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ABSTRACT 

A study was designed to empirically test the theory 

advanced by McCord and McCord in 1960 regarding the origins 

of alcoholism by using the Parent-Child Relations Question

naires developed by Roe and Siegelman in 1963. Predictions 

of subscale scores on the fathers and mothers forms of the 

Parent-Child Relations Questionnaires were made based upon 

statements made by the McCords. A group of thirty-five 

alcoholic patients who were members of the Alcohol Treat

ment Unit at the Veterans Administration Hospital in Tucson, 

Arizona were compared in their responses to the two forms of 

the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire to a group of 

thirty-five non-alcoholic dental patients matched for age 

and social class at the same hospital. 

In comparing the responses of the alcoholic and non

alcoholic subjects to the two forms of the questionnaire, no 

patterns were observed which supported in any consistent 

manner the hypotheses of the McCords. No systematic dif

ferences between alcoholic and non-alcoholic subjects which 

could be said to lend support to any theory of the etiology 

of alcoholism were observed. 

vii 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Alcoholism and its related disorders constitute one 

of the most serious medical and social problems confronting 

contemporary American society. Research in this area is 

extensive and has centered upon a number of diversified 

theoretical positions. Biochemical theories address them

selves to defects in ethanol metabolism contributing to the 

destructive drinking patterns of the alcoholic. 

Learning theorists (e.g., Conger, 1956; Bandura, 

1969) focus upon anxiety reduction mechanisms, positive re

inforcement, and resistance to extinction of certain learned 

response patterns. Psychoanalytically oriented theories 

(e.g., Freud, 1930? Knight, 1937; Alexander, 1956) fre

quently mention oral dependency needs, regressive and 

fixated modes of psychosexual functioning, and other re

lated topics. Frequently mentioned by many writers with 

this orientation (e.g., Brill, 1919; Glover, 1932) is the 

concept of a failure to identify with the parent of the 

same sex as one of the etiological factors in the develop

ment of alcoholism. 

From the myriad of experimental and descriptive work 

in this area has emerged one theme which consistently 

1 
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coincides with the data; alcoholism is not a specific 

single disease entity with a single cause for all its vic

tims, but rather it is an extremely complex and multi-

faceted problem with no single theoretical position which 

can adequately account for all forms of alcohol abuse. A 

rather consistent problem found in research centered upon 

family dynamics and their relationship to alcoholism is the 

absence of rigorous investigative techniques for determin

ing the nature of family structure and interaction during 

the early developmental years of alcoholic subjects. Ex

treme subjectivity and experimenter bias is the rule rather 

than the exception in this critical area. 

The present study intended to investigate the re

lationship between perceived parental attitudes and alco

holism. The manner in which the alcoholic individual 

perceived his father and mother in the period before his 

twelfth birthday was subjected to investigation. An at

tempt was made to relate these perceived parental attitudes 

to theories of family dynamics with the intention of bring

ing more rigorous methodology to this rather nebulous area. 

A survey of the relevant literature has revealed 

evidence supporting a number of different conceptualiza

tions of early family dynamics and the subsequent develop

ment of alcoholism. McCord and McCord (1960) found that 

the fathers of alcoholic subjects were punitive and overly 

rejecting. These authors contended that the fathers of 
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alcoholics were escapists who made few demands on their 

children who were therefore not trained to accept responsi

bility. The McCords asserted that the mothers of alcoholics 

alternated between affection and rejection and were escap

ists who withdrew from problems rather than confronting 

them. These mothers, according to these investigators, 

tended to be deviant (criminal, promiscuous, or alcoholic 

themselves). The McCords stated that the mother was deni

grated by the father who resented her role in the family. 

In addition, the mothers of alcoholics failed to direct 

their children or to adequately supervise them. 

To summarize the McCords' position, these authors 

contend that alcoholism originates in the interpersonal 

family relationship. Ambivalence, primarily maternal, is 

said to lead to a dependency conflict and subsequent role 

confusion in the child, with the resulting suppression of 

the dependency and the development of pseudo-masculine fa

cades. The McCords contend that these hypothetical depen

dency needs are indirectly met through the symptom of 

alcoholism which also serves as an outlet for aggress '.ve 

drives. 

A. C. Rosen (1960) in an MMPI study of alcoholics 

concluded that they did not conform to any unique personality 

type or psychiatric nosological group. He perceived of 

alcoholism as a symptom of choice. Many diversified char

acter types were identified in the alcoholic population 
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studied. Witkin, Karp, and Goodenough (1959) have sug

gested that an abnormally high degree of field dependency 

existed in the alcoholic patients they studied. Gibbons 

(1953) suggested that excessive love from one parent and 

terror of the other leads to alcoholism in adult life. 

The traditional psychoanalytic conceptualization of 

the alcoholic (e.g., Brill, 1919; Freud, 1930) suggests the 

absence of a warm, giving, and meaningful relationship with 

the mother figure during the early stages of psychosexual 

development as a central etiological factor in the develop

ment of alcoholism. To this proposed absence may be attri

buted a number of unconscious drives which are said to 

characterize the alcoholic. He is seen as attempting to 

quiet himself through the ingestion of alcohol in much the 

same manner as the infant satiates his feelings of emptiness 

and hunger through the ingestion of food. The symbolic 

equation of alcohol and mother's milk is not considered to 

be an overstatement of the position held by many analyti

cally oriented theorists. The unconscious wish motivating 

the patient to drink excessively is seen as the passive 

dependent attempt at symbolic reunion with an all-giving 

mother figure. Thus the object loss during the oral stage 

of psychosexual development is seen as the etiological fac

tor primarily responsible for the behavior patterns one 

generally finds in the chronic addicted alcoholic; severe 

and penetrating feelings of depression, helplessness, 
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deprivation, and primitive and excessive demands which ulti

mately prove to be insatiable. The continued consumption 

of alcohol is seen as a symbolic acting out of the basic 

oral conflict. With each drink the wish is partly satis

fied but the all important love object is partly consumed. 

This produces the observable pattern of a need for yet an

other drink and the impossibility of complete satiation. 

It is readily apparent that much disagreement ex

ists regarding the specific role played by parents of alco

holic individuals in the development of their problems. It 

is difficult at best to quantify such concepts as "identi

fication" or "ambivalence" in a manner which can be used to 

subject a theoretical position to experimental investigation. 

Through the use of the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire 

(PCR) (Roe and Siegelman, 1963) it is possible to assess 

such hypothetical areas as parental rejection or punitive-

ness in a more objective format than had been previously 

feasible. 

The hypothesis of McCord and McCord (1960) served 

as the theoretical rationale underlying the hypotheses to 

be tested in this study. Their position, which has already 

been summarized, led to predictions regarding specific sub-

scale patterns on the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire 

(PCR) on the two forms of the instrument which assess per

ceived parental attitudes for fathers and mothers respec

tively. 
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In terms of the specific research to be undertaken 

in the present study, it was hypothesized that subscale 

score patterns to the two forms of the PCR would differen

tiate chronic alcoholic Veterans Administration patients 

matched for age and socioeconomic status from control pa

tients with no prior history of alcoholism or alcohol 

related disorders. The two groups (alcoholic vs. non

alcoholic) were predicted to perceive their fathers in a 

manner which differentiated alcoholic from non-alcoholic 

subjects, with the alcoholic Ss viewing the male parent as 

having been more rejecting, punishing, and less loving, 

protecting, and demanding than the matched non-alcoholic 

controls. 

It was further hypothesized that the alcoholic and 

non-alcoholic groups would differ significantly in their 

perceptions of the female parent, with the alcoholic Ss 

perceiving their mothers as having been less loving, less 

protecting, and more rejecting than the matched non

alcoholic controls. 

Due to the difference in mean scores for fathers 

and mothers forms of the PCR, it was necessary to test any 

hypothesis of differences between alcoholic fathers scores 

and mothers scores by comparing the difference scores ob

tained to difference scores between fathers and mothers 

scores for the matched non-alcoholic controls. 
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Using this criterion for differences defined above 

it was hypothesized that the two groups would differ signif

icantly in their perceptions of the female parent, with the 

alcoholic Ss perceiving their mothers as having been less 

loving, less protecting, and more rejecting than the non

alcoholic controls. The final hypotheses to be tested in 

this study concern differences between fathers form scores 

and mothers form scores within the alcoholic group as com

pared to difference scores within the control group. It 

was predicted that the mothers of alcoholics would be per

ceived as having been more demanding and less punishing 

than the fathers when compared to differences in these 

scores between fathers forms and mothers forms for control 

group Ss. High rejection scores and low loving scores were 

predicted for both fathers and mothers forms of the PCR 

for alcoholic Ss as compared to the control group. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The experimental group was composed of 35 white 

male veterans, all of whom were members of the Alcohol 

Treatment Unit of the Veterans Administration Hospital in 

Tucson, Arizona. These Ss ranged in age from thirty-four 

to sixty-six. The mean age for the experimental group was 

48.86 years. All members of the experimental group had a 

documented history of at least two prior admissions to the 

Veterans Administration Hospital in Tucson for alcoholism 

or alcohol related disorders. All experimental £3s had a 

diagnosis of alcoholism in their hospital records. 

