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Introduction

The present study will focus on George Kelly's Personal Construct Theory (1955),
as an explanation of how parents acquire their ideas, theories or constructs about
how to parent their children.

The following literature review will introduce Kelly's theory of personal constructs
and provide an overview of the development of personal construct systems. This
information will then be linked to how parent's own experience of being parented
leads to the development of their construct systems concerning parenting and how
these constructs affect their relationships with their children. The importance of the
attachment process is discussed with reference to the parent's experience of being

parented and how this subsequently affects their ability to form a secure bond with
their child and to parent effectively. The nature of parenting difficulties experienced

by some parents is then discussed with reference to the factors that contribute to a

breakdown in parenting. Studies reviewing the efficacy of interventions for

enhancing the parent-child relationship suggest that behavioural training in varying
formats lead to an improvement in child behaviour. The main aims of the current

study were to investigate whether changes in parent's personal construing can be
affected by parent's undertaking an intervention group. The aims of the intervention

group were to develop the parent-child relationship, to encourage the participants to
share parenting skills and also to provide a psychotherapeutic environment for

parents to discuss their own childhood experiences of being parented. Kelly suggests

that three conditions exist that are favourable to the formation of new constructs,

these are, an atmosphere of experimentation, the provision of new elements, (for

example mixing with new people) and finally the validation of new constructs by
someone in the therapeutic role. By providing these conditions in the form of an
intervention group it was hypothesised that parents undertaking the group would
have the necessary atmosphere to effect change in their personal construct system
and as a consequence of this their relationships with their children and the quality of
their parenting would improve.
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The final part of the literature review gives an overview of studies that have looked
at the measurement of change in personal constructs following psychotherapeutic
intervention.

Literature Review

Personal Construct Theory

Kelly in (1969) described a personal construct in the following way:

' A construct is like a reference axis, a basic dimension ofappraisal, often
unverbalised, frequently unsymbolised, and occasionally unsignified in any manner
except by the elementalprocesses it governs. Behaviourally it can be regarded as an
open channel ofmovement, and the system ofconstructs provides each man or
woman with his or her own personal network ofaction pathways, serving both to
limit his movements and to open up to him passages offreedom which otherwise
would be psychologically non-existant.' (p64)

George Kelly, an American psychologist and engineer, drew together a

philosophical background, a theory of human personality, a therapeutic approach
and a research methodology in the two volumes of' The Psychology of Personal
Constructs' (1955), his endeavour being to develop an internally coherent theory of
human personality.

The model underlying personal construct psychology is explicitly the idea of'every
man his own scientist'. Kelly believed that we strive to make sense out of our

universe, out of ourselves and out of the particular situations we encounter.

According to Kelly, a person anticipates events by observing which events tend to
follow which other events, that is, by observing patterns and regularities. A person

experiences events, interprets them, and places a structure and a meaning on them.
In experiencing events, individuals notice that some events share characteristics that

distinguish them from other events. Individuals distinguish similarities and contrasts

between events. They observe that some people are tall and some are short, that
some are men and some are women, that some things are hard and some soft. It is
this construing of a similarity and a contrast that leads to the formation of a
construct. Without constructs life would be chaotic. Since no two events are exactly
the same, we make certain abstractions by construing events as being similar to each
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other and different from other events, thereby developing a construct and imposing
some order and regularity on the world.

It is important to note that Kelly viewed all constructs as composed of opposite

pairs. At least three elements are necessary to form a construct: two of the elements
of the construct must be perceived as similar to each other, and the third element

must be perceived as different from these two. The way in which two elements are

construed to be similar forms the similarity pole of the construct; the way in which

they are contrasted with the third element forms the contrast pole of the construct.

Kelly stressed the importance of recognising that a construct is composed of a

similarity-contrast comparison. This suggests that we do not understand the nature

of a construct when it only uses the similarity or contrast pole. We do not know

what the construct respect means to a person until we know what events this person

includes under this construct and what events are viewed as being opposed to it.

To this end each of us invents and re-invents an implicit theoretical framework

which, be it well or badly designed, is our personal construct system. It is in terms of
this same system that we evaluate outcome and elaborate changes in the

interpretative system itself. Thus we are 'scientists' who derive hypotheses (have

expectations) from our theories (our personal construing). We subject these

hypotheses to experimental test (we bet on them behaviourally, we take active risks
in terms of them). We observe the results of our experiments (we live with the
outcomes of our behaviour). We modify our theory (we change our minds, we

change ourselves) and so the cycle continues. Therefore every person has theories
about their lives and in the experiments of living, occurring in particular contexts,

hypotheses are tested and the results noted. The usefulness of any individual's

'template' for viewing the world is determined, as with scientific theories, by its

capacity to predict events and generate further experiments leading to a

modification of that template.

The view of the person as a scientist has a number of consequences. Firstly, it leads
to the view that we are essentially orientated towards the future. 'Anticipation is not

merely carried on for it's own sake; it is carried on so that future reality may be
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better represented. It is the future that tantalizes man, not the past. Always he
reaches out to the future through the window of the present'. (Kelly 1955). Second,

it suggests that we have the capacity to 'represent' the environment, rather than

merely 'respond' to it. Just as scientists can develop alternative theoretical
formulations concerning phenomena, so individuals can interpret and re-interpret,
construe and re-construe, their environments. Life is a representation, or

construction, of reality, and this allows us to make and re-make ourselves. Some

people are capable of viewing life in many different ways while others cling rigidly
to a set interpretation. Those with a greater opportunity for selection are likely to be
more able to differentiate among different situations and different people. However,

everyone can only perceive events within the limits of the categories (constructs)
that are available to him or her. In Kelly's terms, we are free to construe events but
are bound by are constructions. Thus, it is that we come to a new understanding of
the issue, of free will and determinism. According to Kelly, we are both free and

determined. 'This personal construct system provides man with both freedom of
decision and limitations of action-freedom, because it permits him to deal with the

meaning of events rather than forces him to be helplessly pushed about by them, and

limitation, because he can never make choices outside the world of alternatives that

he has erected for himself Kelly (1958). Having 'enslaved' ourselves with these

constructions, we are able to win freedom again and again by reconstruing the
environment and life. Thus, Kelly would suggest that we are not victims of past

history or present circumstances unless we choose to construe ourselves in that way.
He suggested that events are open to an infinite number of theoretical constructions,
the number only limited by the resources of ingenuity.

