘.Father (2) R
rj.Chemlcal Dep .06 >;04,"”

fMother (3) o LR

"Chemlcal Dep. f}16* _,-;14i'5tJ22**ft":

Father (4) T S AT
‘..,Compuls1v1ty O L16%%  (15% 0 L24%% .03
 Compulsivity ~ .14% .13% . .03 . .20%% . 5lkx

. Minimum pairwise n = 395
.,l talled Slgnlflcance- T
=p < .01 ‘ = p <_,ool;j

, Co—dependency in the mother was s1gn1flcant1y correlated a

', w1th co—dependency, chemlcal dependency, and compu151v1ty 1n h'

”the father; However, o-dependency 1n the father was only

;correlated w1th compuls1v1ty and co-dependency in the
I_mother.z Flnally, maternal and paternal chemlcal dependencygf
.fand compulslv1ty were correlated...f”"" | ' |
The f1na1 set of correlatlons of 1nterest were betweenf;”‘

':the three parental dysfunctlons and the three factors
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'7p“1dent1fy1ng dlfferent parentlng behav1ors (see Tables p’

: §§.d Co dependency,.chemlcal dependency, and compuls1v1tyf1nf§i.gmh

“7tthe mother were all negatlvely correlated w1th nurturlng

"~{ywh11e all were pos1t1ve1y correlated w1th coerc1veness. ;Eorfff**'{n

g;and

ﬁw';the fathers,dCO—dependency, chemlcal dependenc*

-fcompulslv1ty were all negatlvely‘correlated w1th nurturlng

’7\f:fwh11e only co-dependency and compuls1v1ty were correlated;,

: *w1th coer01veness and only co—dependency was correlated w1thﬁ;g«'

-§control
) The th1rd stage of the data analys1s con51sted of aifqnfp
ftstepw1se multlple regress1on w1th co—dependency as the B
';crlter1on varlable and the fOllow1ng predlctor varlables~n&tﬁ

Vf”aqe, gender, percelved co—dependency of mother percelved

ifco—dependency of father percelved chemlcal dependency of
"mother percelved chemlcal dependency of father percelved if’h':ﬁ

f-compuls1veness of mother, percelved compuls1veness of jffT"“

"7=father, coer01ve parentlng beha.lors of mother, and coerc1ve;f

',ﬁfiparentlng behav1ors of fathe; ) Us1ng SPSS/PC+ ‘a stepw1se:v'

o egféééi‘ as:employed 1n order to 1dent1fy the predlctors_'y

In_addltlon, a mean substltutlon

*Lln orderpof,lmportance.

1;orde °to‘m1n1mlze the 1mpact of
:y,;mlss1ng data. Furthermore, due to the skewed dlstrlbutlonsijfﬁd

'fffof several varlables the pattern of res1duals for all the ifff‘f

i:fvarlables together waswexamlned '3The dlStilbUtlon Of

“'tﬁdres1dua1s was normal suggesttﬂgu' at the less than optlmal

”cfdlstrlbutlons of severalfpr dlctor varlables d1d not :;xidff”




'vseverely undermlne the ana1y51s., A total of 16/ of the
'varlance in co-dependency was accounted for by four of the
‘,Varlables (see Table 7)- The flrst varlable to enter the

f5‘equat10n was the percelved co—dependency of the mother Wthh

faccounted for 8/ of the varlance. The second varlable to ;ff’jﬁud

enter the’ equatlon was the percelved co—dependency of the

father wh1ch accounted for an addltlonal 4/ of the varlance,f‘:y

on- the third step the age of the subject entered the

equatlon and accounted for an addltlonal 2% of the varlance;vja‘”

‘On the flnal step of the regre551on the coer01ve parentlng
.behav1or of the mother entered the equatlon and accounted
for the remalnlng 2/ of the Varlance. ‘on the fourth step
. with four of the predlctor varlables in the equatlon R? ;f;]u

16 and R = .40.



;V.Table 7

’ Stepw1se Multlnle Reqre551on° bQ&eﬁéhdeﬁcvténdrpagéntal:ﬁfruguff

v“*ihVarlables R

‘ Step # VariabieV’ff'7dlgR2 »“”Rz” "”7‘Rff”f' B Beta

Change

" ~>Co-dep/Mother .08 .08% .28 .19 .20

. Age of subject .14 = .02% .38  -.28 . -.17
' ‘Coercive-Mother .16 ~ = .02% . .40 .35,ﬁp‘.155ﬁ

AN R

’vIntercept 30. leﬁsr”

Co-dep/Father .12 . .04% - .34 .21 .18 - =

= Slgnlflcant pb< .6061'
= 442 . L
bf In the final stage of data analys1s, u31ng EQS threellV'”
structural equatlon analyses were performed The three -
vmodels that were tested pos1ted a causal relatlonshlp fron
parental dysfunctlon in three dlfferent forms.vco-g“‘ |
dependency, chemlcal dependency, or compulslveneSS to”
‘parental coer01veness to 1oss of self in the subject to co-"
:Ldependency 1n the subject (see Flgure 1) ‘ Us1ng a max1mum 1
llkellhood solutlon, a four equatlon model was tested for
each of the three parental dysfunctlons.v The f1t of each
?model was flrst assessed u51ng a Bentler.Bonett normed f1t

"vnlndex.y An 1ndex of .90 or: above was sought Model one, o
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erparental co‘dependency, generated

chfjtwo, parental chemlcalfdependency generated a f1t 1ndex of

f_t 1ndex of f; model [IUET

7“].82,‘and model three,.parental compu181v1ty, generated a flteiﬁang”

Titfalndex of‘.93. The models were'further assessed u51ng a

5»fquagrange Multlpller Test whlch computes a ch1 square on the -

N{gparameters. Slgnlflcant chl—squares suggest a less than .ijff”

“t:,causal path may be supported (see Flgure 2) For the co

: ’fow1th the two71argest ones from oofdependency 1nfthe father

."G,;to co—depend_"y‘ln?the subject

ﬁqﬁ,ioptlmal flt- Spe01flcally, a s1gn1flcant ch1 square test of

“faja parameter suggests that elther a;path not 1ndlcated 1n thefivrof

Qf“theoretlcal model may be supported by the data or that a *ff"xﬁ"h

-,proposed path was not supported by the data.r For the co—tegfffyh5*?'

lfmdependent parental model there were 51x 51gn1flcant ch1 o

"7hfﬁsquares,lfoi¥the chemlcally dependent parental model there ?ti.’{

:rqwere three 51gn1flcant ch1 squares, and for the compu151ve
ka;parental model there was one 51gn1flcant ch1 square.xf;fﬂ{ifﬂ'v>
| An examlnatlon of the re51duals was - also used to o
ltdlnvestlgate the flt of the models., The 1argest standardlzed;ifnu

.'fres1duals suggest places where,.accordlng to the data, ayffquf

':dependent parental model there were elght large res1dua1s'fi”;'

:and‘from co—dependency 1n

“ﬂ.” the subject._ For thev,fvl
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b'coer01veness in: the mother to co-dependency 1n the subject o
V_For the compuls1ve parental model there were three large

’"standard re51duals from coer01veness 1n the mother to co- tr“"

s dependency 1n the subject from coer01veness 1n the father f«df,ﬂ

,to co—dependency in the subject and fromocompu151v1ty 1n lfﬁﬂ‘“

"the‘mother to co—dependency 1n the subject.

o The regre551on coefflclents that were generated by thefftg

'jkstructural equatlon ana1y51s were tested for 51gn1flcance
'{and are reported 1n standardlzed form (see flgure 1) For S

‘the parental co-dependency model three of the f1ve

e pcoeff1c1ents were s1gn1f1cant for the chemlcal dependency 'K‘ .