The control group was composed of 35 white male 

veterans, all of whom were Dental Clinic patients at the 

Veterans Administration Hospital in Tucson, Arizona. These 

Ss ranged in age from twenty-three to sixty-six with a mean 

age of 47.26. All members of the control group had, accord

ing to their hospital records, no history of alcoholism or 

alcohol related disorders, and none had any history of 

psychiatric hospitalizations or formal diagnosis for psychi

atric disturbance. 

8 
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Materials 

The fathers and mothers forms of the Parent-Child 

Relations questionnaire were used to obtain the Ss' ratings 

of their parents' behavior. The two forms of the question

naire are both composed of 130 questions divided into 10 

subscales, four of which contain 10 items each, and six 

containing 15 items each. Descriptions of the ten sub-

scales are as follows: 

Demanding (DEM-15 items): Parents in this group 
set up high standards of accomplishment in particular 
areas, manners, school, etc. They impose strict 
regulations and demand unquestioned obedience to 
them, and they do not make exceptions. They expect 
the child to be busy at all times at some useful 
activity. They have high punitiveness. They re
strict friendships in accord with these standards. 
They do not try to find out what a child is think
ing or feeling, they tell him what to think or feel. 

Rejecting (REJ-15 items): Parents in this group 
follow the more extreme patterns of the preceding 
group, but this becomes rejecting when the attitude 
is rejection of the childishness of the child. They 
may also reject him as an individual. They are cold 
and hostile, derogate him and make fun of him and 
his inadequacies and problems. They may frequently 
leave him alone, and often will not permit other 
children in the house. They have no regard for the 
child's point of view. The regulations they estab
lish are not for the sake of training the child, but 
for protecting the parents from his intrusions. 

Neglecting (NEG-15 items): These parents pay 
little attention to the child, giving him a minimum 
of physical care, and no affection. They forget 
promises made to him, forget things for him. They 
are cold, but are not derogatory or hostile. They 
leave him alone but do not go out of their way to 
avoid him. 

Casual (CAS-15 items): These parents pay more 
attention to the child and are mildly affectionate 



when they do. They will be responsive to him when 
they are not busy about something else. They do 
not think about him or plan for him very much, but 
take him as part of the general situation. They^ 
don't worry much about him, and make little definite 
effort to train him. They are easy going, have few 
rules, and do not make much effort to enforce those 
they do have. 

Loving (LOV-15 items) : These parents give the 
child warm and loving attention. They try to help 
him with projects that are important to him, but 
they are not intrusive. They are more likely to 
reason with the child than to punish him, but they 
will punish him. They give praise, but not indis
criminately. They try specifically to help him 
with problems in the best way for him. The child 
feels able to confide in them and to ask them for 
help. They invite his friends into the house and 
try and make things attractive for them. They en
courage independence and are willing to let him take 
a chance in order to grow towards it. Distinction 
between loving and casual categories can be diffi
cult. A basic difference is the amount of thought 
given to the child's problems. 

Protecting (PRO-15 items) : This category in
cludes parents who give the child's interests first 
priority. They are very indulgent, provide special 
privileges, are demonstrably affectionate, and may 
be gushing. They select friends carefully, but will 
rarely let him visit other homes without them. 
They protect him from other children, from experi
ences in which he may suffer disappointment, dis
comfort, or injury. They are highly intrusive and 
expect to know all about what he is thinking and 
experiencing. They reward dependency. 

Symbolic-Love Reward (S-L REW-10 items) : The 
parents using this kind of reward praj.se their 
children for approved behavior, give him special 
attention and are affectionately demonstrative. 

Direct-Object Reward (D-0 REW-10 items) : These 
include tangible rewards as gifts of money or toys, 
special trips, or relief from chores. 

Symbolic-Love Punishment (S-L PUN-10 items) : 
Such punishments include shaming the child before 
others, isolating him and withdrawing love. 
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Direct-Object Punishment (D-0 PUN-10 items) : 
These include physical punishment, taking away 
playthings, reducing allowance, denying promised 
trips, and so on. 

The PCR questionnaires were given to each S in a 

seventeen page booklet containing the following: a) one 

page of instructions and explanation, b) the fathers form 

of the PCR questionnaire, c) one page requesting the follow

ing optional information: Ss name, age, education level, 

brief employment history, and if in his opinion either his 

father or mother was an alcoholic (mild, moderate, severe), 

and d) the mothers form of the PCR questionnaire. (Appen

dix A contains the booklet described above.) 

Procedure 

Each S was given the booklet containing the two 

questionnaires. The majority of Ss in the experimental 

group were given the booklet by the secretary of the Alco

hol Treatment Unit. The majority of the Ss in the control 

group were given the booklets by the secretary at the Dental 

Clinic. The remainder of Ss in both experimental and control 

groups were contacted by mail using lists supplied by the 

secretaries. These Ss received the identical booklets in a 

package containing a stamped self addressed envelope. 

The 140 PCR questionnaires (70 Ss, each taking two 

questionnaires) were collected by the 13. Each questionnaire's 

130 responses were transferred by hand onto IBM H-91095 
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computerized answer sheets. Each of the 140 questionnaires 

scored was assigned a six digit identification number which 

coded the jS's group membership (alcohol vs. control), the 

S_'s age, and a randomly assigned code number (1-35). The 

socioeconomic status score was hand coded for each on the 

IBM answer sheet. This score was derived by using the 

Hollingshead (1957) two factor social position index. 

Thirty-two of the alcoholic Ss and twenty-six of the control 

Ss gave sufficient information to assign a social class 

score according to the Hollingshead criteria. 

The computerized answer sheets were machine scored. 

The 130 raw scores per answer sheet were converted into the 

ten subscale scores of the PCR questionnaire by means of a 

simple computer program which produced a computer card for 

each of the 140 questionnaires scored. Each card contained 

the six digit identification number, the ten subscale 

scores, and a socioeconomic status score (1-5). These 

computer cards were used to perform the statistical analyses 

utilizing the Statistical Program for Social Sciences Pack

age (SPSS). A total of 150 separate one way analyses of 

variance were computed. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Separate one-way analyses of variance were applied 

for each of the ten subscales comparing responses of alco

holic and control Ss on the fathers form of the PCR Ques

tionnaire. The results, summarized in Table 1, indicated 

that there were no significant differences between the two 

groups. Only the CASUAL (CAS) subscale (jd = .051) approached 

significance. 

Separate one-way analyses of variance were applied 

for each of the ten subscales comparing responses of alco

holic and control Ss on the mothers form of the PCR Ques

tionnaire. The results, summarized in Table 2, indicated 

that significant differences between groups were present on 

two of the ten subscales. Scores on the mothers form for 

alcoholic Ss were significantly higher on the PUNISHMENT-

SYMBOLIC LOVE (PUN-S L) subscale (£ = .041) and the CASUAL 

(CAS) subscale (jd = .043). No other differences between 

groups were noted. 

Separate one-way analyses of variance were applied 

for each of the ten subscales comparing the difference be

tween the fathers form score and mothers form score for each 

alcoholic S^ to the difference between the fathers form score 

13 
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Table 1. Analysis of Variance of Effects of Alcoholic vs. 
Non-Alcoholic Group Membership on Subscale Scores of the 
Fathers Form of the PCR Questionnaire. 

SOURCE df SS MS F E SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

3.21 
4236.86 
4240.07 

3.21 
63.31 

.05 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

.51 
3392.29 
3392.80 

.51 
49.89 

.01 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

.06 
10262.23 
10262.29 

.06 
150.92 

.00 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

379.56 
6523.71 
6903.27 

379.56 
95.94 

3.96 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

22.86 
5800.29 
5823.15 

22.86 
85.30 

.27 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

93.73 
8148.97 
8242.70 

93.73 
119.84 

.78 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

51.43 
4692.34 
4743.77 

51.43 
69.01 

.75 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

25.20 
18398.57 
18423.77 

25.20 
270.57 

.09 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

19.56 
10779.71 
10779.27 

19.56 
158.52 

.12 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

8. 23 
4832.06 
4840.29 

8.23 
71.06 

.12 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at £<.05. 
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Table 2. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of Alcoholic 
vs. Non-Alcoholic Group Membership on Subscale Scores of 
the Mothers Form of the PCR Questionnaire. 