Kelly felt that objective psychological theories of human personality imposed a

'yardstick' and denied individuality. They failed, he felt, to investigate the subject's
framework for viewing the world; the 'map' or 'template' that each person uses to

orientate himself or herself in life. Kelly recognised that however distorted an

individual's experience may have been, it is as real and as existent for the individual
as any external phenomena.
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The development of constructs

Kelly was never explicit about the origins of construct systems. He stated that
constructs are derived from observing repeated patterns of events. He did little
however to elaborate on the kinds of events that lead to differences like the ones

between simple and complex construct systems. Kelly's comments relating to

growth and development are limited to an emphasis on the development of pre-
verbal constructs in infancy and the interpretation of culture as involving a process

of learned expectations. People belong to the same cultural group in that they share
certain ways of construing events and have the same kinds of expectations regarding
certain types ofbehaviour.

Developmental research associated with personal construct theory generally has

emphasised two kinds of change. First, there has been exploration of increases in the

complexity of the construct system associated with age (Crockett, 1982; Hayden,

1982). Second, there has been exploration of qualitative changes in the nature of the

constructs formed and in the ability of children to be more empathic or aware of the
construct system of others (Adams-Webber, 1982; Morrison & Cometa, 1982; Sigel,

1981). In terms of construct system complexity, there is evidence that as children

develop they increase the number of constructs available to them, make finer

differentiations, and also show more hierarchical organisation or integration. For

example, Signed (1966), found that between the ages of nine and sixteen children
tend to become more abstract in their thinking, tend to have a greater number of

ways of interpreting the environment available to them, and tend to be more flexible
in their interpretations of events. Honess (1979) had children aged eight to thirteen
describe a peer they disliked. He then took the constructs generated and asked each
child to indicate whether a new child they met who had one characteristic would be

expected to have each of the other characteristics. In other words, each
characteristic was paired with other characteristics to see the kinds of associations
that would be drawn by the child. In addition, the characteristics were categorised in
terms of appearance (e.g. pretty), ability (e.g. good at chess), and personality trait

(e.g. happy), to see whether the constructs were organised in a hierarchy and
whether connections were made across categories. Honess found that as children
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grow older they show an increase in construct system differentiation as well as in

system organisation and integration.

Two studies have been reported that are relevant to the question of the determinants

of complex cognitive structures. In a study by Sechrest and Jackson (1961), the

subjects' level of cognitive complexity was found to be related to the variety of
cultural backgrounds to which they had been exposed in childhood. In another study

by Cross in 1966, parents of cognitively complex children were found to be more

likely to grant autonomy and less likely to be authoritarian than were parents of
children low in cognitive complexity. Presumably, the opportunity to examine many

different events and to have many different experiences is conducive to the

development of a complex structure. One would expect to find those children who

experience longstanding and severe threat from authoritarian parents would develop
constricted and inflexible construct systems.

Returning to the question of qualitative change, research indicates that as children

develop they become less egocentric; that is, they become less prone to view

everything in terms of themselves and are more able to take the perspective of
others. Younger children of around eight tend to describe others in the same way

they describe themselves and in terms of concrete, self-relevant activities relative to

older children around thirteen (Honess, 1979, 1980). For example, younger children

frequently describe someone in terms dependent on themselves, ('we play together',
'we go to the park together'), whereas older children either use descriptions

independent of themselves, ('he is kind'), or use self-relevant constructs that suggest
more of an exchange relationship ('she is nice to me', 'we like one another').

Development involves an increase in the ability to see things as not necessarily

being related to the self and to appreciate the construct system of others as well as
one's own (Sigel, 1981).

The Repertory Grid Technique

The Repertory Grid Technique (Rep Test) was developed out ofKelly's construct

theory and was designed to be used as a way of eliciting personal constructs. The rep

test consists of a flexible interview method that has a skeletal structure and provides
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results, which can be recorded in a grid. The first step is to identify the elements or
items extending over the range of convenience (the boundaries of phenomena that
the theory being used can cover) that are to be compared. Examples of elements

might perhaps be people, occupations or breakfast cereals. Constructs are then

obtained to provide the scales for evaluating the elements. Constructs are elicited by
the examiner picking three elements and asking the subject to indicate the way in
which two of the elements are alike and different from the third. The way in which
two of the elements are seen as alike is called the similarity pole of the construct,

while the way in which the third is different is called the contrast pole of the
construct. For example, the subject might be asked to consider three people such as

mother, father and a liked teacher. In considering the three, the subject might decide
that 'liked teacher' and 'father' are similar in that they are both outgoing, and are

different from 'mother' who is shy. Thus the construct outgoing-shy has been
formed. The subject is asked to consider other groups of three people (triads), and
with each presentation a construct is generated. A numerical entry is recorded on a

table with a row for every construct and a column for every element, recording the
value assigned to each element in terms of each construct. The completed table is
the grid.

A grid may be said to have certain essential properties: notably that the variation it
records is due to construct/element interactions; that it defines by column a

dispersion of constructs in an element space, and by row a dispersion of elements in
a construct space; that the whole of the variation is restricted to a limited number of

independent components, which can be ordered in magnitude from largest to least;
and that each component refers both to an axis in the element space and to a

corresponding axis in the construct space. In terms of these properties a systematic,
exhaustive analysis can be made of the grid.