’f*model three of the f1ve coefflclents were 51gn1flcant and 7’
for the compulslve parental model four of the f1ve |

”_coefflclents were 51gn1flcant.m"



DISCUSSION

The three spe01f1c parentalfdysfunctlons of chemlcal

*.dependency, compu1s1v1ty, and co—dependency,,and the1r

'relatlonshlp to co dependency 1n thelr adult chlldren 'wereifluf”‘

;'laexam1ned in thls study Contrary to the chemlcal dependencygyf

- and popular psychology l1terature the results do notT~.f“"
,,prov1de strong support for a relatlonshlp between co—rgy

‘dependency in adults and chemlcal dependency 1n thelr

’;y;parents durlng the partlclpant’s chlldhood.‘ Parental.‘b"

chemlcal dependency was not found to be correlated w1th co—v:-"‘

dependency nor Was 1t -a s1gn1flcant predlctor 1n the

‘ multlple regress1on.‘ It should be cons1dered however thatMJ

_the small number of chemlcally dependent parents (fathersl n’h

f_ 88 mothers’ n = 37) in a sample of 442 college students

brepresents a- restrlcted range Wthh has the effect of

Sattenuatlng any relatlonshlps.' | |

Whlle compu1s1v1ty in the father was not 51gn1flcantly

' correlated w1th adult co-dependency, compuls1v1ty 1n the
‘mother was. The majorlty of compuls1ve behav1or reported
‘for this sample was compu1s1ve overeatlng, compu151ve.s‘\bﬁ'

‘escleanlng, and compu131ve spend1ng The 51gn1f1cant
fcorrelatlon suggests that hav1ng a mother who engages 1n ‘1Vf‘\
,pcompuls1ve overeatlng, cleanlng, or spendlng may be a factor7
in the development of co-dependent behav1ors and attltudes |
'fln offsprlng of e1ther gender.‘ The 1mpllcat10n of thls

flndlng could functlon to generallze and broaden the




»vunderstandlng of the orlglns of co—dependency.: The. D
thconstruct of co-dependency has heretofore been almost

"f‘exclu51vely llnked w1th chemlcal dependency Results from

5Vthls study may help explaln the occurrence of co—dependency ‘Tﬂ'°“

ivln 1nd1v1duals w1th no ev1dence of chemlcal dependency 1n | ftij,

'gfthelr famlly of or1g1n.y* f55e”‘
The results of the multlple regress1on ana1y51s show

ffthat the most 51gn1flcant predlctor of adult co-dependency

'f 1s parental co-dependency. The other two predlctors of age S

.,;[and coer01ve mother jOln together to glve support for Karen difﬁivf

o Horney s theory Accordlng to Horney, a ch11d who 1s e

eisubjected to coerc1ve treatment from a parent may adapt to

'”*tthe l1kes and dlSllkeS of the parent 1n order to surv1ve andyff B

vﬁ%cope w1th a dlfflcult env1ronment In the case of a co-fﬁ'

?,dependent Parent the data support the llkellhood of co-yfr”

- frdependent behav1ors and attltudes belnq present 1n the adult

‘ug?'offsprlng., Whlle thls effect may be the result of a 51mp1e {f}:”

'lf’modellng of the parent’s co—dependent behav1ors and

,attltudes, a more complex relatlonshlp that 1ncludes the

"dhdlmpact of the coer01ve parental behav1ors 1s poss1ble.i :{ﬁfV':’

’7"[;jAccord1ng to Horney s conceptuallzatlon, coer01ve parentlng

"'rfadoptlng the parental behav1ors.ft

'fwould functlon to strengthen the llkellhood of the ch1ld

ThlS 1nterpretat10n 1sf'*”

gcons1stent w1th the negatlve correlatlon w1th age and thejrb

*‘varlance accounted,for by age 1n the regress1on equatlon.f17 :

'”f'fYounger subjects scored 51gn1flcantly hlgher on the co-%ffﬁrfhf;,,



‘ijdependency measure whlch;ma uggest that as an‘ind1V1dua1 QT

f;eﬁfcoerc1ve, and controlllng. _Thls 1dentlca1 pattern of

”._s1gn1flcant correlatlons f”.tboth mothers and fathers
'fjf;suggests that there may be afconstellatlon of behav1ors'jfﬁf

‘=f?ass001ated w1th the parents of 1nd1v1duals who score hlgh onfn*”J

'v;vfco—dependencfhf;.“”*

£ The negatlve correlatlonﬁbetween co—dependency 1nieni

;7ftadult and the nurturlng parental factor suggests severa

"”Njfthlngs.f Ind1v1dua1s w1th hlgh co-dependency scores may“ho

”ﬁiave had thlngs explalned to them and may not have felt 5;14*7 o

Conseque*tly,

~ffhneeded7to learn.L

‘7.¥1s 1eft to attempt to make sense of hls or her affectlve

vdfif*world alone.: Wlthout guldance,‘t" fumot;onal’“f



child eeuld becomevfriéhtening_or_cehfusing, and
eonsequently something to be avoided. ’This could explain
the tendency‘df ah individual with‘a high co?dependency
score to demonstrate difficultyrwithithekopen eXpreseion of
- feelings. Furthermore, the parents of co—dependentv
individuals,may not have beenipredictable. As avresuit of
being raised by parents who were often unpredictable an
adult may resort tpbexcessive environmental control in en
éttempt to provide the predictability that was mieeing in
childhood. This could help to explain the tendency of’some
- co-dependent individuals to be controlling.

| The withholding of love and affection and the use of
physicai punishment as methods of discipline characterized
by thelcoercive perental factorvmey_impact a childbin four
bwaYS. First, ah inappropriate way of relating to‘othersris‘
modeled and may help to explain the tendency of the
’relationships of eo-dependent individuais to be
cheracterized by dstuhctiohal'patterns ef relating.
SeCOnd;’coercive parents may have avtendencybtovattempt to
control the affect of a child by telling him or her what
they are or are not‘feelihg which may help to explain the
difficulty expressing affect;demenstrated by many co-
dependent individuals. Third, the child may learn to
associate'ceercion‘with love:énd this could influence fﬁture
'»relatipﬁships and help-explain the‘tendeney'for some co- | |

dependent individuals to become involved in unsatisfying
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,relationships; Finally, after being exposedfto coercion,
co-dependent indiViduals may learn to believe that they must '
conform to the wishes of another to be loved. |