SOURCE df SS MS F E SUBSCALE 

Between 1 80.36 80.36 1.26 ns* PRO 
Within 68 4342.34 63.85 
TOTAL 69 4422.70 

Between 1 166.64 166.63 4.36 .04 PUN S-L 
Within 68 2600.86 38.25 
TOTAL 69 2767.49 

Between 1 115.71 115.71 1.42 ns REJ 
Within 68 5531.77 81.35 
TOTAL 69 5647.49 

Between 1 308.70 308.70 4.26 .04 CAS 
Within 68 4928.57 72.48 
TOTAL 69 5237.27 

Between 1 6.30 6.30 .14 ns REW S-L 
Within 68 3132.69 46.07 
TOTAL 69 3138.99 

Between 1 38.63 38.63 .49 ns DEM 
Within 68 5410.86 79.57 
TOTAL 69 5449.49 

Between 1 53.16 53.16 1.08 ns PUN D-0 
Within 68 3361.54 49.43 
TOTAL 69 3414.70 

Between 1 98.41 98.41 1.01 ns LOV 
Within 68 6628.17 97.47 
TOTAL 69 6726.59 

Between 1 103.21 103.21 1.25 ns NEG 
Within 68 5620.63 82.66 
TOTAL 69 5723.84 

Between 1 .13 .13 .01 ns REW D-0 
Within 68 5175.66 76.11 
TOTAL 69 5175.79 

*not significant at £<C*05. 
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and mothers form score for each control group ,S. The re

sults, summarized in Table 3, indicated that there were no 

significant differences for any of the ten subscales between 

alcoholic and control groups. 

To determine the possible effect of socioeconomic 

status (SES) on responses made to the subscales of the PCR 

Questionnaire, a number of analyses of variance were 

computed. 

The alcoholic and non-alcoholic Ss were combined 

into one group to determine if SES had an effect on the 

scores of the subtests of the mothers form and the fathers 

form of the PCR Questionnaire. This combination of groups 

was made to assess the possible effects of SES independent 

of membership in the alcoholic or non-alcoholic group. 

Table 4 indicates that SES accounted for no significant 

differences in subtest scores on the mothers form of the 

PCR. Table 5 indicates similar results for the fathers 

form; SES accounted for no significant differences in scores. 

To evaluate the possibility that SES might have dif

ferential effects as a function of group membership (alco

holic vs. non-alcoholic) further analyses of variance were 

applied. Table 6 summarizes the effects of SES on the re

sponses alcoholic Ss made to the mothers form of the PCR 

Questionnaire. No significant differences were noted. 

Table 7, which summarizes the effects of SES on the re

sponses of non-alcoholic Ss to the mothers form shows a 
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Table 3. Analysis of Variance for the Ten Subscales of PCR, 
Comparing the Difference Scores Between Fathers Form and 
Mothers Form of Alcoholic Group to the Difference Scores 
Between Fathers Form and Mothers Form of the Control Group. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

115.71 
5148.06 
5263.77 

.71 
75.71 

1.53 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

148.63 
2952.46 
3101.09 

148.63 
43.42 

3.42 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

110.63 
7748.57 
7859.20 

110.63 
113.95 

.97 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

3.66 
5084.63 
5088.29 

3.66 
74.77 

.05 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

5.16 
5406.11 
5411.27 

5.16 
79.50 

.07 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

12.01 
7499.77 
7511.79 

12.01 
110.29 

.11 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

.01 
3930.06 
3930.07 

.01 
57.79 

.00 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

24.01 
14817.43 
14841.44 

24.01 
217.90 

.11 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

32.91 
7991.37 
8024.29 

32.91 
117.52 

.28 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

1 
68 
69 

6.30 
3930.34 
3936.64 

6.30 
57.80 

.109 ns REW D-0 

•not significant at jd<£.05. 



18 

Table 4. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of SES on 
Subscale Scores of the Mothers Form of the PCR for Both 
Alcoholic and Control Ss Combined. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

63.73 
3033.10 
3096.83 

21.25 
54.18 

.39 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

133.81 
2361.11 
2494.92 

44.61 
42.16 

1.06 ns DUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

136.46 
4977.47 
5113.93 

45.49 
88.88 

.51 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

111.19 
4285.75 
4396.94 

37.06 
76.53 

.48 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

172.65 
2525.95 
2698.60 

57.55 
45.11 

1.28 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

89.98 
4398.87 
4488.85 

29.99 
78.55 

.38 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

53.22 
2680.03 
2733.25 

17.74 
47.86 

.37 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

351.47 
5818.18 
6169.65 

117.16 
103.90 

1.13 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

153.74 
5113.99 
5267.73 

51.25 
91.32 

.56 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

70.36 
4702.37 
4772.73 

23.45 
83.97 

.28 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at jd<^ .05. 



19 

Table 5. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of SES on 
Subscale Scores of the Fathers Form of the PCR for Both 
Alcoholic and Control Ss Combined. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

280.12 
3564.61 
3844.73 

93.37 
63.65 

1.46 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

214.07 
2946.86 
3160.93 

71.36 
52.62 

1.36 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

751.27 
8734.38 
9485.65 

250.42 
155.97 

1.61 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

105.19 
6005.79 
6110.98 

35.06 
107.25 

.327 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

519.23 
4622.96 
5142.19 

173.08 
82.55 

2.10 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

834.39 
6775.35 
7609.74 

278.13 
120.99 

2.23 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

325.11 
4145.87 
4470.98 

108.37 
74.03 

1.46 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

1419.11 
15559.87 
16978.98 

473.04 
277.85 

1.70 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

717.36 
9362.29 
10079.65 

239.12 
167.18 

1.43 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
56 
59 

130.98 
4485.95 
4616.93 

43.66 
80.11 

.55 ns REW D-O 

*not significant at £<.05. 
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Table 6. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of SES on the 
Subscale Scores of the Mothers Form of the PCR for Alcoholic 
Subjects. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

48.88 
1983.36 
2032.24 

24.44 
66.11 

.37 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

34.90 
1205.83 
1240.73 

17.45 
40.19 

.43 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

1.67 
2741.06 
2742.73 

.84 
91.37 

.01 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

7.44 
2430.80 
2438.24 

3.72 
81.03 

.05 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

238.11 
1334.13 
1572.24 

119.05 
44.47 

2.68 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

40.07 
2680.90 
2720.97 

20.03 
89.36 

.22 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

37.22 
1516.84 
1554.06 

18.61 
50.56 

.37 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

171.71 
4134.16 
4305.87 

85.86 
137.81 

.62 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

41.34 
3954.84 
3996.18 

20.67 
131.82 

.16 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

6.71 
2376.92 
2383.63 

3.36 
79.23 

.04 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at £<.05. 



Table 7. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of SES on the 
Subscale Scores of the Mothers Form of the PCR for Control 
Subjects. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

22.72 
997.94 
1020.66 

7.58 
43.39 

.18 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

146.83 
954.80 
1101.63 

48.94 
41.51 

1.18 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

282.60 
1914.14 
2196.74 

94.20 
83.22 

1.13 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

205.27 
1454.73 
1660.00 

68.42 
63.25 

1.08 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

49.31 
1074.55 
1123.86 

16.44 
46.72 

.35 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

113.37 
1629.82 
1743.19 

37.79 
70.86 

.53 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

23.78 
1105.41 
1129.19 

7.93 
48.06 

.17 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

176.40 
1573.89 
1750.29 

58.80 
68.43 

.86 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

162.08 
939.77 
1101.85 

54.03 
40.86 

1.32 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

206.12 
2182.62 
2388.74 

68.71 
94.90 

.72 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at £<.05. 
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similar relationship, as no significant differences were 

found. 

The effects of SES on the subscale scores of the 

fathers form of the PCR Questionnaire for alcoholic Ss are 

summarized in Table 8. No significant differences between 

social classes were noted. Control Ss' scores on the fa

thers form of the PCR Questionnaire did not reveal any sig

nificant differences between social classes. These results 

are summarized in Table 9. 

In order to determine the effect of age on the sub

test scores of the mothers form and fathers form of the PCR 

Questionnaire independent of group membership, the alcoholic 

and non-alcoholic Ss were combined into one group. Analysis 

of variance of age effects indicated that the scores of this 

combined group on the mothers form were significantly dif

ferent as a function of age on two of the ten subscales. 

The DEMANDING (DEM) (jd = .043) demonstrated significant age 

effect with the older Ss perceiving their mothers as having 

been more demanding. The PUNISHMENT-DIRECT OBJECT (PUN-D-0) 

subscale revealed a significant age effect (jd = .044) but 

no age trend was noted for this scale. These results are 

summarized in Table 10. 