It can be seen how the Rep test follows from Kelly's theory since it elicits people's

constructs, or ways of perceiving the world, based on their considerations of the way

in which two things are similar and different from the third. It is particularly
attractive since subjects are completely free to express how they construe the world.
At the same time however, it makes a number of important assumptions. Firstly, the
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grid assumes that the list of elements presented to the subject is representative of, in
the case of this study, important figures in the subject's life. Secondly, it is assumed

that the constructs that are verbalised by the subject are indeed, the ones used to

construe the world. In turn, this assumes that the subjects can verbalise their
constructs and that they feel free to report them in the testing situation. Finally, it is
assumed that the words the subjects use in naming their constructs are adequate to

give the examiner an understanding of how they have organised their past events
and how they anticipate the future.

Critical Evaluation ofKelly's theory

Kelly's theory can be viewed as primarily a cognitive theory in its emphasis on the

ways individuals receive and process information about the world and in the use of
the Rep test as a way of determining a person's concepts. As such, Kelly's personal
construct theory falls in the direction of a cognitive view of behaviour. The

structural model, with its emphasis on constructs and the construct system,

represents a significant contribution to personality theory. The interpretation of
behaviour in terms of the individual's construing of events is a useful one in theory
and in practice. This interpretation allows one to take into consideration the unique

aspects of the beahaviour of individuals and, also, the lawfulness or regularity of
much of this behaviour.

The process view ofKelly has a number of interesting facets to it. It clearly

represents a departure from the drive-reduction, or tension reduction views ofFreud
and other theorists. In the suggestion that the individual dislikes the monotony of the

ticking clock and the threat of the completely unknown, personal construct theory is
similar to other views which suggest that the individual experiences small degrees of

variety as pleasurable and large degrees of variety or no variety at all as

unpleasurable. However, the process view leaves open a number of issues. The basis
for action of an individual is not really clear. For example, how does the individual
know which construct will be the best predictor? How does an individual know
which end of the construct (similarity or contrast) to use? Also, what determines the
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individual's response to invalidation? Finally, in relation to the process view, what

determines whether individuals will choose in the face of threat, to risk change in
their system or retreat into the conservative strategies of the old system? It could be

argued that this choice would be dependent on the external conditions under which a

prediction needed to be made, how critical the constructs involved were to the
construct system, and the past experiences of the individual with the language of the

hypothesis. Considerations such as these are involved in Kelly's conceptualisation
of the process of therapy and construct change, but they are not made explicit

enough for the purpose of research.

Additional criticisms ofKelly's theory include the relative neglect of certain areas

such as human feelings and emotions. Despite efforts to come to grips with this area

of human emotions (McCoy, 1981), many interpretations within the context of

personal construct theory seem strained and on the whole, human emotions remain
an area outside of its range of convenience.

While there has been considerable investigation of personal construct systems, there
remains little evidence, that measures of these systems are related to overt behaviour

(Crockett, 1982; Duck, 1982). The theory would certainly suggest that this is the

case, but evidence is needed. Finally, significant problems remain with Kelly's

theory of motivation. As noted, Kelly failed to be specific about the basis for many
decisions people make in relation to the functioning of their construct systems. To
address this it appears that more traditional views ofmotivation have entered into
the discussion by personal construct theorists. For example, the suggestion is made
that people do not like boredom or surprise (Mancuso & Adams-Webber, 1982).

However, emphasis on intermediate degrees of novelty or stimulation has typically
been associated with pleasure, reinforcement, or hedonic theories of motivation. It is
also important to note how such an emphasis on emotion or pleasure enters into the
clinical discussion. For example, Landfield (1982), suggests that a person chooses
that end of a construct that is positively valued.

To summarise, personal construct theory has both strengths and limitations. The

biggest shortcoming of the theory appears to be that 'there is little criticism of
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Kelly's original ideas, which tended to be treated as revealed truths' (Schneider,

1982).

Personal constructs and parenting

In relation to the study of parenting Kelly's theory would suggest that we learn to be

parents by 'observing patterns of events' from our interactions with our own parents,

extended family and perhaps less so, friends of the family who are parents. Thus a

subsystem of personal constructs about parenting would guide future interactions
with our children, based on our own experience of being parented. Kelly's view that

parents implicit theories (constructs) about what it means to be a parent are guided

by their own experiences as a child is substantiated by Belsky (1984), who suggests

that 'the model of parental functioning being developed assumes that linkages
between parents' psychological well-being and their parental functioning may be
traced back, at least to some extent to the experiences parents had while growing

up'.

Three distinct sets of data illuminate such a relationship between developmental

history and parenting. Literature on child abuse furnishes the first set, by

underscoring an association between experience ofmistreatment in one's own

childhood and mistreatment of one's own children (Belsky, 1978, 1980; Parke &

Collmer, 1975). The second set of data linking developmental history and parenting

derives from the study of depression, which indicates that the stressful experience of

separation from parent as a child is not only a risk factor in the etiology of this
affective disturbance (Brown & Harris, 1978), but is also related to difficulties in

caring for young children ( Frommer & O'Shea, 1973a, 1973b) and, probably as a

consequence, to less than optimal functioning on the part of the child (Hall, Pawlby,
& Wolkind, 1980). Finally research on fathering reveals that both high levels of

paternal involvement in one's own childhood (Manion, 1977; Reuter & Biller, 1973;

Sagi, 1982) and low levels of paternal involvement (Detrain, 1979; Eiduson &

Alexander, 1978), forecast high levels of involvement in the care of one's own
children. A possible explanation of this apparent inconsistency may be found in the
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processes of identification and male personality development, (Bronfenbrenner,

1960). Fathers who are warm, nurturant and involved, probably rear sons who

identify with and model them, whereas noninvolved fathers, who in all likelihood

generate a weak identification and a low probability of being modeled, perhaps
stimulate a compensatory process that later prompts sons to parent in a manner

expressly opposite that of their own fathers.