Belng raised by a controlllng parent could help to
~explain the tendency'of co—dependentvlnd1v1duals to focus
outside of themeeimes. ‘The controlling parent whO‘devotes
‘excessive concern, protectiveness, and pressure to achieve
on a child models an‘eXternal focus; Rather than relying on
1nst1nct1ve internal feellngs of love and protectlon to
guide behavior in relatlonshlps, co-dependent individuals
may rely onksomefexternal standard forvrelatlonshlps tox
guide their behavior. In other words, co-dependent
individuals could learn to regard people andbrelationshipS*
as external objects which can beimanipulated and mustfbeh
naintained according to some prefdetermined standard._ This
could also help explaln how co- dependent 1nd1v1duals tend to
-deflne themselves in terms of their relatlonshlps. The
malntenance of the external appearance of relatlonshlps
could become the major focus of attentlon for co-dependent
1nd1v1duals.and an important source forvdeflnlng thelr self
concept. | |

The parental factors of nurturing, COerciveness, and
control when correlated w1th the three parental dysfunctlons_
of chemical dependency, compu151veness, and co-dependency
'prov1de a basis for describing each type of parent. For the

mother, all three dysfunctions suggest a similar profile.
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The data suggest that co-dependent, chemically dependent,
and Compulsivevmothers are all likely to éngage‘in non-
nurturing and coercive‘parentingvbehaviors.‘ Horney did not
relate non—nurturing coeréive parentiﬁg to any specific
dysfunctibn. HoWever, these data support a relationship -
between coercive‘non-nurturing parenting‘behaviors and three
specific maternal dysfunctiéns.b The highest correlatibns
were found for the'CO—dépendeht mother suggesting that
‘maternal co-dependency may have a notable negative influence
on paréntal behavior which, in turn,fdould havé harmful
_cdnsequences on a child. ‘Co;dependent parental behaviors
have not been‘empiriCa11y3explored:to daté and the fésults
- of this study SQggést-that a mother who is co-dependent may
demonstrate féwef nﬁfﬁuring béhaviorsﬂin addiﬁion~to-a
'tehdéncy-to‘utilize doercive»behavibrs. |

Similarly, the cbmpulsiVe mothef was also-lesé 1ike1y
to be nu;turing,—suggesting that a mother who-engages in
compulsive behaviors Such.asfbVereating, spending, or
cleaning may lesseh her tendency to be nurturing and
‘increase the probability-of‘doércive parehting. The
”negaﬁive‘impact on éhildreﬁ of these compulsive parental
"behaviors has}not been empirically'explored._ This study
suggestsvthat any type of héternal cbmpulsive behavior mafb
intérferg,-inFSOme mahﬁer, with the creation of a nurturing
envirohment far'the éﬁild.: Compulsivity,‘which generaliy‘

functions as a mechanism to manage affect (Baker, 1988), may
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also be related to an inclination of a méther to engage in
coercion as a means to control a child. If a woman has a
need to attempt to control her own_emotions,'she-may also be
more likely to attempt to control the-affect and behavior of
her child. This compelling'need could manifest itself in
the use of coercive parenting behaviors. In addition,
compulsive overeating_and compulsive spending can also be
regarded as_éxcessive self-nurturing behaviors. Perhaps a
mother who engaqes‘in these behaviors lacks the necessary
skills fbr appropriate self-nurturing. If self-nurturing
takes the extreme form of compulsive behaviors in a mother;
this may impair her capacity to nurture a child. In other
words, the energy expénded in ekcessive self-nurturing,
through compulsivé adti?ities, hay leave little energy to
nurture any one élsé. |

~ Finally, the siénificant cofre1ations between non-
nurturing coercive parenting behaviors and chemically
»dependent'moﬁhers éomes as‘no'surprise since chemical
‘depéndency is expected to impair parental functioning.
Nevertheless,>the results d0'provide‘specific.parental
behaviors thatbmay be commonly uééd by chemically depéndent
mothers.  Awareness of‘thése correlations could be useful in
the treatment of mothers who are recovering froﬁ cheﬁical'
dependency, such that treatment could include illustrations
of ﬁﬁrtufing behaviors énd explanations of the

inappropriateness of coercion as a parenting technique. In
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' stum, wh11e the chemlcal dependency of a mother 1s“a w1dely

:vaccepted dysfunctlon that 1s expected to have harmful
Vf“effects on chlldren the s1m11ar pattern of correlatlons

'lyffound for co-dependent and compuls1ve mothers suggests that‘”tu"‘

a?these dysfunctlons may also be just as- detrlmental to a
Results d1ffered for the fathers.. Whllebco;dependency E
lfln the father, s1m11ar to the mother iwas found to be:‘dlf
related to non;nurtur1ng and.coerc1ve behav1ors,A1t was‘alsof6§f7f
vyffound to be related to controlllng behav1ors. Included 1n
tthe control factor was a tendency to put pressure on a chlldﬁsld’":
‘to achleve.p ThlS could perhaps represent ‘a dlvergence 1n j[,u
r'maternal and paternal co-dependency.{ Perhaps co—dependent
’tfathers, more than mothers, pressure thelr chlldren to ,v,,
lachleve in an attempt to gratlfy thelr own needs for
ach1evement.3 Achlevement and success are hlghly valued by
v}the domlnant male culture and a co-dependent father, w1thout’liiul'
a strong sense of h1mself may belleve that hlS own self |
f-wconcept w111 be enhanced by the achlevements of hlS ;
',fchlldren.t,j];' o i L

The pattern of correlatlons related to the compuls1ve

"Lfather were the same as the pattern for the compuls1ve :f:ffw]”’

“mother. In th1s sample compulslve fathers were more llkely g;“-“

‘ﬂ;to engage 1n non—nurturlng coer01ve parentlng behav1ors.f~‘{ff'

dmeFor the fathers the predomlnant compu151ve behav1ors were

“jcompuls1ve overeatlng and compu151ve spendlng wh1ch

B - R AT



- suggests, similar to mothéfs,‘theée_dysfuﬁctional behaviors
do have a:relatiohship'with negatiﬁe parenting behaviors.
Interestingly,kéhemical dependency‘in the father waé only
significantiy'related'to non—nurturingkbehaviors. One
‘explanatibh could be a tendency for a chemically addicted
father to withdraw from his children leaving the mother as
the excluéive care giver. Similarly, chemically dependent
fathers may-often be uﬁavailable to’interact with their
children while they are undéf the influence of drugs or'
alcohol. |

‘Thé ﬁultiple regression results suggested a maternal
and paterﬁal diyergenée»regarding coercive parenting
behaviors. ‘The coercive béhaviors of the mother were a
significant predictor of co-dependency in adults while the
féther’s use of coercion was not. The failure of the
coercive behaviors of the father to enter the equation may
be due to the‘cultural tendency for mothers to be the
primary caregivérs where coerciveness would be more
noticeable to the child. Another explanation for the
failure of the coercive behaviors of the father to entér the
' equationvcould’be,due to the significant cofrelation (r =
.41) between‘coercion in mothers and fathers. Most likely,
the variance in cb—dependency scores accdunted for by
maternal coercion overlapped with the variance accounted for
by paternal coercion with only a negligible difference in |

favor of the mother resulting in only maternal coercion
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entering the equation. Nevertheless, coerciveness is a
manifestation of a desire-to control and the modelinq of"
this behavior by a parentmcould help to explain this |
dimenSion of co-dependency.