Age was found to demonstrate no significant effect 

on the response patterns of the combined alcohol and non-

alcohol group on any of the ten subscales of the fathers 
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Table 8. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of SES on the 
Subscale Scores of the Fathers Form of the PCR for Alcoholic 
Subjects. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

75.66 
1195.86 
2071.52 

37.83 
66.53 

.57 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

179.01 
1732.50 
1911.51 

89.51 
57.75 

1.55 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

267.63 
4488.43 
4756.06 

133.81 
149.61 

.89 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

46.22 
4366.50 
4412.72 

23.11 
145.55 

.16 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

97.63 
2350.01 
2447.64 

48.81 
78.33 

.62 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

499.74 
4878.50 
5378.24 

249.87 
162.62 

1.54 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

28.04 
2454.50 
2482.54 

14.02 
81.82 

.17 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

92.02 
8717.86 
8809.88 

46.01 
290.60 

.16 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

290.95 
5009.29 
5300.24 

145.48 
166.98 

.87 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

2 
30 
32 

47.48 
2271.43 
2318.91 

23.74 
75.71 

.31 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at jd< .05. 
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Table 9. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of SES on the 
Subscale Scores of the Fathers Form of the PCR for Control 
Subjects. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

325.81 
1446.48 
1772.29 

108.60 
62.89 

1.73 • ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

200.09 
1041.76 
1241.85 

66.70 
45.29 

1.47 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

906.75 
3822.44 
4729.19 

302.25 
166.19 

1.82 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

224.56 
1053.95 
1278.51 

74.85 
45.82 

1.63 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

576.38 
2109.03 
2685.41 

192.13 
91.70 

2.10 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

403.37 
1741.82 
2145.19 

134.46 
75.73 

1.77 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

398.80 
1567.94 
1966.74 

132.93 
68.17 

1.95 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

2225.64 
5933.03 
8158.67 

741.88 
257.96 

2.87 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

1191.61 
3569.58 
4761.19 

397.20 
155.20 

2.56 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
23 
26 

179.53 
2112.55 
2292.08 

59.84 
91.85 

.65 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at 
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Table 10. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of Age on the 
Subscale Scores of Mothers Form of the PCR for Both Alcoholic 
and Control Ss Combined. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 4 327.81 81.95 1.30 ns* PRO 
Within 65 4094.89 62.99 
TOTAL 69 4422.70 

Between 4 279.38 69.84 1.83 ns PUN S-L 
Within 65 2488.11 38.28 
TOTAL 69 2767.49 

Between 4 349.75 87.44 1.07 ns REJ 
Within 65 5297.74 81.50 
TOTAL 69 5647.49 

Between 4 172.29 43.07 .55 ns CAS 
Within 65 5064.98 77.92 
TOTAL 69 5237.27 

Between 4 147.09 36.52 .79 ns REW S-L 
Within 65 2992.89 46.04 
TOTAL 69 3138.99 

Between 4 754.88 188.72 2.61 .043 DEM 
Within 65 4694.60 72.22 
TOTAL 69 5449.48 

Between 4 470.48 117.62 2.60 .044 PUN D-0 
Within 65 2944.22 45.29 
TOTAL 69 3414.70 

Between 4 459.41 114.85 1.91 ns LOV 
Within 65 6267.18 96.42 
TOTAL 69 6726.59 

Between 4 156.17 39.04 .46 ns NEG 
Within 65 5567.67 85.66 
TOTAL 69 5723.84 

Between 4 673.77 168.44 2.43 ns REW D-0 
Within 65 4502.02 69.26 
TOTAL 69 5175.79 

*not significant at jd<C.05. 
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form of the PCR Questionnaire. These findings are summa

rized in Table 11. 

To assess the possibility that age might have a dif

ferential effect as a function of group membership further 

analyses of variance were computed. No significant differ

ences in subscale scores were found to be due to age on the 

fathers form when either the alcoholic or non-alcoholic Ss 

responded. This is summarized in Table 12 and Table 13. No 

differences were found on responses to the mothers form of 

the PCR Questionnaire when alcoholic Ss' scores were ana

lyzed. This result is summarized in Table 14. 

The effect of age on the responses of the non

alcoholic Ss to the mothers form of the PCR Questionnaire 

indicated a significant difference between age groups on the 

REWARD DIRECT OBJECT (REW-D-O) subscale (£ = .042) . There 

was no age trend associated with this difference. This re

sult is summarized in Table 15. 

In response to the question of whether or not the 

father of each S_ was, in the opinion of that an alcoholic, 

23 of the alcoholics answered negatively as compared to 27 

of the non-alcoholics. The alcoholic Ss reported only three 

instances of alcoholic mothers and the non-alcoholic Ss re

ported having no alcoholic mothers. These findings are 

summarized in detail in Table 16. 

Alcoholic Ss reported being married at present or 

in the past in 32 out of 35 cases. Non-alcoholic Ss 
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Table 11. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of Age on the 
Subscale Scores of Fathers Form of the PCR for Both Alcoholic 
and Control £5s Combined. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

360.43 
3879.64 
4240.07 

90.11 
59.69 

1.51 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

275.57 
3117.23 
3392.80 

68.89 
47.96 

1.44 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

300.44 
9961.85 
10262.29 

75.11 
153.26 

.49 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

150.34 
6752.93 
6903.27 

37.59 
103.89 

.36 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

285.78 
5537.36 
5823.14 

71.44 
85.19 

.84 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

714.05 
7528.65 
8242.70 

178.51 
115.83 

1.54 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

282.34 
4461.43 
4745.77 

70.58 
68.64 

1.03 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

984.32 
17439.46 
18423.77 

246.08 
268.30 

.92 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

385.98 
10413.29 
10799.27 

96.49 
160.20 

.60 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
65 
69 

180.28 
4660.00 
4840.28 

45.07 
71.69 

.63 ns REW D-O 

*not significant at £<.05. 
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Table 12 Analysis of Variance of the Effects of Age on the 
Subscale Scores of Fathers Form of PCR for Alcoholic Ss. 

SOURCE df SS MS F £ SUBSCALE 

Between 3 259.46 86.49 1.40 ns* PRO 
Within 31 1912.82 61.70 
TOTAL 34 2172.29 

Between 3 131.33 43.78 .74 ns PUN S-L 
Within 31 1823.41 58.82 
TOTAL 34 1954.74 

Between 3 371.35 123.78 .83 ns REJ 
Within 31 4624.20 149.17 
TOTAL 34 4995.54 

Between 3 213.30 71.10 .49 ns CAS 
Within 31 4515.67 145.67 
TOTAL 34 4728.97 

Between 3 182.33 60.77 .73 ns REW S-L 
Within 31 2583.67 83.34 
TOTAL 34 2766.00 

Between 3 532.56 177.56 1.11 ns DEM 
Within 31 4967.73 160.25 
TOTAL 34 5500.29 

Between 3 183.34 61.11 .82 ns PUN D-0 
Within 31 2304.26 74.33 
TOTAL 34 2487.60 

Between 3 724.70 241.57 .89 ns LOV 
Within 31 8381.19 270.36 
TOTAL 34 9105.89 

Between 3 725.73 241.91 1.61 ns NEG 
Within 31 4661.81 150.38 
TOTAL 34 5387.54 

Between 3 89.44 29.81 .41 ns REW D-0 
Within 31 2254.73 72.73 
TOTAL 34 2344.17 

*not significant at £^.05. 
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Table 13 
Subscale 

Analysis of Variance of 
Scores of Fathers Form of 

the 
PCR 

Effects of Age on the 
for Control Ss. 

SOURCE df SS MS F £ SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

439.68 
1624.89 
2064.57 

109.92 
54.16 

2. 03 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

150.29 
1287.26 
1437.54 

37.57 
42.91 

• 88 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

441.29 
4825.39 
5266.69 

110.32 
160.85 

• 
69 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

301.29 
1493.45 
1794.74 

75.32 
49.78 

1. 51 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

451.80 
2582.48 
3034.29 

112.95 
86.08 

1. 31 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

347.10 
2301.58 
2648.69 

86.77 
76.72 

1. 31 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

393.72 
1811.02 
2204.74 

98.43 
60.37 

1. 63 ns PUN D-O 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

1357.69 
7934.99 
9292.68 

339.42 
264.50 

1. 28 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

594.21 
4797.96 
5392.17 

148.55 
159.93 

• 93 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

118.74 
2369.15 
2487.89 

29.68 
78.97 

* 38 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at £<^.05. 
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Table 14. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of Age 
on the Subscale Scores of the Mothers Form of the PCR 
for Alcoholic Ss. 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

171.51 
2384.66 
2556.17 

57.17 
75.92 

.74 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

192.39 
1101.78 
1294.17 

64.13 
35.54 

1 .80 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

109.43 
2800.74 
2910.17 

36.48 
90.35 

.40 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

148.02 
2451.86 
2599.89 

49.34 
79.09 

.62 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

26.07 
1657.48 
1683.54 

8.69 
53.47 

.16 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

574.21 
2445.67 
3019.89 

191.40 
78.89 

2 .43 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

166.15 
1486.82 
1652.97 

55.38 
47.96 

1 .55 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

415.57 
3984.43 
4400.00 

138.52 
128.53 

1 .08 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

160.27 
3932.48 
4092.74 

53.42 
126.85 

.42 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

3 
31 
34 

79.09 
2335.59 
2414.69 

26.36 
75.34 

.35 ns REW D-0 

*not significant at £<^..05. 
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Table 15. Analysis of Variance of the Effects of 
on the Subscale Scores of the Mothers Form of the 
for Control Ss. 