Segraves (1982) has attempted to employ Kelly's theory of personal constructs to
chronic marital discord. Segraves writes that from the perspective of marriage, one's
behaviour toward one's spouse is partially a function of one's perception of the

spouse's behaviour, which is related to past experience, learned from previous close

relationships with the opposite sex and from observation of the marriage in the

family of origin and partially a function of the spouse's actual behaviour which in

part maybe provoked. Seagraves argues that spouse's form abstractions about

relationships- whether one calls these abstractions, personal constructs,

personifications, schemata, introject, or transference, doesn't matter. What does
matter is that these ideas serve to influence future perceptions. Thus, personal
constructs are concepts that are co-determined by memory, imagination, and

perception of current reality, which organise one's approach to personal

relationships. Segraves extends Kelly's theory to marriage by suggesting that marital
discord is a consequence of a few simple, rigid, personal constructs. He adds that

spouses in a disturbed marriage show a tendency to construe the spouse erroneously
as similar to past figures of the opposite sex. These spouses have a relative paucity
of personal constructs relevant to understanding members of the opposite sex, as

well as habitual cognitive structure that is low in cognitive complexity- often
described as traits such as being rigid, insensitive, opinionated, or stubborn. These

spouses ignore the subtleties of the complex interactions because of a need to reduce

ambiguity, uncertainty, and inconsistency. Segrave suggests that intimacy can only
occur when partners have many, complex, flexible, personal constructs.

Segraves approach to marriage can be applied to parenting in that parents who are

having difficulties in the parenting of their children may be reliant on a limited
number of rigid personal constructs which he or she is unable to modify in the light
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of later experience. Problems created when people attempt to hold onto their faulty
construct systems include, problems in the ways in which constructs are applied to

new events, problems in the ways in which constructs are used to make predictions,
and problems in the ways in which the overall system is organised.

As previously mentioned the opportunity to examine many different events and to
have many different experiences is conducive to the development of a cognitively

complex personal construct structure. Bieri (1955), looked at the structural aspects
of the personal construct system in his study of cognitive complexity. Bieri

designated the degree to which a construct system is broken down (levels in the

hierarchy) or differentiated as reflecting the system's cognitive complexity-

simplicity. A cognitively complex system contains many constructs and provides for
considerable differentiation in perception of phenomena. A cognitively simple

system contains few constructs and provides for poor differentiation in perception of

phenomena. A cognitively complex person sees people in a differentiated way-as

having a variety of qualities, whereas a cognitively simple person sees people in an

undifferentiated way-even to the extent of using only one construct (for example in

parenting a parent may only see the child as good, or bad).

Using a modified repertory grid test (see method section for a description of this
measurement technique), Bieri (1955) compared cognitively complex and

cognitively simple subjects in relation to their accuracy in predicting the behaviour
of others and in relation to their ability to discriminate between themselves and
others. As predicted, it was found that cognitively complex subjects were more

accurate in predicting the behaviour of others than were the cognitively simple

subjects. Furthermore, cognitively complex subjects were more able to recognise
differences between themselves and others. Presumably the greater number of
constructs available to complex subjects allows for both greater accuracy and

greater potential for recognition of differences.

Kelly defines any disordered functioning of a construct system in terms of

psychopathology. A poor scientist is one who retains a theory and makes the same

predictions despite repeated research failures. 'From the standpoint of the
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psychology of personal constructs we may define a disorder as any personal
construction which is used repeatedly in spite of consistent invalidation' (Kelly

1955). Kelly suggests that at the root of this rigid adherence to a construct system

are anxiety, fear and threat. Kelly stated that one could construe human behaviour as

being directed away from ultimate anxiety. Feelings of anxiety may be experienced

by an individual when events outside the range of convenience of his or her
construct system appear to require changes in the core structure; or feelings of guilt
when he or she finds themselves embarked on a course of action inconsistent with it.

Psychological disorders are according to Kelly, disorders involving anxiety and

faulty efforts to re-establish the sense of being able to anticipate events.

To relate Kelly's model to parenting it could be suggested that a breakdown in the

parent -child relationship might be due to the parents cognitive simplicity due to

inadequate experiences of being parented themselves as a child. These limited

experiences result in the parent having only a few fairly rigid constructs to draw on

and despite obvious difficulties with dealing with their children they are unable to

adapt these constructs, as Kelly would predict. Kelly would also suggest that parents
who find themselves in this situation may experience some anxiety. This anxiety
would result from the difficulties within the parent-child relationship requiring

changes in the parents core construct system and thereby challenging the parent's

implicit theories about parenting.

An alternative theoretical model of the factors which lead to parenting difficulties

Attachment Theory

Bowlby (1984) pl27, describes attachment as ' the propensity of human beings to
make strong affectional bonds to particular others' and as a way of conceptualising
'the many forms of emotional distress and personality disturbance, including

anxiety, anger, depression and emotional attachment, to which unwilling separation
and loss give rise'. Numerous studies have shown that disruptions in attachment

relationships between children and their caregivers or the development of insecure
attachment patterns lead to long term difficulties in behaviour. Insecure attachment
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in infancy has been found to predict subsequent behavioural problems, impulse
control problems, conflicts and struggles with care givers and seriously problematic

peer relationships (Sroufe, 1983; Lewis et al, 1984; Erikson et al 1985; Troy &

Sroufe, 1987; Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 1990). Insecure attachments have also been

identified as a risk factor for later adult psychopathology (Lyons-Ruth et al, 1993).

Studies by Mary Ainsworth and colleagues in 1978 developed a classification

system for distinguishing whether a child is securely attached to his/her main

caregiver. This classification system involved the use of the 'strange situation'
which consists of a standardised sequence of very brief separations and reunions
between a mother and her one year old infant. The infant's responses on being

separated and then reunited with their mothers were recorded and fell into the

following classifications. Secure attachment in where the child protests when

separated from parent which continues on her return, but is easily pacified and soon

returns to exploratory play, the child appears confident that the parent will be

available, responsive and helpful should they encounter adverse situations.
Insecure/avoidant where the child does not protest much on separation and hovers

warily nearby, the child is unable to play freely on the parents return, the child

appears to have no confidence that when he seeks care he will be responded to

helpfully, he or she expects to be rebuffed so tries to become emotionally self-
sufficient. Insecure/ambivalent where the child protests when the parent disappears
but cannot be pacified by her return, clinging and anxious about exploring and
uncertain whether the parent will be available or responsive when called upon.