‘Some insight into co-dependent marriages‘was gained
from‘thiS'research by examining theﬂcorrelations between the
parentalbdysfunctions. Thefhypotheeis that a family
contalnlng a co-dependent parent should be more llkely to
also contaln a compulsive or chemlcally dependent parent was
supported. Accordlng to the data, the gender of the co-
dependent parent was differentially related‘to'the
dysfnnction in the other parent suoh that co-dependency‘in.
the mother,was significantly COrrelatedeith compulsivity
and chemical'dependency in the father, while co—dependency
in the father was only s1gn1flcant1y correlated w1th
compuls1v1ty and not chemlcal dependency in the mother. tAn
oexplanatlon.for thls.flndlng could be that there were more -
vthan,twice as many chemicaily'dependent_fathersi(n 5'88) as{p.
mothers (n = 37)'reportedfinithepeample;; Further research
could explore the poss1b111ty that women may be more llkely
to be compulsive rather than chemlcally dependent or the
possibility that men are more llkely to 1eave chemlcally
dependent women than women are to leave chemlcally dependent
men. The hlghest-parental dysfunctlon»correlatlon:was found
 between co-dependent'mothers and‘fathers.v These

~ correlations all support the view that a co-dependent
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{lend1v1dual may be l1kely to seek out some type of

2 dysfunctlonal person for a relatlonshlp. Furthermore, these”bi7;

“‘correlatlons support the notlon that a problematlc famlly 1sﬁhﬂf.:’

'ﬂ llkely to contaln two dysfunctlonal parents.h

A further understandlng of the construct of co- o

i dependency was galned via the hlgh correlatlon between the ;E>u

h'loss of self measure and co dependency whlch suggests that
'*the two constructs overlap con51derably and may be |
.‘encompas31ng the same behav1ors and attltudes.' Loss of selfifit

appears to be a ma]or component 1n co—dependency f Thls_,f

correlatlon also supports Karen Horney s theoretlcal |

- assumptlon that the ‘core. of morbld dependency cons1sts of -an, .-

:obstructlon of self development Wthh 1s exacerbated by S

exposure to a coer01ve non—nurturlng parent.. In other>

o words, a chlld w1th a: coerclve non—nurturlng parent mayv,v
‘adapt to the llkes and dlsllkes of a parent as a means 5f”‘

surv1va1 and never fully develop a unlque self w1th

dlstlnctlve preferences. ‘The hlgh correlatlon w1th the loss3,

of self measure also prov1des a. dlrectlon for the treatment
of co—dependency The 1mpa1red development of the self
needs to be addressed when treatlng an: 1nd1v1dual w1th co=
,edependent tendenc1es and an empha51s should be . placed on
1dent1fy1ng and developlng the unlque character1stlcs,,"f

. preferences, and needs of the co—dependent 1nd1v1dual.

The results of the structural equatlon analys1s prov1de

a frultful source for 1nterpretatlon.,,The-f;t‘of‘model‘3,
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) wh1ch p051ts a causal relatlonshlp from parental

compu151v1ty, to parental coer01veness, to the loss of selff'v" R

~in: the offsprlng, to co—dependency 1n the offsprlng,-

R although not sufflclent to 1nfer causatlon does support

”*jthree 1mportant relatlonshlps.i For both the mother and
| father there 1s a s1gn1flcant relatlonshlp between‘j'f'?
“compuls1v1ty and coer01on, and 1n the case of the mother 8

.there is also a 51gn1flcant.re1atlonsh1p between coer01on ;Q'?“

fﬁand the loss of self 1n the offsprlng.f Whlle coer01on may fﬁ o

f‘not be commonly regarded as abu51ve in the general

depopulatlon, the w1thhold1ng of love and affectlon, 1nvok1ngfﬂ';“

| gullt and shame, and the use of phys1ca1 punlshment such as3““x

:f¢spank1ng and slapplng in order to coerce the chlld to be BN mp;y"

ivobedlent were demonstrated to be 51gn1flcantly related to B
rhco-dependency and the loss of self.; S1m11ar1y, 1n models ifh“”
eigand 2 the 1arge re51duals, Wthh prov1de 1ns1ght by '
- SqueStlng parameters that would 1mprove the f1t were from
"coerc1on 1n both the mother and father dlrectly to co-.:::f

fh_dependency 1n the subject suggestlng that as 1n Model 3

v‘”ﬁcoer01ve parental behav1ors may have a dlrect rather than ;he

”hﬁlndlrect relatlonshlp to co—dependency 1n the subject

’”.f;hThese f1nd1ngs underscore the 1mportance of 1dent1fy1ng

ﬁvf'parental coer01on as harmful to chlldren and a technlque

e; that should be avo1ded

The coefflclent that compromlsed the f1t of model 3 was

h_ffrom the coer01ve behav1ors of the father to the 1oss of
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self in the offsprlng This:ohe‘insignifiCaht coefficient
when examlned together Wlth the three- large residuals
;generated by thevanaly51s»suggest.that_a flaw llesbln the
fﬁathtfrom the coercive behaviors of the mother’and father to
‘the loss of self. The results suggestvthat although the
loss of self isgan importaht feature of co-dependency, it
does.mot appear tohbe-an‘antecedent.' What is more likely is
that the loss‘of'selffdevelops'simultaheously with co-
‘dependent behaviors amd attitudes. 'The_reSiduals also
:suggest‘that’the coercivejbehaViorsmof.the“mother and father"
have a direct rather than indirect relatiohship to co-
:dependencyj Furthermore, the'residuals squeSt that

' maternal compu151v1ty may also have a dlrect relatlonshlp to
.co—dependency.. Thesegresults suggest that a dlrectlon,for
further research’couldvihClude.separate eXamination of the
)1nfluence of mothers and fathers on ‘the development of co-
:'dependency 1n the adult chlldren of dysfunctlonal parents.