Age 
PCR 

SOURCE df SS MS F R SUBSCALE 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

209.38 
1576.80 
1786.17 

52.34 
52.56 

.996 ns* PRO 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

223.06 
1083.62 
1306.69 

55.77 
36.12 

1.54 ns PUN S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

228.95 
2332.65 
2621.60 

72.24 
77.75 

.93 ns REJ 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

344.82 
1983.87 
2328.69 

86. 20 
66.13 

1.30 ns CAS 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

178.58 
1275.56 
1449.14 

43.39 
42.52 

1.02 ns REW S-L 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

557.00 
1833.96 
2390.97 

139.25 
61.13 

2.28 ns DEM 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

386.74 
1321.82 
1708.57 

96.69 
44.06 

2.19 ns PUN D-0 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

284.19 
1943.98 
2228.17 

71.05 
64.79 

1.10 ns LOV 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

129.82 
1398.06 
1527.88 

32.46 
46.60 

.696 ns NEG 

Between 
Within 
TOTAL 

4 
30 
34 

755.50 
2005.47 
2760.97 

188.88 
66.85 

2.825 .042 REW D-0 

*not significant at jd<^.05. 
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Table 16. Alcoholic and Control Groups' Opinion of the 
Degree of Alcoholism of Their Parents. 

Alcoholic Group Control Group 

FATHERS 

Not Alcoholic 23 27 

Mildly Alcoholic 2 5 

Moderately Alcoholic 6 3 

Severly Alcoholic 4 0 

MOTHERS 

Not Alcoholic 

Mildly Alcoholic 

32 

3 

35 

0 
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responded affirmatively in 31 out of 35 cases. These re

sults are summarized in Table 17. 

The SES scores for the alcoholic and control Ss 

based upon the Hollingshead (1957) two factor social posi

tion index indicated the relative homogeneity of the sample. 

These scores are summarized in Table 18. 



Table 17. Marital Status of Alcoholic and Control Group 
Subjects. 

Marital Status Alcoholic Group Control Group 

Presently or 32 31 
Previously Married 

Never Married 3 4 

Table 18. Alcoholic and Control Groups' Socioeconomic 
Status Based Upon Hollingshead (1957). 

Socioeconomic Status Alcoholic Group Control Group 

Class I 0 0 

Class II 0 2 

Class III 5 3 

Class IV 13 11 

Class V 15 11 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

In order to come to any meaningful conclusions re

garding the validity of the hypotheses tested it is neces

sary to review the specific predictions based upon the 

McCords' theory which were tested and to compare these pre

dictions to the results obtained. The first set of hypoth

eses tested was that alcoholic and control S_s would perceive 

their fathers differently, with the alcoholics recalling 

their fathers as having been more rejecting, more punishing, 

and less loving, less protecting, and demanding than the 

controls. Inspection of Table 1 reveals that none of these 

hypotheses was supported by the data. 

The second set of hypotheses tested concerned the 

differences in perceived maternal attitudes between alcoholic 

and control Ss. The predictions derived from the McCords1 

theory were that the mothers of alcoholics would be perceived 

as having been less loving, less protecting, and more re

jecting than control mothers. Inspection of Table 2 reveals 

that the above predictions were not supported by the data. 

The final set of hypotheses subjected to investiga

tion was concerned with differences between fathers form 

scores on the PCR Questionnaire and mothers form scores for 

35 
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alcoholic Ss as compared to differences between fathers form 

and mothers form scores for control Ss. It was predicted 

based upon the McCords 1 research that alcoholic Ss would per

ceive their mothers as having been more demanding and less 

punishing than their fathers. This difference was considered 

to be significant if it exceeded the difference between con

trol Ss' fathers form scores and mothers form scores on 

these subscales to a statistically significant degree. In

spection of Table 3 indicates that no differences on any of 

the ten subscales were found to be any greater for the 

scores of alcoholics when compared to the scores for 

controls. 

Rather than summarily conclude from the preceding 

findings that none of the obtained results supported in 

however remote a fashion the theory of McCord and McCord, it 

is first necessary to describe and review the significant 

findings in Tables 1 and 2, even though these findings were 

not considered highly relevant in the development of pre

dictions based upon their work. Briefly stated, the signif

icant results found in these tables suggest that alcoholic 

Ss perceived their fathers as having had a more casual atti

tude towards them than control Ss (£ = .051). This is bor

derline significance, but in all fairness to the McCords' 

theory it must be considered. The second set of findings 

of potential relevance to the McCords' work was that alco

holic Ss perceived their mothers as having been more 
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casual (jd = .043) and more punishing in the symbolic sense 

(jd = .041) than control Ss. 

While not included in the original predictions based 

upon thorough study of the McCords' position, it is none

theless possible to assert that these findings may be con

sidered supportive in an indirect manner of the authors1 

work. An argument along these lines would contend that the 

mothers of alcoholics were perceived as having been more 

likely to shame their sons than the mothers of controls. 

The fathers of alcoholics would also have been more likely 

to have engaged in this form of behavior. Such forms of 

punishment could be said to be consistent with the higher 

casual and punishment-symbolic love scores for alcoholic S_s' 

mothers forms of the PCR Questionnaire. 

The overall subscale pattern found, however, does 

not lend support to this rather tenuous hypothesis. The 

mothers of alcoholics were not perceived as having been any 

less loving, protecting, or rewarding than the mothers of 

control Ss. Furthermore, the predictions regarding differ

ences between fathers and mothers scores derived from the 

McCords' work were not supported in a single instance. 

These findings are summarized in Table 2 and Table 3. 

Rather than attempt to construct a theory upon the 

finding of greater casualness for alcoholic mothers it would 

appear to be more prudent to contend that such a finding 

unsupported by other data suggests a potentially fruitful 
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area for further research, but does not constitute any 

significant confirmation of the McCords' hypothesis. The 

overwhelming evidence based upon the data is clearly con

trary to any position supporting the theoretical formulation 

of McCord and McCord. 

Summarizing the above mentioned findings, the hy

pothesis which would appear to be most consistent with the 

data presented in the eighteen tables presented is that the 

behaviors which result in the label of "alcoholic" or the 

diagnosis of the disease of "alcoholism" cannot be said to 

relate in a meaningful manner to perceived parental atti

tudes during the early developmental years, at least not on 

the variables explored by the mothers form and fathers form 

of the PCR Questionnaire. 

It is of interest to note that out of a total of 

150 separate analyses of variance computed, only five of 

these analyses proved significant at the .05 level, and of 

this small group none was significant at the .01 level. 

None of these significant findings was consistent with the 

predicted subscale score patterns on the PCR Questionnaires 

which were suggested by McCord and McCords' theory on the 

origins of alcoholism. Statistical theory would predict 

that even if there were no difference whatsoever between 

two groups analyzed, one out of twenty analyses would prove 

significant at the .05 level. This corresponds to 7.5 



39 

significant analyses given a total of 150 such computations, 

which closely matches the obtained results. 

Since the present study was intended to investigate 

the theory of the origins of alcoholism advanced by McCord 

and McCord, and given that the results obtained were not 

directly supportive of this theory, it becomes necessary to 

elucidate how the fathers and mothers forms of the PCR 

Questionnaire failed to prove sensitive to differences in 

parental behavior hypothesized by the McCords. 

The alcoholic and control group Ss had mean ages of 

48.46 and 47.26 years respectively. This finding would 

tend to refute the contention of differential recollection 

of parental attitudes due to Ss' age as a significant factor 

biasing the obtained results. In addition, age effects were 

almost entirely absent in the data analyzed, and those few 

effects which were noted did not, in most instances, reveal 

any clear trend effect as a function of Ss' age. These re

sults are summarized in Tables 10-15. 

The contention that socioeconomic status (SES) sig

nificantly biased the obtained results for alcoholic and 

control group Ss was once again not supported by the data. 

None of the 60 analyses for SES revealed any significance. 

These results are summarized in Tables 4-9. 

It is necessary to raise the issue of whether the 

samples used in this study were, in fact, representative of 

alcoholic and non-alcoholic populations. The patient 
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population at Veterans Administration Hospitals constitutes, 

when compared to many samples, a relatively homogeneous 

group. In the present study Ss were, within the limitations 

of the available population, matched for age and socio

economic status. The primary factor on which experimental 

and control groups differed would be, in keeping with these 

precautionary measures, the presence or absence of a docu

mented history of alcoholism. 

The operational definition of two or more hospital

izations for alcoholism or alcohol related disorders as 

documented by hospital record is a relatively unambiguous 

requirement for membership in the experimental group. The 

limitations of the labeling process by which individuals 

become officially diagnosed as alcoholic are clearly present 

in this definition, but none of the alcoholic Ss used in 

the present study were considered borderline cases. 

The control group's operational definition of no 

prior record of alcoholism or alcohol related disorders as 

documented by hospital records does not, to be sure, rule 

out the possibility of a few undetected chronic alcoholics 

being present within the control group population, but the 

probability of this occurring is considered to be low due to 

the thoroughness of the patients' hospital records. 

Rather than assume that it is necessary to refute 

the results obtained in this study, it is necessary to look 

carefully at another possibility. Simply stated, this 
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assertion would be that the McCords were guilty of some 

procedural shortcomings and/or overgeneralization from 

their results. 