Insecure/disorganised where the child freezes on separation and seems unable to

sustain any organised pattern of behaviour.

Explicit in attachment theory has been the notion that an individual's pattern of
attachment is dependent a large part on experiences with the attachment figure in

early childhood. Measures of infant and adult internal representations of attachment
have refined this assertion by testing the hypothesis that adults' current perspective
on their own childhood relationship history is predictive of their own child's
attachment to them.
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The Adult Attachment Interview was developed by Main and colleagues (1985) as a

tool for assessing parents 'state ofmind' with regard to their attachment figures. The

subjects are taken through a semi-structured interview, which opens up questions

related to their childhood and the quality of their relationship to their parents or

caregivers. The interviews are taped and rated along eight scales: loving relationship
with mother; loving relationship with father; role reversal with parents; quality of

recall; anger with parents; idealisation of relationships; derogation of relationships;
and coherence of narrative. The subjects can then be classified in four

categories:autonomous-secure; dismissing-detached; preoccupied-entangled and

unresolved-disorganised.

To date, a number of investigations have examined the concordance between adult

and infant attachment using the Adult Attachment Interview (Main et al 1985) and
the Strange Situation. Concordance is defined as the following pairings of parents
and infants: parents classified autonomous (valuing of attachment relationships),
with infants classified as secure; parents classified as dismissing (minimise the

importance of attachment relationships), with infants classified as avoidant; parents
classified as preoccupied (present highly incoherent narratives about childhood,
either confused and passive thinking or unmodulated anger or fear about their

relationships) with infants classified as resistant. Finally parents classified as

unresolved (include irrational beliefs, excessive fear or guilt, inability to stay with
the topic or other indications of unresolved traumatic experiences) with infants
classified as disorganised. Studies in which the Adult Attachment Interview was

administered concurrently or following the Strange Situation have found
concordance rates of about 69-75% (Main & Goldwyn, in press; Ainsworth &

Eichberg, 1992; Zeanah et al., 1993).

Fonagy, Steele & Steele (1992) reported on a prospective study. They administered
the Adult Attachment Interview to prospective parents during pregnancy and found
that the results predicted infant attachment pattern in the Strange Situation at age

one with 70% accuracy. The results showed that 73% of insecure infants had
insecure mothers and only 20% of secure infants had insecure mothers, while 80%

of secure mothers had secure infants. The influence of fathers appeared to be less;

15



82% of secure fathers had secure infants but 50% of insecure fathers still had secure

infants

Bowlby (1973), also notes the transmission of attachment patterns across

generations 'children tend to identify with parents and therefore to adopt, when they
become parents, the same patterns of behaviour towards children that they
themselves have experienced during their own childhood, patterns of interaction are

transmitted, more or less faithfully from one generation to another'.

Attachment theory therefore holds a common view with Kelly's personal construct

theory that parent's own experiences of being parented are of paramount importance
in subsequent relationships with their own children. It could be argued that
intervention would therefore be best targeted at breaking this intergenerational

cycle.

What factors contribute to a breakdown in the parent-child relationship?

Given that serious parenting problems show some intergenerational continuity it is

important to determine which features of parenting are involved in such continuities.
A study ofmothers with children recently admitted into care showed their patterns
of child rearing to be substantially different from those of the general population

comparison group (Quinton & Rutter, 1984a, b). Specifically, they were more

insensitive and negative, demonstrating less warmth towards their children. Their

discipline attempts were frequently both ineffective and inconsistent. The mothers
of children admitted into care had often experienced seriously adverse family
conditions in their own childhoods, and significantly more of them had at some time
been taken into care themselves.

Dowdney et al. (1985), carried out a study to follow -up children who had been in
children's homes in 1964. The aim of the study was to investigate the ' Nature and

qualities of parenting by women raised in institutions' The fact that these women
had experienced serious difficulties in their own upbringing suggested that there was

likely to be some intergenerational continuity in factors associated with parenting.
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The children had been admitted to institutional care because their parents could not

cope with child-rearing rather than because of any type of disturbed behaviour
shown by the children themselves. The ex-care group were contrasted with a quasi-
random group from the general population of the same age, who had never been
admitted into care, who had lived as children with their families in the same general
area of inner London as the 'care sample' and whose behaviour at school had been

assessed at approximately the same age by means of the same questionnaire.
Assessments included a semi-structured interview with the subjects and
observational assessment of parenting (2x2hours).

Results revealed serious breakdowns in parenting only in the 'care sample', nearly
one-fifth had had children taken into care for fostering or placement in a childrens

home, and there had been one case of infanticide. Just over one-third had

experienced some form of transient or permanent parenting breakdown with at least
one of their children; this occurred with none of the comparison group. In most

cases the women had left their children to the care of others because they could not

cope with the demands of life as they faced them at the time, rather than because the
children had been compulsorily removed as a result of gross neglect or physical
abuse. It could be argued that in the face of social adversity any number of parents

may resort to help from friends or relatives to aide them in the care of their children
and consequently that the above example is not in fact a breakdown in parenting, but
instead an acknowledgement by the parents or an insight that they are in need of

assistance, which would be wholly appropriate.

From the interview information collected, Dowdney and colleagues were able to
derive overall 'good', 'medium' and 'poor' categories of current parenting style,
based upon a mother's level of expressed warmth, her effectiveness and consistency
of control, maternal sensitivity and handling of the child's anxieties and fears. 'Poor'

parenting was rated if there was a marked lack ofwarmth to the child or low

sensitivity to a child's needs and difficulties in at least two out of the three areas of

disciplinary control (consistency, effectiveness or style). Conversely 'good'

parenting was rated if there were no difficulties on any scales of current parenting.
An intermediate ranking indicated some current problems.
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Over two-fifths of the ex-care mothers had a current rating of poor parenting

compared with one in ten of the comparison group. Nearly one-third (31%) of the

ex-care group however, showed good parenting, a rating made on just less than half
of the comparison group. It is clear that in spite of the fact that all of the ex-care

group had experienced an institutional rearing for part of their childhood's and that
most had experienced poor parenting when with their own families, there was great

heterogeneity of outcome in the ex-care sample, with a substantial minority showing

good parenting. It is evident that a surprisingly high proportion (just over half), of
the comparison group mothers also showed some problems in parenting, although
far fewer showed severe difficulties.