Slmllarly, a subsequent model could test the dlrect

b*,relatlonshlp‘from parental compuls1v1ty to ‘both coercive

parentlng behav1ors and co-dependency 1n the1r offsprlng
The fit of the remalnlng two models further supports
the ex1stence of flaws in the theoretlcal framework the
models were based on. For Model 1 the two large re51duals
~were‘from parental co—dependency to co-dependency 1n the
’subject This suggests that parental co- dependency may have

~more. of a dlrect relatlonshlp to co-dependency in the
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“%;fisubject rather than the 1nd1rect relat10nsh1p proposed by

_the model.¢ ThlS model s1m11ar to the multlple regres51on,-7*fff*

_dsupports the 1dea that parental co—dependencY 15 an ‘3._..,,

?*jantecedent of co dependency 1n adults.' In addltlon, as 1n

"V'model 3, the data suggest that the loss of self is not an 11;\-‘-'

1;oantecedent but rather a s1gn1flcant component of co-fl;f?i

'{vdependency. Regarded as a component of the dysfunctlon thatjff7d7

.;€ results from co—dependency, rather than an antecedent the

wvtarelatlonsh1p between parental co—dependency and the 1oss of Wﬂ

L self needs to be re- examlned.‘*V"

In sum, the structural equatlon analys1s falled to
;support the ex1stence of a dlrect relatlonshlp between the

ifcoer01ve behav1ors of the father and the 1oss of self in the;;A

‘Jihasubject whlle all three models supported a dlrect

u:w,;relatlonshlp between the coer01ve behav1ors of the mother

"5ﬁand the loss of self. Furthermore, all three dysfunctlons

l71n the mother were 51gn1flcantly related to coer01on, wh11e Ql

.gyonly compuls1v1ty 1n the father was related to coerc1on 'f??f*~fv«r*

Tb{isuggeStlng7dlfferent pOSSIble orlglns of coer01on for'g:‘”‘”

rffmothers and fathers.- However, the data support s1gn1flcant ff:*ﬁ't"

&‘:[irelatl 'hlps between parental co—dependencyWVcoerc1ve

f"‘a"“__parentlngubehavmrs, parental compuls1v1ty and co-dependencyV}xf‘

‘;1n adult chlldren suggestlng that these three parental

h,behav1ors may be regarded as antecedents of co-dependency

o-dependency and the loss of self can be cons1dered

’”~f:s1gn1f1cant adult dysfunctlons whlch may be manlfested as anl.7" N




inability to experiencevaffect, an extreme preoccupation
with events and people outside of oneself, trying to obtain
a sense of purpose in rélationships, a dysfunctional»pattern
of relating to others (Spann & Fischer, 1990), and
depression (Jack, 1991). Coédependency, with the
accompanying loss of sélf, can impair the quality of life of
an individual and.inteffere with the ability to éxperience a
full life with a broad spectrum of emotions and rewarding
relationships. Overall, the results of this study support
several preliminary conclusions regarding the construct of
co-dependency. Co-dependency in adults does not appear to
be linked to the experience of having either a chemically
dependent mother or father. However, co-dependency is
associated with having had a mother who engaged in one or
more compulsivé behaviors. Furthermore, there was a high
correlation between co-dependency and loss of self. Insight
into dysfunctional families was gained through the
correlations of specific parental dysfunctions to specific
parental behaviors. The theory of Karen Horney was
supported.empirically by demonstrating that nbn—nurturing
and coercive parenting behaviors, in addition to a tendency
to view a child as an object, were all significantly
correlated to co-dependency in adults. Three significant
predictors of co-dependency were identified: parental co-
dependency, age, and coercive maternal behaviors. Finally,

a significant relationship was identified between parental
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compulsivity and coercive parenting behaviors, and co-
dependency in the offspring df‘parents who engage in>these

behaviors..

Limitations and Directions for Future Reseérch

While this research shed some insights and made several
contributions to the understanding of co-dependency there
were limitations of the study. One of the limitations was.
the lack of independent measures from the parents of the
subjects. The way the study was designed, all the
information about the parents was obtained from the subjects
and based on their perceptidns of their childhood. This
method may have influenced the results, such that in
addition to the natural tendency for memories of childhood
to become distorted, the defense of projection could have
been employed by subjects. For example, a co-dependent |
individual may project their own co-dependent attitudes and
behaviors on to their parent. A follow up study would
ideally use measures collected directly from parents and
their adult children. A further limitation arose due to the
restricted range of chemically dependent parents which may
have attenuated the résults.’Further research should be
devoted to the examination of the relationship between
chemical dependency in parents and the developmeht of co-
dependency in their adult children. |

A methodological problem that may also present a
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"11m1tat10n 1nvolves the parental compu151v1ty measure.
S‘Slnce several compuls1ve behav1ors were surveyed a hlgh
1‘score on th1s measure could elther be the result of |
'f;excess1ve behav1or 1n one area or moderate behav1or 1n’{ﬁ

‘several areas. Nevertheless,-compu151ve clean1ng, spendlng,

' ;‘and overeatlng in mothers and fathers all 51gn1flcantly

"'correlated w1th coer01ve parentlng so that regardless of howﬁ“

vtlthe behav1ors are dlstrlbuted they all seem to be- related to:;
'parental behav1ors that may be detrlmental However, future~-u

‘&'research may be enhanced by examlnlng these behav1ors . o

'7pyseparately. | | | o | |

' The results of thls study prov1de"severallerectlons"h
*pfor future research. The parental factors of non—nurturlng,_r

.;ficoer01on, and control were all 31gn1flcant1y related to co—_d'
»?dependency 1n adults. The 1dent1f1catlon of thls_j |
?Jconstellatlon of parental behav1ors and the1r relatlonsh1p

'htto the dysfunctlonal pattern of behav1ors engaged 1n by co—n

‘hdidependent 1nd1v1duals prov1des support for spec1flc

*idysfunctlons in adults related to a spec1flc pattern of

"vfgyabuse._ The often covert dlsplay of th1s pattern of abuse

“‘-fmay make 1t partlcularly harmful and further study could

*f{lnvestlgate other adjustment dlfflcultles encountered 1n

vfﬂlfadults who were subjected to th1s type of abuse 1n gf"'

"7ﬂich11dhood.

Accordlng to the perceptlons of thelr adult ch1ldren,

.co—dependent parents were llkely to be non—nurturlng and ?f[g




de?f;productlve.hff§fj5f1ffur*

1dgcoer_1ve. Slnce parental co-dependency wa f;dentlfled as
"Efslgnlflcant predlctor of co—dependency in: thelr adult

.;tchlldren, addltlonal study of the CO-dependenb¢parent may befi:qy"

The dlfferent patterns of 51gn1flcance 1n the parental S

fvvarlables for mothers and fathers suggests that future

’furesearch may beneflt from separate examlnatlons of materna:

ﬁ*and paternal factors as they relate to co—dependency and thefﬂfa”‘

‘.ivloss of self. Furthermore, the large correlatlon between

J?co-dependency and the loss of self demonstrates that the twod?jlet»"

Vconstructs are s1gn1flcantly related and future research

1f.could be devoted to understandlng the d1fferences between

_zthe constructs and the dlstlnct relatlonshlp of each lf

v'f}construct to maternal and paternal factors..ilc‘*'

Although the multlple regre551on was able to account

"for 169 of the varlance 1n co—dependency scores,la'a°"‘""”

h“?,Statlstlcally s1gn1flcant amount there st111 remalns ajm?frf*”vv

7ff@great deal of varlance unaccounted for., Future research

"”vW?as attachment style, temperament; personallty tralts, blrth

“fcould examlne other personallty or 51tuat10nal factors thatijil~’s

::fcould be 1nvolved 1n the development:of“co—dependency such

whcommunlcatlon skllls”*a d 1nterpersonal relatlonshlpsﬁ )

fyout51de of the fam11y.°

:address”nguthe llmltatlons of thls study,{f“*°“’”