In keeping with this contention, the doctoral 

dissertation of Irene Holloway (1970) of the University of 

Adelaide in South Australia took a detailed and highly 

skeptical view of the McCords' work. Dr. Holloway commenced 

her review by questioning the contention that the McCords' 

research was in fact a longitudinal study as the authors 

claimed. The reviewer asserted that the McCords did not 

repeatedly measure the same variables at equally spaced 

intervals, but conducted instead a follow-up study disguised 

as a longitudinal one. According to the McCords1 research, 

the childhood measures for their Ss were collected in the 

Cambridge Somerville study on delinquency in which the 

McCords took no part. In addition, the Ss were not person

ally assessed in adulthood by the McCords for measures of 

behavior, but rather these indices were obtained by the 

examination of public records. Dr. Holloway contended that 

the entire hypothesis of McCord and McCord concerned with 

the development of alcoholism is based upon a total of 29 

alcoholics, of whom the McCords labeled eleven as "non

criminal" and eighteen as "criminal" alcoholics. The 

criminal category was defined as those alcoholics who had 

been convicted of crimes of assault, theft, or sexual of

fense by the courts. 
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The reviewer goes on to assert that the McCords1 

definition of the alcoholic individual was extremely liberal, 

having been defined by the authors as anyone who had "been 

convicted by the courts for public drunkeness at least 

twice." The number of individuals of whom this definition 

may be said to apply would tax even the most expansive 

definitions of alcoholism. 

A significant part of the McCords' research was a 

comparison between the pre-drinking personalities of 29 boys 

assessed in the Cambridge Somerville study and 83 fathers 

who were classified at the same time as alcoholics. Dr. 

Holloway raised the obvious objection to such a comparison 

that one is, in fact, comparing two different generations 

while failing to take into account such variables as differ

ing socialization processes and different contemporary stan

dards for the two groups who were separated by more than two 

decades. The reviewer accused the McCords of failing to 

even attempt to assess such factors as changing social 

drinking patterns which could selectively influence behavior. 

Perhaps the most telling criticism of the McCords' 

study can best be stated by directly quoting Dr. Holloway 

(1970, pp. 88-89): 

The rates of alcoholism in the fathers seems 
extraordinarily high. However, there is consider
able confusion as to the N's used in the McCords' 
study which can only be resolved by much page turn
ing and avid reading of footnotes. The 1960 study 
reports that of the original 325 boys in the 
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Cambridge Sommerville study's treatment group, 255 
(and their matched controls) were available to 
McCord (p. 18). Of these 510 boys, 46 cases were 
excluded from the analysis of alcoholism (p. 11). 
These 46 were 24 treatment cases and 22 control 
cases (p. 19). Also, 44 non-alcoholic criminals 
were excluded but not the 18 alcoholic criminals 
(p. 98). The researcher just has to live with the 
McCords1 N's for although they say 'for the majority 
of comparisons we considered the differential fac
tors that distinguished the 29 alcoholic subjects 
from the 158 non-deviant subjects in the treatment 
group' (p. 19), the N's in the chapter on person
ality range from 23-29 for the alcoholics and from 
124-158 for the non-alcoholics. 

For the alcoholic fathers, 50 are mentioned in 
the text (p. 10), 51 are used in the first analysis 
(p. 27), and N's from 57-82 are used in chapter 8. 
A footnote accounts for, but does not explain the 
discrepancies: 

'This figure (83) includes the fathers of men 
arrested once for drunkeness and thus is larger 
than the sample used in the previous analysis' 
(p. 151) . 

Referral back to page 19 shows that 46 subjects 
were excluded on this criterion so these 46 sub
jects presumably contributed 32 alcoholic fathers, 
an alarming rate of alcoholism. However, as only 
24 of these subjects were in the treatment group, 
and 24 subjects cannot contribute 32 alcoholic 
fathers, the present writer is forced to the con
clusion that the problem of N's is too complex for 
solution. 

In addition to criticizing the McCords' study on 

methodological and statistical grounds, Dr. Holloway ques

tioned the logic by which they arrived at some of their con

clusions. For example, by using nebulous concepts such as 

"latent" and "facades covering up feminine dependencies," 

the reviewer maintained that the McCords used evidence of 

dependency to support their hypothesis of dependency and also 
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used evidence of independency to support their dependency 

hypothesis simply by suggesting the apparent independency 

was a facade covering up latent dependencies. Dr. Holloway 

concluded by stating that when such liberties as these are 

taken almost anything is provable. 

It is conceivable that the absence of any consistent 

differences between alcoholic and control groups1 responses 

on either the fathers or mothers form of the PCR Question

naire could be interpreted as data supporting the position 

that alcoholism is a disease which is an inherited genetic 

proclivity towards an allergic response to ethanol (Williams, 

1951). This type of argument is one which could be advanced 

to account for the present study's inability to relate al

coholism to perceived parental attitudes in a meaningful 

and integrated manner. This type of disease hypothesis 

would be consistent with the findings of this study insofar 

as subscale score differences between alcoholic and control 

Ss are concerned. However, Table 17, which summarizes the 

alcoholic and control Ss1 perceptions of the presence or 

absence of alcoholism in their parents does not lend support 

to the disease model. Few fathers and virtually no mothers 

of alcoholic or control Ss were categorized as having been 

even mildly alcoholic. If this hypothetical allergic re

sponse is truly inherited, the genetic relationship is 

certainly extremely esoteric. 
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The conclusion which would appear to follow from the 

present study does not lend support to any precise theoreti

cal formulation frequently mentioned in the literature re

garding the origins of excessive and destructive drinking 

behaviors. The atheoretical positions which do not propose 

specific and simplistic cause and effect relationships 

between childhood experiences and adult behaviors would be 

most consistent with the results of this research. 

It is reasonable to assume that the etiology of the 

behaviors which society labels "alcoholic" is so diffuse and 

individualized as to preclude any precise theoretical frame

work to account for the origins. In fact, such endeavors 

are likely to prove counterproductive rather than beneficial 

in explaining and particularly in helping individuals to 

control their excessive and destructive drinking behaviors. 

The full implications of the present study would 

clearly lend themselves to a position which refutes all 

theories of alcoholism which profess to delineate precise 

familial and interpersonal factors as contributing in some 

consistent manner to the development of alcoholism. The 

number of such theories advanced in the past century is so 

large as to preclude any inclusive listing. The findings 

of the present investigation would not lend support to any 

of these formulations, since no clearly defined and consis

tent differences which could be said to support any theory 
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concerning the origins of alcoholism were derived from this 

study's comparison of alcoholics with matched controls. 

It is imperative to replicate the findings of the 

present research before any of the full implications of the 

results obtained can be allowed to seriously challenge con

temporary thinking in this field. A replication with an

other Veterans Administration Hospital patient population 

would be in order. In addition, if the findings of the 

present study are replicated, or if even fewer differences 

were found to exist between alcoholics and their matched 

controls, then it would be of great interest to see if a 

non-veteran population would yield similar results. If 

all of these requirements were met, then a reevaluation of 

all literature dealing with precise etiological factors 

contributing to the development of alcoholism would clearly 

be in order. 

Researchers such as Davies (1962), Lovibond (1963), 

Raymond (1964), Rachman and Teasdale (1969), and Holloway 

(1970) did not postulate any consistent patterns in the 

childhood experiences of alcoholics. Rather than speculate 

about the distant past, they attempted to deal with the 

present behaviors of the alcoholic within the structure of 

learning theory. Furthermore, they did not insist upon any 

common denominators of early familial relationships to 

account for present day problems. Only further research 
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will reveal if this approach is more heuristic and, more 

importantly, of benefit to that proportion of the population 

for whom alcohol has proven destructive and debilitating. 



APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE BOOKLET 

48 
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TO BE FILLED OUT BY V.A. PATIENT VOLUNTEERS 

We are asking for your cooperation in filling out 

two simple questionnaires as part of a research project be

ing conducted here at the V. A. on the causes of alcoholism. 

We are aware that many patients are made to feel like human 

guinea pigs the way everyone is making "volunteers" out of 

them for so-called experiments. We are sure you have not 

been made to feel this way as part of the alcohol program 

here at the hospital. 

The two questionnaires we are asking you to fill out 

are not a test of anything (not an intelligence test, apti

tude test, or any other type). They simply are trying to 

get at how you remember your parents treating you when you 

were a kid growing up (that includes stepfathers and step

mothers) . We will be glad to tell you the results of your 

questionnaires if you are interested. None of the questions 

asked are embarrassing to you in any way. 

It will take you an hour or so to fill them out. 

The instructions are very simple and you put your answers 

right by the questions (just checkmarks-no writing). It 

goes pretty fast once you get started. 

YOU CAN DO IT AT ONE SITTING OR TAKE A WEEK TO FIN

ISH - IT'S UP TO YOU. When you are finished just put the 

forms you picked up back on the same table in the box marked 
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FINISHED QUESTIONNAIRES and we will pick them up. WE WOULD 

BE GLAD TO DISCUSS THE RESULTS OF OUR STUDY WITH YOU WHEN 

IT'S DONE WHICH SHOULD BE BEFORE CHRISTMAS. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP. 