Information from the observational measures was combined to provide, for each

mother, an overall assessment of the quality of her parenting. For this purpose the
two groups were pooled. Seven aspects of parenting quality were chosen on the
basis of concepts of parenting that are most important for children's socio-emotional

development. These comprised control and distress issues, maternal affective tone,

play interaction, and aspects ofmaternal sensitivity and responsivity. Preliminary

analysis enabled individual mothers to be rated on each one of the seven

dimensions, and for the scores to be ranked. The rankings on each measure were

then divided into quartiles. Difficulties in parenting were defined in terms of being
in the extreme quartiles for low positive affect, high negative affect, high frequency
of child distress, high frequency of control episodes, high number of child

initiations, high proportion of child initiations ignored and low frequency ofjoint

play. An overall assessment of problems in parenting was obtained by summing for
each mother, the number of dimensions on which she was ranked in the quartile that
reflected the greatest 'difficulty'.

A comparison of the two groups on these dimensions indicated that a higher

proportion of the ex-care women were experiencing more difficulties. A third fell
into the lowest quartile on at least four out of the seven areas of parenting. This was

not the case for any mother in the comparison group. Conversely, over two-thirds

(71%) of the comparison group ofmothers had parenting qualities which placed
them in the top quartile on at least one of the measures; this was true for only one in
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nine of the ex-care sample. The difference between the groups was significant (p<

0.01).

Dowdney et al highlight two major issues with regards to these findings. Firstly the

question concerning the extent to which the parenting difficulties experienced by the
ex-care sample are set in the broader context of psychosocial adversities. Secondly,
the issue of the different findings detected by the two different methods of data

collection, i.e., interview and observation. This second issue is pertinent to the

present study as both an interview-type method of data collection was used as well

as observational type data collection in order to address the problem of different
measures giving differing pictures of the mother's changes in parenting, a
correlation between the two measures would be predicted should a change in

personal construing be detected. With regards to psychosocial functioning,
individual measures of current status showed marked differences between the two

samples. Twenty six percent of the ex-care group had currently handicapping

psychiatric disorders, the great majority of which consisted of long-standing

personality problems. Only 7% of the comparison group had a psychiatric condition
and none of them was rated as having a handicapping personality disorder. In

addition, criminality, broken cohabitation, marital discord and substantial

difficulties in love/sex relationships were substantially more frequent in the ex-care

group.

Dowdney et al compared the overall measures of psychosocial functioning with the

parenting measures taken which placed the mothers into good, intermediate and

poor categories. The results showed that parenting difficulties need not be a

consequence of overall psychosocial impairment. However there does appear to be
an association between these two measures. For example there were very few ex-

care women with poor parenting but a good psychosocial outcome on non-parenting
measures (3/42), and scarcely any with good parenting but a poor psychosocial
outcome (2/24).

Dowdney et al draw the conclusion that taken as a whole, the assessments of

parenting suggest both positive and negative outcomes. Firstly their findings did not
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suggest that the institutional rearing had commonly resulted in any general
emotional deficit. A few of the ex-care women were low in expressed warmth but
the great majority were both affectionate to their children and actively involved with
them. Moreover, the evidence did not suggest any gross defect in parenting skills nor
did it indicate that cruelty or punitiveness were other than infrequent occurrences.

Dowdney et al suggest that the ex-care women should not be regarded as generally

rejecting or neglectful, however there were important differences between the two

groups. The ex-care women were much more likely to show insensitivity to their

children, they were more prone to exhibit irritability and to use frequent smacking.

Discipline was more likely to be ineffective and there was a trend for there to be less

play with their children in activities that relied on the children's initiative and

independence. The overall picture from the data, Dowdney et al. suggest is that the
ex-care women were concerned and trying to parent well but that they were not

particularly skillful or adept in picking up their children's cues or in responding to
their children's needs in ways that circumvented difficulties through an appropriate

recognition of the best way to sort out problems, rather than just to provide
immediate control.

Dowdney et al's study provides a comprehensive overview of the subtle differences
in the parenting styles ofwomen raised primarily in institutions and a comparison

group who were parented at home. These results would indicate, according to Kelly
that the type of parenting skills that the ex-care mothers are exhibiting are directly a

result of their experiences in the institutional setting. It could be hypothesised that

perhaps these women were shown ample warmth and affection as they are able to

convey this to their own children but that their experience of problem solving was

less helpful, hence leaving them with few other constructs, due to their restricted

experiences, on how to deal with their children's demands. In relation to the

comparison group Dowdney and colleagues appear to have attempted to match the

demographic variables of the two groups as closely as possible in order to provide a

reliable source of comparison. However there is mention of the comparison group

being tested as children with the Rutter 'B' scale ( Rutter, 1967), which the ex-care

sample were also tested with in a previous study at the same age. The authors do not
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specify why they considered it important that the two samples should have both
been tested on the 'B' scale which is a measure children's behaviour.

As well as establishing what factors in parenting have potentially negative effects on

children's development, it is equally important to establish the specific dimensions
of parenting that are most crucial to children's optimal development. There is
reasonable consensus as to the specific dimensions of these parenting skills (
Harman & Brim, 1980; Pringle, 1974; Rutter, 1975). They are thought to include,

sensitivity to children's cues and a responsiveness to the differing needs at different

developmental stages; in social problem solving and coping skills; in knowing how
to play and talk with children; and in the use of disciplinary techniques that are
effective in the triple sense of bringing about the desired child behaviour, doing so

in a way that results in harmony and increasing the child's self-control.