'n'ywould be through:thems udy of whole famllles so that severalf?rﬁl

'flj varlables could_be dlrectly examlned 51multaneous1y

A method that could accompllsh thls,*-'{;v;f‘f"‘._nj



_ APPENDIX A
Informed Consent
Th1s study is belng conducted by Mar01ana Crothers

| hunder the superv1s1on of Dr. Lynda Warren, Department of f y‘

”}Psychology, Callfornla State Unlver51ty, San Bernardino

'(880 5580) The purpose of the research 1s to better

' understand the 1nfluence of famlly of or1g1n experlence ong cy'

adult attltudes and behav1ors.i Partlclpatlon is voluntaryg
and cons1sts of answerlng a questlonnalre Wthh w1ll take
vabout‘thlrty minutes. There.are no right or wrong'answerskk
to the questlons and it 1s 1mportant to answer as honestly,
as’ poss1ble.; Your answers w1ll be confldentlal and
"anOnymous.‘ To insure thlS, please do not- wrlte your name onh
any part of this questlonnalre except for thlS page (consent
form), which will be detached when you return it. The L
lquestlonnalre consists of nlne pages.~ Please check to see’
}that you complete all the pages. |

You may experlence a varlety of feellngs while.
ansWerlng_the questlons, If you w1sh to stop at any tlme,h

please feel'free to dOvSO.' If you become uncomfortable due‘

‘"’to the feellngs you experlence whlle answerlng the

questlons, Dr Warren. or another psychologlst w111 be'

: avallable to talk w1th you about 1t
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Appendix A (continued)

In January a brief written summary‘of the results of
this study will be availéble in the Psychblogy Départment.
office. Any interested participant can pick them up at ﬁhat

time. Thank you for your time and contribution to this

research.
Name (signature) Daté
Name (print)
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APPENDIX B

Questlonnalre

Part 1.
P'Iease answer the foﬂowmg questions carefuﬂy AH of the information you provide wﬂ'l remain conf1dent1a'| and anonymous.
1. Age: 3 v ' )
2. Gender: Male Female )
3. Race/Ethnic group: . :

Asian_ Native (Indian) American,

_ Black™ . White__. o
Latino____ " . Other

4. Marital status: Sin§1e‘ Married__ Divorced__ Other
5. Please mdzcate -your Tevel of education. »
H.S. Graduate ’
Some College

Callege Graduate
T B.A./B.S.+

Part 2
P]ease circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the statements listed below.

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Stfong'ly

disagree disagree nor disagree  agree agree

6. . I think it is best to put‘myse'lf first because no 1 2 3 4 5
one else will Took out for me. ’

7. . I don’t speak my feelings in an intimate ' 1 2 3 4 5
relationshipwhen I know they will cause disagreement. ‘ .

8. Caring means putting the others person’s needs 1n 1 ‘2 3 4 5
front of my own. } :

9.  Considering my needs to be as important as thuse 1 2 3 . 4 5
of the people I love is selfish. .

10. I find it is harder to be myself when I am in a 1 2 3 4 5
close relationship than when I am on my own. h

11. I tend to :]udge myself by how I think other peop]e 1 2 3 . 4 5
see me. ) .

- 12. I feel dissatisfiedwith myself because I should be 1 2 3 » 4 5

able to do all the things people are supposed to be
able to do these days.

13, When my partner’s needs and feelings conflict with my 1 2 ' 3. 4 .5
own, I always state mine clearly.

14, In a close relationship, my responsibﬂity is to 1 2 ) 3 ! .5
make the other person happy. .

15. Caring means choosing to do what the other person - 1 2 3 4 5
wants, even when I want to do somethingdifferent. . .

16. In order to feel good about myself, I need to feel 1 2 3 4 : 5
independent and self-sufficient. : .

17. One of the worst things I can-do is to be selfish. 1 2 3 4 5

18. I feel I have to-act ina certain way to please my 1 2 3 4 5
partner. ’ .

19. Instead of risking confrontations in close 1 2 .3 4 5

relationships, I would rather not rock the boat.

20. I speak my feelings with my partner, even though 1 2 3 ‘ 4 5
it leads to problems or disagreements. '

21. Often I Took happy enough on the outside, but 1 2 3 4 5
inwardly I feel angry and rebellious. : ’

22. "In order for my partner to 10ve me, I cannot 1 2 3 4 5'>
reveal certain things about myself to him/her.

23. When my partner’s needs or opinions conflict with 1 T2 3 .4 .5
mine, rather. than assertmg my--own. point of view :
1 usuaHy end up agreeing with him/her.

24. When I am in a close relationshipl Tose my sense 1 2 3 4 5
of who I am. . :
25. When it Tooks as ‘though certain of my needs can’t . 1 2 ' 3 B 5

be met in a relationship, I usually realize that
they weren’t very important anyway.

26. My partner Taves and appreciates me for. who I am. = 1 2 3 4 5
27. Doing things Jjust for myself is selfish. 1 2 , 3 4 : 5

28. When I make decisions, other people’s thoughts and 1 . 2 3 4 . 5
opinions influence me more than my own thoughts .
and opinijons.
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Appendix B (continued)

vStv‘ongly Somewhat - Neither agv-ee ‘Somewhat Strongly

} ) disagree disagreé nor disagree = "agree agree

29. I rarely express my anger at those close to me. 1. 2 3 i 4 5
30. I feel that my partner does not know my real self. 1. ' 2 3 4 . 5
31. I think it’s better to keep my feelings to m_ysé]f’ _ 1 2 3 4 ) 5

when they do conflict'with my partner’s. -
32. I often f‘ee] responsible for ather people’s feeii‘ngs. 1 2 3 4 5
33. I find it hard to know what I think and feel because 1 : 2 3 . 4‘ 5

1 spend a Tot of time thinking about how othe\* peop'le :

are feeling. ) ) E
34. In a close re'latwnshwl don’t usually care what we 1 - .2 3 L 5

do, as Tong as the other person is happy..

Part 3
Read the fo'Homng statements and cwc1e the number that best describes YOU.

iStrong1y‘ Moderately = STightly STlightly Moderately . Strongly

Disagree Disagree . Disagree Agree Agree Agree

35. I try tu bury my feelings when I th1nk they will : 1 = 2 : 3 4 5 ) 6
cause trouble in my close re1atmnsh1p(s) : :

36. I never seem to measure up to the standar‘ds 1 set . ‘L. 2 R 4 5 6
for myself. . ; ’ ' IR

37. It is hard for me to make decisions. -1 2 3 4 5 6

38. It is hard for me to say "no" 1 2 37 4 5 6

39. It is hard for me to accept comphments graciously. 1 2 3 4 5 6

40, Sometimes I almost feel bored or empty if I don’t have 1 2 3 4 5 6
preblems to focus on. .