THIS IS THE FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE. IT IS THE FATHERS FORM OF 
THE PARENT-CHILD RELATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE AND IT ASKS YOU TO 
REMEMBER ABOUT YOUR FATHER. THE SECOND FORM IS JUST LIKE 
THE FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE BUT ASKS YOU TO REMEMBER ABOUT YOUR 

MOTHER 

In this folder are a number of statements which de

scribe different ways that fathers (mothers for the second 

questionnaire) act towards their children. Read each state

ment carefully and think how well it describes your father 

(mother for the second questionnaire) while you were growing 

up. Think especially about the time before you were 

twelve (12). 

Before each statement there are four lines labeled 

VERY TRUE; TENDED to be TRUE; TENDED to be UNTRUE; VERY 

UNTRUE. Put an X mark on the line that indicates how true 

you think each statement was of your father (mother for 

second questionnaire). If none of these descriptions seems 

quite right put the X mark between two of the lines. 
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For example, if your memory is that your father 

often let you off easy when you did something wrong, you 

would mark the item as follows: 

TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

X 1. never let me off easy 
when I did something 
wrong. 

All of the questions on both questionnaires look 

this way. 

THE SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE ASKS ABOUT YOUR RECOLLEC

TION OF YOUR MOTHER AND IS ANSWERED IN EXACTLY THE SAME WAY. 

IT IS THE SAME LENGTH AS THE FATHERS QUESTIONNAIRE. 

YOU CAN USE PEN OR PENCIL TO MAKE YOUR X MARKS. 
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PCR QUESTIONNAIRE 

TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My Father 

1. tried to get me everything 
I wanted. 

2. complained about me to 
others when I did not lis
ten to him. 

3. made no concessions for my 
age. 

4. let me spend my allowance 
any way I liked. 

5. discussed what was good 
about my behavior and 
helped to make clear the 
desirable consequences of 
my actions. 

6. punished me hard enough 
when I misbehaved to make 
sure that I wouldn't do it 
again. 

7. took away my toys or play
things when I was bad. 

8. was genuinely interested 
in my affairs. 

9. kept forgetting things he 
was supposed to do for me. 

10. took me places (trips, 
shows, etc.) as a reward. 

11. spoiled me. 

12. made me feel ashamed or 
guilty when I misbehaved. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

13. let me know I wasn't 
wanted. 

14. set very few rules for me. 

15. compared me favorably with 
other children when I did 
well. 

16. made it clear that he was 
boss. 

17. slapped or struck me when 
I was improper. 

18. made me feel wanted and 
needed. 

19. was too busy to answer my 
questions. 

20. relaxed rules and regula
tions as a reward. 

21. was very careful about 
protecting me from acci
dents . 

22. nagged or scolded me when 
I was bad. 

23. thought it was my own 
fault if I got into trouble. 

24. gave me as much freedom as 
I wanted. 

25. told me how proud he was 
of me when I was good. 

26. never let me get away with 
breaking a rule. 

27. took away or reduced my 
allowance as punishment. 
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TENDED 
VERY to be 
TRUE TRUE 

TENDED 
to be VERY 
UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My Father 

28. made me feel what I did 
was important. 

29. did not care if I got into 
trouble. 

30. gave me new books or rec
ords as rewards. 

31. believed I should have no 
secrets from my parents. 

32. punished me by ignoring me. 

33. did not spend any more 
time with me than neces
sary. 

34. let me off easy when I did 
something wrong. 

35. treated me more like a 
grown-up when I behaved 
well. 

36. pushed me to excel in 
everything I did. 

37. wouldn't let me play with 
other children when I was 
bad. 

38. encouraged me to do things 
on my own. 

39. paid no attention to what 
I was doing in school. 

40. let me stay up longer as a 
reward. 

41. protected me from teasing 
or bullying by other chil
dren. 
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TENDED 
VERY to be 
TRUE TRUE 

My father 

42. made me feel I wasn't 
loved anymore if I mis
behaved. 

43. did not want me to bring 
friends home. 

TENDED 
to be VERY 
UNTRUE UNTRUE 

44. gave me the choice of what 
to do whenever it was 
possible. 

45. praised me before my play
mates . 

46. told me how to spend my 
free time. 

47. spanked or whipped me as 
punishment. 

48. talked to me in a warm and 
affectionate way. 

49. did not take me into con
sideration in making plans. 

50. rewarded me by letting me 
off some of my regular 
chores. 

51. did not want me to play 
rough outdoor games for 
fear I might be hurt. 

52. shamed me before my play
mates when I misbehaved. 

53. disapproved of my friends. 

54. expected me to take every
day disappointments. 

55. expressed greater love for 
me when I was good. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

56. punished me without any 
thought or hesitation when 
I misbehaved. 

57. gave me extra chores as 
punishment. 

58. tried to help me when I 
was scared or upset. 

59. did not care whether I got 
the right kind of food. 

60. gave me candy or ice cream 
or fixed my favorite foods 
for me as a reward. 

61. made others give in to me. 

62. frightened or threatened 
me when I did wrong. 

63. went out of the way to 
hurt my feelings. 

64. let me stay up as late as 
I liked. 

65. gave me special attention 
as a reward. 

66. demanded unquestioning 
respect and deference. 

67. punished me by sending me 
out of the room or to bed. 

68. did not try to tell me 
everything, but encouraged 
me to find things out for 
myself. 

69. left my care to someone 
else (e.g., a nurse or 
relative). 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

70. let me go to parties or 
play with others more than 
usual as a reward. 

71. taught me to go for help 
to my parents or teacher 
rather than to fight. 

72. told me how ashamed he was 
when I misbehaved. 

73. ridiculed and made fun of 
me. 

74. let me do pretty much what 
I wanted to do. 

75. praised me when I deserved 
it. 

76. always told me exactly how 
to do my work. 

77. took away my books or rec
ords as punishment. 

78. respected my point of view 
and encouraged me to ex
press it. 

79. acted as if I didn't exist. 

80. rewarded me by giving me 
money, or increased my 
allowance. 

81. wanted me to have at least 
as large an allowance as 
my friends. 

82. compared me unfavorably 
with other children when 
I misbehaved. 
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TENDED 
VERY to be 
TRUE TRUE 

My father 

83. complained about me. 

84. let me work by myself. 

85. made me feel proud when 
I did well. 

86. pushed me to do well in 
school. 

87. punished me by being more 
strict about rules and 
regulations. 

88. let me do things I thought 
were important even if it 
were inconvenie-it for him. 

89. paid no attention to me. 

90. hugged me, kissed me, 
petted me when I was good. 

91. tried to keep me out of 
situations that might be 
unpleasant and embarrassing. 

92. reasoned with me and ex
plained possible harmful 
consequences when I did 
wrong things. 

93. compared me unfavorably 
to other children no 
matter what I did. 

94. did not object to my 
loafing or daydreaming. 

95. praised me to others. 

96. would not let me question 
his reasoning. 

TENDED 
to be VERY 
UNTRUE UNTRUE 
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TENDED 
VERY to be 
TRUE TRUE 

My father 

97. punished me by not taking 
me on trips, visits, etc. 
that I had been promised. 

98. tried to help me learn to 
live comfortably with 
myself. 

99. ignored me as long as I 
did not do anything to 
disturb him. 

100. gave me new things as a 
reward, such as toys. 

101. hated to refuse me any
thing . 

102. thought that it was bad 
for a child to be given 
affection and tenderness. 

103. did not tell me what time 
to be home when I went out. 

104. wanted to have complete 
control over my actions. 

105. was willing to discuss 
regulations with me, and 
took my point of view into 
consideration in making 
them. 

106. did not care who my friends 
were. 

107. worried about me when I 
was away. 

108. did not want me around at 
all when he had company. 

TENDED 
to be VERY 
UNTRUE UNTRUE 



60 

TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

did not object when I was 
late for meals. 

taught me that he knew best 
and that I must accept his 
decisions. 

encouraged me to bring 
friends home, and tried to 
make things pleasant for 
them. 

left me alone when I was 
upset. 

worried a great deal about 
my health. 

expected children to mis
behave if they were not 
watched. 

was easy with me. 

expected prompt and un
questioning obedience. 

taught me skills I wanted 
to learn. 

did not try to help me 
learn things. 

wanted to know all about 
my experiences. 

believed a child should 
be seen and not heard. 

did not bother much about 
enforcing rules. 

was full of advice about 
everything I did. 

109. 

110. 

111. 

112. 

113. 

114. 

115. 

116. 

117. 

118. 

119. 

120. 

121. 

122. 
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TENDED 
to be VERY 
UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

123. made it easy for me to 
confide in him. 

124. forgot my birthday. 

125. did not want me to grow up. 

126. avoided my company. 

127. did not check up on 
whether I did my homework. 