The efficacy of interventions for enhancing parent-child relationships

Sutton (1992), examined the efficacy of training parents in different methods of
child management, using social learning theory/ behavioural principles. Thirty-seven

pre-school children were allocated to one of four methods of parent training: group,
home visit, telephone or waiting list/ delayed intervention control. Assessment,

which constituted completion of questionnaires by the parents, conducted pre and

post intervention and at twelve to eighteen months follow-up indicated clinical

improvement for all three of the active intervention conditions compared to the

waiting list control. There were no significant differences between the three active
conditions either at post intervention or follow -up. Unfortunately there was no

independent observation of behavioural change rated by people other than the

parents, thereby giving a rather subjective view of improvement, however, the
results from this study were wholly in line with the findings from other research

(Patterson, Reid, Jones and Conger, 1975; Atkeson & Forehand, 1978). This latter
review examined 24 studies of behavioural parent training, in many ofwhich,
effects were measured by parent questionnaires, parent-recorded frequency of child
behaviour problems, and by the frequency of child-behaviour problems as measured
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by independent observers. There was substantial convergence of evidence that
behavioural training had led to an improvement in child behaviour.

The development of the Mellow Parenting approach

The studies cited above which were reviewed by Atkeson & Forehand were

primarily concerned with teaching parents behavioural methods ofmanaging their
children's unruly behaviour. As discussed at length in this introduction parenting has
been shown to be intergenerationally transmitted i.e. the quality of parental care the
infant is given is dependent on the quality of parenting the parent has received.

Consequently it would appear imperative to address fundamental relationship or

attachment ofmother and child in order that this cycle of poor parenting can be
broken. Admittedly improvements in children's behaviour can improve relationships
between mother and child, however this still does not alter the mothers construing of
how to parent her child based on her own experience. Merely teaching behavioural
methods of control seems not to be addressing the core problem which according to

Kelly would be the parents rigid set of personal constructs.

The Mellow Parenting approach is based on a multi dimensional model of parenting

developed during a study ofNEWPIN, volunteer befriending project aimed at

helping mothers in a deprived inner city area (Cox, Puckering, Pound, Mills and

Owen, 1990). In the NEWPIN project, trained volunteers visited families who were

referred to the project by health visitors, social workers or other agencies because of
maternal depression or isolation, child behaviour problems and concern about

parenting. Observational measures ofmother-child interactions were rated on six
dimensions of parenting as derived by the research team. These dimensions were

autonomy, anticipation, warmth and stimulation, cooperation, emotional
containment and distress, and control. The dimensions were validated

experimentally and revealed coherent interrelationships and a correspondence with
child behaviour problems. Cox et al.( 1990) who evaluated the Newpin project
concluded that it was very effective in improving women's self-esteem, depression
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and social isolation, however parenting changed less than expected as measured by
the coded observational system.

Following on from the Newpin project the Mellow Parenting approach was

developed as a 4 month intervention package for mothers with parenting difficulties

(Puckering et al. 1994). The group was first piloted at the Alloa Family Centre. The

philosophy of the group was based on respect for the individuality of the women and
their experiences, and their expert knowledge of their children. Mutual support and

partnership in problem solving was emphasised, thereby moving away from the

'expert' model as it was as likely that another mother might propose a possible
solution to a problem as the staff.

The format of the group programme involved three main elements:

1.The mothers group (90 minutes)

In the morning, mothers attend a psychotherapy group run by two professionals
while the children are looked after in a creche. The main aim of the group is to

provide a forum for discussing the links between the mothers' own experiences in

childhood and their current parenting experiences.

2. Lunch and activity period. Parent/child interaction (60 minutes + 60 minutes).

At lunchtime, staff, mothers and children prepare food and eat together. After lunch
mothers are invited to join in a practical activity with their child which may be basic
art and craft or a game, staff are available to prompt and assist mothers but overall
this time is for mothers to be involved with their children and enjoy their company.

3.Video feedback group.

This group is spent discussing topics based on the six dimensions of parenting
mentioned earlier ( autonomy, anticipation, warmth, and stimulation, co-operation,
emotional containment of distress and control). This is done with worksheets,
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videos of interactions taken at home and specific examples from the lunch and

activity session.

Mothers are encouraged to try out solutions to their difficulties as 'homework' and

report back to the group.

A clear commitment to working on strengths is expected and mothers are

encouraged to support and help each other with ideas and suggestions. The

professionals involved are there to run the group but not to be seen as a source of

expert advice.

The Mellow Parenting group was evaluated using three outcome measures. These
included (a) observational data from pre and post-group videotapes; (b) anonymous

feedback of self-report measures; and (c) registration and de-registration from the
Child Protection Register. The pre and post videotapes were coded using a reduced
version of the Newpin Coding System (Cox et al., 1990), the following codes being
chosen to cover a range of interactions.

1. Facilitate before caretake (anticipation dimension). The mother takes some

action, which might be a distraction or warning or provision of information, before

providing care to the child.

2. Mother's positive affect (warmth and stimulation dimension). All instances of

positive tone, physical affection or praise.

3. Mother's negative affect (emotional containment). All instances of negative tone,

smacking or rough treatment, or criticism.

4. Mother link-child follow (warmth and stimulation dimension). Mother makes a

cognitive extension to the child's current focus of interest to which the child

responds. For example, the child is looking at peas on his plate and mother counts
them for him. Fie then repeats the numbers.

5. Autonomy (autonomy dimension). The mother asks the child about his/her

preferences ('Do you want sauce on your chips?') or monitors the child's activity

closely (mother waits, holding a spoonful of food in front of the baby, until he opens

his mouth), showing an awareness of the child's individuality, wishes and timing.
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In addition, three overall (five point) ratings of warmth, sensitivity and effective
control were used as a broader description of the interaction.