41. 1 usually do not do things for other people that they 1 2 ‘ 3 s 5. . 6
are capable of doing for themselves. . o

42. When I do something nice for myself I usually feel 1 2! 3 4 5 6
quilty ) ) ’

43. I do not worry very much. . ) ) 1 oz 3 4 ' 5 6

44.° 1 tell myself that things will get better when the 1 2 3 4 5 6
people in my Tife change what they are doing. . . :

45. ‘1 seem to have relationshipswhere I am always 1 2 3 X 4 - 5 6
there for them but they are rarely there for me. - :

46. Sometimes I get focused on one person to the extent 1 2 3 4 5 . 6
of neglecting other relationships and responsibilities. v

47. I seem to get into relationships that are painful for me. 1 2 3 4 5. 6

48. 1 don’t \isua'ﬂy Tet others see the "real" me. 1 o2 3 ' 4 5 6

49, When someone upsets me I will hold it in fora long - 1 2 ' 3 4 5 ]
time, but once in a while I explode. .

50. I will usually go to any lengths to avoid open conflict. 1 2 3 4 -5 6

51. I often have a sense of dread or impending doom. . o 2 : 3 4 5 .6

52. I often put the needs of others ahead of my own. 1 2 -3 4 5 6
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Appendix B (continued)

In the following sections please rate your PARENTS (the people you consider your primary caretakers, even if not your biclogical parents).

Part 4
Please select the answer that best describes the way in which your MOTHER behaved during the major portion of your childhood.

Strongly Moderately S'IigﬁtTy S'Hg'ht]j Moderately Strongly

. Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
53. It was hard for my mother to make decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6
54, It was hard for my mother to say "no". 1 2 3 4 5 6
55. It was hard for my mother to accept compliments graciously. 1 2 3 4 5 6
56. Sometimes my mother almost seemed bored if she didn’t have '1 2 3 4 5 6
_probTems to focus on.
§7. My mother usuaHy did not do things for other people that 1 2 3 4 5 6
they were capable of ‘doing for themselves. .
58. When my mother did something nice for herself she seemed 1 2 3 4 5 6
to feel guilty. } .
59. My mother did not worry very much. : o1 2 3 4 5 6
60. My mother seemed to think that things would get better 1 ’ 2 3 4 .} 6
when the people in her Tife changed what they were doing. : .
61. My mother seémed to have relationships where she was 1 .2 3 4 5 6
always there for others but they were rarely there for her.
62. Sometimes my mother seemed to get focused on one person to 1 2 3 4 . 5 6
the extent of neglecting other relationships. :
63. My mother seemed to get into relationships that were 1 2. 3 4 5 6
painful for her.
64. My mot_her didn’t usually Tet others see the "real" her. 1 2 3 4 5 6
65. When someone upset my .mother she seemed to hold it in for 1 2 3 4. 5 6
a Tong time, but once in a while she exploded. _
66. My mother would usually go to any lengths to avu1d open 1 2 3 4 5 6
conflict. :
67. My mother seemed to often have a sense of dread or 1 2 3 4 5 6
impending doom.

68. My mother often put the needs of others ahead of her own. 1 2 3 4 5 6.

Part 5
Please select the answer that best describes the way in which your FATHER behaved during the major portion of your childhood.

Strongly Moderately STightly STightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

69. It was hard for my father to make decisions. ) 1 2 3 4 5 6

70. It was hard for my father to say "no". ) 1 2 3 4 5 6

71. It was hard for my father to accept compTiments graciously. 1 2 3 4 5 6

72. Sometimes my father almost seemed bored if he didn’t have 1 2 3 4 5 6
problems to focus on.

73. My father usually did not do things for other people that 1 2 3 4 5 6
they were capable of doing for themselves.

74. When my father did something nice for himself he seemed 1 2 3 4 5 6
to feel guilty. . :

75. My father did not worry very much. 1 2 3 4 5 6

76. My father seemed to think that things would get better 1 2 3 4 "5 6
when the people in his Tife changed what they were doing.

77. My father seemed to have relationships where he was always 1 2 3 4 5 6
there for others but they were rarely there for him.

78. Sometimes my father seemed to get focused on one person to 1 2 3 4 5 6
the extent of neglecting other relationships.

79. My father seemed to get into relationships that were v 1 2 3 s 5 . 6
painful for him. '

80. My father didn’t usually Tet others see the "real” him. 1 2 3 4 5 6

81. When someone upset my father he seemed to hold it in for 1 2 3 4 5 6
a Tong time, but once in a while he exploded.

82. My father would usually go to any Tengths to avoid open 1 2 3 L3 5 6
conflict.

83. My father seemed to often have a sense of dread ar ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6
impending doom.

84. My father often put the needs of others ahead of his own. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Appendix B (continued)

Part 6
Please select the answer that best describes the way in which your FATHER behaved during the major portion of your childhood.

Never  Once in  Some- ~ Usually Almost

85. My father made me feel that he was there when .I needed him. v 1 A wlzﬁ’le Liges A'Ivswa_ys
86. My father kept after me to do better than other children. ) 2 3 4
87.. My f&ther worried about my being able to také care of myself. : 1 2 3 4 5
88. My father taught me things that I wanted to Jearn. 1 2 3 4 5
89. My father spanked me. B ) 1 2 3 4 5
90. When my father wantéd me to do something; he explained why. P 1 2 3 4 5-
91. My father nagged at me. 1 2 3 4 5
92. When I did something my father didn’t Tike, I knew exactly .
what to expect of him. . ) 1 2 3 4 5
93. My father punished me by not allowing me to be with my friends._ o 1 2 3 4 5
94. My father slapped me. ' . 1 2 3 4 5
95. If I did something my father didn’t Tike, he would act cold and unfriendly. 1 2" ‘3 4 5
96. My father scolded and y‘e'l'led at me. i Lo ) 1 2 3 4 5
97. I knew what my father expected of me, and how my father wanted me to behave. 1 2 3 4 5
98. When I did something my father didn’t Tike, he acted hurt and disappointed. 1 2 3 4 5
99. My father wouldn’t Tet me go places because something might happen to me. ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
100. My father ‘helped me with my school work when I didn’t understand something. 1 2 3 4 5
101. My father punished me by trying to make me feel guilty and ashamed. 1 2 3 4 5
102. My father insisted that I get particularly good marks in school. . 1 2 3 4 5
" 103. My father comforted and helped me when I had troubles. ) 1 2 3 4 5
104, My father punished me by not letting me use my favﬁrite things for a while. ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
105. When my father punished me, he explained why. 1 2 3 4 5
Part 7
Please select the answer that best describes the way in which your MOTHER behaved during the major portion of your childhood.
ever nce in ome- Usually Almost
- ) A while times Always
106. My mother made me feel that she was there when.I needed her. 1 2 3 -4 5
107. My mother kept after me to do better than other children. 1 2 3 4 5
108. My mother worried about my being able to take care of myself. | 1 2 3 4 5
109. My mother taught me things that I wanted to Tearn. - 1 2 3 4 5
110. My mother spanked me. : 1 2 3 4 5
111. When my mother wanted me to do' something, she explained why. 1 2 3 4 5
112. My mother nagged at me. ' ‘ 1 2 3 4 - 5
113. When I did something my mother didn’t like, I knew exactly : .
what to expect of her. 1 2 3 4 5
114. My mother punished me by not allowing me to be with my friends. . 1 2 3, 4 5
115. My mother slapped me. ) ’ 1 2 3 4 5
116. If I did something my mother didn’t Tike, she would act cold and unfriénd]y‘ 1 2 3 4 5
117. My mother scolded and yelled at me. . 1 2 3 4 5
118. I knew what my mother expected of me, and how my mother wanted me to behave.. 1 2 '3 4 5
119. When I did something my mother didn’t 1ike, she acted hurt and disappointed. ‘1 2 3 4 5
120. My mother wouldn’t Tet me go places because something might happen to me. 1 2. 3 4 5
121. My mother helped me with my school work when 1 didn"t_understahd something. -1 2 3 4 5
122. My mother punished'vme by trying to make me feel guilty and ashamed. 1 2 3 4 5
123. My mother insisted that I get particularly good marks in school. ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
124. My mother comforted and he]péd me when I had troubles. 1 2 3 4 5
125. My mother punishéd me by not letting me use my favorite things for a while. 1 2 3 4 5
126. When my mother: punished me, she explained why. : 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix B (continued)