128. allowed me to make only 
minor decisions. 

129. said nice things about me. 

130. did not care whether I had 
the same kind of clothes 
as other children. 

THAT'S ALL THERE IS TO THE FATHERS FORM. THE SECOND 

QUESTIONNAIRE IS EXACTLY THE SAME AS THE FATHERS FORM ONLY 

IT ASKS YOU TO REMEMBER ABOUT YOUR MOTHER WHEN YOU WERE 

GROWING UP (BEFORE YOU WERE TWELVE). 

THE INSTRUCTIONS ARE EXACTLY THE SAME AS THOSE FOR 

THE FATHERS QUESTIONNAIRE. 

TENDED 
VERY to be 
TRUE TRUE 
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IF YOU HAVEN'T GIVEN US THIS INFORMATION PLEASE DO 

SO NOW: IT IS ENTIRELY OPTIONAL AND YOU MAY FILL OUT THE 

QUESTIONNAIRE WITHOUT DOING SO IF YOU SO DESIRE. 

NAME AGE HIGHEST GRADE LEVEL COMPLETED 

IN SCHOOL . 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF JOBS YOU HAVE HAD IN LAST TEN YEARS: 

1. WAS YOUR FATHER, IN YOUR OPINION, AN ALCOHOLIC? NO 
(DID DRINKING SERIOUSLY IMPAIR HIS FUNCTIONING?) 

MILDLY MODERATE SEVERE . 

2. WAS YOUR MOTHER, IN YOUR OPINION, AN ALCOHOLIC? NO 

• MILDLY MODERATE SEVERE . 

3. ARE YOU NOW, OR HAVE YOU BEEN MARRIED? YES NO . 

THIS INFORMATION IS OPTIONAL. YOU NEED NOT IDENTIFY 

YOURSELF OR GIVE ANY INFORMATION IF YOU DO NOT WISH. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE 

VERY 
UNTRUE 

My mother 

1. tried to get me everything 
I wanted. 

2. complained about me to 
others when I did not lis
ten to her. 

3. made no concessions for my 
age. 

4. let me spend my allowance 
any way I liked. 

5. discussed what was good 
about my behavior and 
helped to make clear the 
desirable consequences of 
my actions. 

6. punished me hard enough 
when I misbehaved to make 
sure I wouldn't do it 
again. 

7. took away my toys or play
things when I was bad. 

8. was genuinely interested in 
my affairs. 

9. kept forgetting things she 
was supposed to do for me. 

10. took me places (trips, 
shows, etc.) as a reward. 

11. spoiled me. 

12. made me feel ashamed or 
guilty when I misbehaved. 

13. let me know I wasn't 
wanted. 
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TENDED 
VERY to be 
TRUE TRUE 

My mother 

14. set very few rules for me. 

15. compared me favorably with 
other children when I did 
well. 

16. made it clear that she 
was boss. 

17. slapped or struck me when 
I was improper. 

18. made me feel wanted and 
needed. 

15. was too busy to answer my 
questions. 

20. relaxed rules and regula
tions as a reward. 

21. was very careful about pro
tecting me from accidents. 

22. nagged or scolded me when 
I was bad. 

23. thought it was my own 
fault if I got into trouble. 

24. let me dress in any way I 
pleased. 

25. told me how proud she was 
of me when I was good. 

26. thought I should always be 
doing something. 

27. took away or reduced my 
allowance as punishment. 

28. made me feel what I did 
was important. 

TENDED 
to be VERY 
UNTRUE UNTRUE 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE 

VERY 
UNTRUE 

My mother 

29. did not care if I got into 
trouble. 

30. gave me new books or rec
ords as rewards. 

31. couldn't bring herself to 
punish me. 

32. punished me by ignoring me. 

33. did not spend any more time 
with me than necessary. 

34. let me off easy when I did 
something wrong. 

35. treated me more like a 
grown-up when I behaved 
well. 

36. pushed me to excel in 
everything I did. 

37. wouldn't let me play with 
other children when I was 
bad. 

38. encouraged me to do things 
on my own. 

39. paid no attention to what 
I was doing in school. 

40. let me stay up longer as a 
reward. 

41. protected me from teasing 
or bullying by other chil
dren. 

42. made me feel I wasn't 
loved anymore if I mis
behaved. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

43. did not want me to bring 
friends home. 

44. gave me the choice of what 
to do whenever it was 
possible. 

45. praised me before my play
mates . 

46. told me how to spend my 
free time. 

47. spanked or whipped me as 
punishment. 

48. talked to me in a warm and 
affectionate way. 

49. did not take me into con
sideration in making plans. 

50. rewarded me by letting me 
off some of my regular 
chores. 

51. did not want me to play 
rough outdoor games for 
fear I might be hurt. 

52. shamed me before my play
mates when I misbehaved. 

53. disapproved of my friends. 

54. let me eat what I wanted to. 

55. expressed greater love for 
me when I was good. 

56. punished me without any 
thought or hesitation when 
I misbehaved. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE 

VERY 
UNTRUE 

My mother 

57. gave me extra chores as 
punishment. 

58. tried to help me when I 
was scared or upset. 

59. did not care whether I got 
the right kind of food. 

60. gave me candy or ice cream 
or fixed my favorite foods 
for me as rewards. 

61. taught me not to fight un
der any circumstances. 

62. frightened or threatened 
me when I did wrong. 

63. went out of the way to 
hurt my feelings. 

64. let me do as I liked with 
my time after school. 

65. gave me special attention 
as a reward. 

66. demanded unquestioning 
respect and deference. 

67. punished me by sending me 
out of the room or to bed. 

68. did not try to tell me 
everything, but encouraged 
me to find out things for 
myself. 

69. left my care to someone 
else (e.g., nurse or 
relative). 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

70. let me go to parties or 
play with others more than 
usual as a reward. 

71. taught me to go for help 
to my parents or teacher 
rather than to fight. 

72. told me how ashamed she 
was when I misbehaved. 

73. ridiculed and made fun of 
me. 

74. let me choose my own 
friends. 

75. praised me when I deserved 
it. 

76. always told me exactly how 
to do my work. 

77. took away my books or rec
ords as punishment. 

78. respected my point of view 
and encouraged me to ex
press it. 

79. acted as if I didn't exist. 

80. rewarded me by giving me 
money or increasing my 
allowance. 

81. preferred to have me play 
at home rather than to 
visit other children. 

82. compared me unfavorably 
with other children when 
I misbehaved. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

83. complained about me. 

84. let me work by myself. 

85. made me feel proud when 
I did well. 

86. pushed me to do well in 
school. 

87. punished me by being more 
strict about rules and 
regulations. 

88. let me do things I thought 
were important, even if 
it were inconvenient for 
her. 

89. paid no attention to me. 

90. hugged me, kissed me, 
petted me when I was good. 

91. didn't let me go places 
because something might 
happen to me. 

92. reasoned with me and ex
plained possible harmful 
consequences when I did 
wrong things. 

93. compared me unfavorably to 
other children no matter 
what I did. 

94. did not object to my loaf
ing or daydreaming. 

95. praised me to others. 

96. would not let me question 
her reasoning. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

97. punished me by not taking 
me on trips or visits, etc., 
that I had been promised. 

98. tried to help me learn to 
live comfortably with 
myself. 

99. ignored me as long as I 
did not do anything to 
disturb her. 

100. gave me new things as a 
reward, such as toys. 

101. hated to refuse me anything. 

102. thought that it was bad 
for a child to be given 
affection and tenderness. 

103. did not tell me what time 
to be home when I went out. 

104. wanted to have complete 
control over my actions. 

105. was willing to discuss 
regulations with me, and 
took my point of view into 
consideration in making 
them. 

106. did not care who my 
friends were. 

107. worried about me when I 
was away. 

108. did not want me around at 
all when she had company. 

109. did not object when I was 
late for meals. 
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TENDED 
VERY to be 
TRUE TRUE 

My mother 

110. taught me that she knew 
best and that I must ac
cept her decisions. 

111. encouraged me to bring 
friends home, and tried 
to make things pleasant 
for them. 

112. left me alone when I was 
upset. 

113. would not let me try things 
if there were any chance 
I would fail. 

114. expected children to mis
behave if they were not 
watched. 

115. was easy with me. 

116. expected prompt and un
questioning obedience. 

117. taught me skills I wanted 
to learn. 

118. did not try to help me 
learn things. 

119. wanted to know all about 
my experiences. 

120. believed a child should be 
seen and not heard. 

121. did not bother much about 
enforcing rules. 

122. kept the house in order by 
having a lot of rules and 
regulations for me. 

TENDED 
to be VERY 
UNTRUE UNTRUE 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

123. made it easy for me to 
confide in her. 

124. forgot my birthday. 

125. did not want me to grow up. 

126. avoided my company. 

127. did not check up on 
whether I did homework. 

128. allowed me to make only 
minor decisions. 

129. said nice things about me. 

130. did not care whether I had 
the same kind of clothes 
as the other children. 
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