Part 8

Please answer the following questions about your MOTHER by circling yes or no. Answer according to how your mother behaved duh‘ng the major
portion of your childhood. R o :

127. 'YES NO Did you feel your mother was a normal drinker?
©128. YES NO Did friends or relatives think your mother-was a normal drinker?.

129. YES NO Did your mother ever attend a meet1ng of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA), Narcotics Anonymous (NA),
or Cocaine Anonymous (CA)? . -

130. YES NO Did your mother ever lose friends because of her drinking or drug use?
131. ’Y_ES NO Did your mother ever get into troub'le at work because of drinking or drug use?

132. 'YES NO Did your mother ever neglect her obhgatmns famﬂy, or work for two or more days in a row because she was
drinking or using drugs?

133. YES NO 1d your mother ever have delirjum tremens (DTs), severe shaking, hear voices, or see things that weren’t
: . there after heavy drmkmg? )

134, YES NO Did ydur mother ever go to anyane for help about her drinking ar drug use? )
135.  YES NO ‘Was your mother ever in a hospitalbecause of her _dr;iriking‘ or drug use?
136. YES NO -Was your mather ever arrestéd for drunk driving or driving after drinking?

Please answer the following questions about your FATHER by circling yes or no. Answer according to how your father be‘have& during the major
portwn of your childhood. } : R

137. YES N Did you feel.your father was a normal ‘drinker?
138. ' YES NO ' Did friends or relatives think your father was a normal drinker?

139. YES NO Did your father ever attend a meeting of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA), Narcotws Anonymous (NA),
or Cocaine Anonymous (CA)?

140. YES NO Did your father ever Tose fr'iends because of his dr'ink'ing or drug use?
141. YES - NO Did your father ever get into trouble at work because of drinking or drug use?

142.. YES NO Did your father ever neglect his nbhgatmns famﬂy, or work for two or more days in a row because he was
drinking or using drugs?

143, YES NO Did your father ever have delirium tremens (DTs), severe shakmg, hear voices, or see thmgs that weren’t
there after heavy drmkmg?

144. YES NO Did your father ever go to anyone for help about his drinking or drug use'{

145. YES NO Was your father ever in a hosp_ﬂ:a] because of his drinking or drug use?

146. YES ~NO Was your father ever arrested for drunk driving or driving after drinking?

Compu1s1ve behaviors sometimes cause conflicts in families. For example, a compulsive gambler may gamble with money that was intended for '
providing for the needs of the family. Compulsive over-eatersmay continue to over-eat despite pleading from family members or the fact that

their health may be in danger. Some individuals use of pornographic materials could be considered compulsive if it causes embarrassment for
themselves or their family members. 1In the following questionnaire, please rate your PARENTS (the people you consider zour Enmar‘z caretakers,

even if not your biological parents).

PTease rate your MOTHER’S compulsivenessregarding the following behaviors by circling the appropmate number. Answer according to how your
mother behaved during the maJjor portion of your childhood. . ’ .

Never not‘lced Present but - Present and Very much  Extreme
the behavior  no problem  slight problem  a problem Problem
147. OVEREATING ‘1 2 s s 4 ‘ 5
148. GAMBLING 1 2 - 3 s 5
149. SPENDING/ oo e . ‘ o
CREDIT CARD USE 1 2 . 3 ) | 5
150. USE OF ' : S
PORNOGRAPHY 1 2 3 : 4 . 5
151. SMOKING 1 2 3 . ) 4 . 5
152. CLEANING - S S S 4 5

Please rate your FATHER'S compu'lswensss regarding the fo'Howing behavmrs by cwchng the appropmate number Answer according to how your .
father behaved during the major portion of your childhood. . .

Never noticed Present but Present and Very much © Extreme
the behavior "'no problem  slight problem  a problem Problem .
154. OVEREATING 1. 2 3 ‘ 4 B
155. GAMBLING 1 2 - 4 5
156. SPENDI ING/ _ o
CREDIT CARD USE 1 2 ) 3 4 .5
157. USE OF ' - : o o
PORNOGRAPHY 1 2 3 e 5
158. SMOKING 1 2 3 . 4 5
159. CLEANING 1 2 S T 4 5

62



ﬁ‘t: APPENDIX C
Debrleflng Statement
Famlly of Orlgln Study

Conducted by: .
Mar01ana Crothers',

Thank you for your part1c1pat1on 1n the Famlly of
0r1g1n Study The purpose of the study 1s to assess co-T1”l
dependency in adults and determ1ne 1f co—dependency 1S‘
linked toianydspe01f1c famlly of or1g1n experlence.- Co-g“*'
'dependency is a word that has been used to describe people‘
who takeycare of others,atithe expense of'meeting their‘own
‘ needs. :Since the‘termvcoedependencylhas hecome popular
'outside'the‘field of'experimental psychology‘the word}was
not used anywhere in the survey in order to aV01d any
1nfluence the use of thlS word may. poss1bly have.v,In order"'
to malntaln the experlmental condltlons necessary for thec.
study 1t is requested that you not dlscuss the naturekof"‘
"thlS research w1th anyone who has not already partlclpated.

The predlctlons of the study are. that spe01flc parentald
att1tudes and behav1ors could be related to co—dependency in
'thelr adult children. The theoretlcal model for this study
rposits,that parents who have compu151ve tenden01es may be L
"more'likely‘toﬁuSe'coercive forms ofvparenting,Which_may;k
v,contributeltO'a‘diminiShed'Sensecof self‘and low‘self éstéémf.
“ in the Chlld whlch eventually may contrlbute to co-

i dependency 1n adults.‘



»'Appendlx C (contlnued)

| In January a brlef written sunmary of the reeults‘ofuyfff,;

>fythls study w111 be avallable 1n the Psychology Department
1iofflce.r Any 1nterested partlclpant can ple them up'at that
etlme.ﬂ Once agaln thank you for your t1me and contrlbutlon *

%to thls research.
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