The results suggested that the women found the group helpful, and changed their
interactions with their children over the course of the four months. Particularly
marked changes were seen in negative affect- shouting, criticism, rough handling
and smacking. Increases in positive affect reflected increased enjoyment of being
with the child, while increases in recognition of the child as an individual and an

ability to 'tune in' successfully to his or her interests showed an increased 'child
centredness'. These changes, and the confirmatory evidence from ratings, self-report
and child protection de-registrations, suggest that the group was successful in its

aims of improving the quality of mother-child interaction.

Puckering et al. acknowledge two major methodological reservations with their

study. Firstly, the case group being quite small and not being compared to a suitable
control group and secondly the rater not being blind to the pre-post status of the
mothers when coding the videos of mother-child interaction. However, independent

ratings did confirm that the measures were as far as possible, reliably used. Also the
authors point out that detailed observation counts using pre-coded reliable

categories, as in this study are less likely to be affected by bias than more global

ratings.

The development of positive change in personal construct systems

The process of positive change is discussed by Kelly in terms of the development of
better construct systems. Kelly argues that sickness represents the continued use of
constructs in the face of consistent invalidation and that psychotherapy is the

process whereby clients are assisted in improving their predictions. In

psychotherapy, clients are trained to be better scientists. Psychotherapy is according
to Kelly, a process of reconstming-a process of reconstruction of the construct

system. This means that some constructs need to be replaced, some new ones need
to be added; some need to be added; some need to be tightened, while others are
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loosened; and some need to be made more permeable, while others are made less

permeable.

According to Kelly's theory, three conditions exist that are favourable to the

formation of new constructs. Firstly, there must be an atmosphere of

experimentation. Constructs in the true scientific tradition are seen as being 'tried
on for size' (Kelly 1955. Psychotherapy is a form of experimentation. In therapy,
constructs (hypotheses) are developed, experiments are performed, and hypotheses
are revised on the basis of empirical evidence. By being permissive and responsive,

by providing the client with the tools of experimentation, and by encouraging the
client to make hypotheses, the therapist assists in the development of the client as a

scientist.

The second key condition for change is the provision of new elements. Conditions
favourable to change include new elements that are relatively unbound by old
constructs. The therapy room is a ' protected environment' in which new elements
can be recognised and confronted. Therapists themselves represent a new element in
relation to which their clients can start to develop new constructs. Along with this
the therapist provides the third condition for change, making validating data
available. Kelly argues that knowledge of results facilitates learning and that given a

supportive atmosphere and the permeable aspects of the construct system,
invalidation does lead to change (Bieri, 1953; Poch, 1952). The therapist provides
new elements in a situation in which the client will at first attempt to use old
constructs. It is the therapist's task to share his or her own perceptions of and
reactions to the client, against which the client can check his own hypotheses: 'By

providing validating data in the form of responses to a wide variety of constructions
on the part of the client, some of them quite loose, fanciful, or naughty, the clinician

gives the client an opportunity to validate constructs, an opportunity which is not

normally available to him' (Kelly, 1955).
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Measuring changes in personal constructs following intervention.

'One of the most attractive features of the repertory grid technique from the
clinician's point of view is that it provides a quantifiable test of hypotheses

concerning data which are not readily measurable by more traditional standardized
instruments (such as questionnaires)', Caine & Smail (1969) pi305. This opinion

appears to be widely held by proponents of the repertory grid technique. An example
of such a situation would be where the psychologist wishes to measure change in a

person's construing of his/her world before and after psychological intervention.

A number of studies have examined personal constructs before and after different
forms of therapy and some have looked at life event transitions and how these affect

personal construing. Clarke & Llewelyn (1994) investigated changes in personal

constructs ofwomen undergoing cognitive analytical therapy. The women featured
in the study were all survivors of childhood sexual abuse and the focus of this study
was to explore the effectiveness of the relatively new form of therapeutic

intervention, cognitive analytical therapy in addressing the concept of re-
victimisation. Clarke and Llewelyn refer to Harter, Alexander & Neimeyer (1988) as

explanation of why re-victimisation might occur. Harter et al in their study of re-

victimisation suggest that all children develop implicit theories of their own
behaviour and relationships with others which are used to predict and understand
both their own behaviour and that of others. Effective interaction with others they

suggest depends on the existence of adequate communality between their own views
of the world and those held by others. Harter et al also suggest that developing this
shared view, and hence ability to predict and interact with others, is especially

problematic for a child when abuse has occurred. This is because the demands of

secrecy, usually made by the abuser, mean that the child is unable to explore or even

comment on contradictions between what is said and what is done. Consequently the
child is unable to modify, develop and mature her construal system concerning

personal relationships. A major consequence of these constraints may be that the
child is forced to rely on a very limited set of construct relationships, and is unable
to modify them in the light of later experience.
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Clarke and Llewelyn's investigation tested the exploratory hypothesis that the

personal constructs of the women in the study were amenable to modification

through the use of cognitive analytical therapy. Repertory grids were undertaken
before and after therapy and the women also completed other standardised

assessments, including the Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, Rush, Shaw & Emery,

1979), the Symptom Checklist-90R (Derogatis, Lipman & Covi, 1973), the

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) and the Jehu Belief Inventory

(Jehu, 1988). Results showed that the main differences between the grids
administered before and after therapy concerned self-perception, as the difference
between self and ideal selfwas reduced for all the women who completed both

grids. There were also fewer positive correlations between the way the offender
related to child self, and the way that men in general were construed as relating to

the adult self. However few other differences were found pre and post therapy
between the ways in which most relationships were construed or how men in

general were construed. Clarke and Llewelyn comment that the overall results

provide support for their hypothesis that abuse forms a central component of the

relationships of their clients, and continued to do so after termination of therapy.

They add that although the number of subjects used was small (7), 'the likelihood of
a recurrence of re-victimisation remains significant when the client's construal of

relationships has been so markedly influenced by an early and damaging experience
of an abusive relationship, that many subsequent relationships appear to be cast in
this mould'.

Results on all of the psychometric measures taken showed a positive outcome for

cognitive analytical therapy and demonstrated improvement over the course of

therapy for the women. Before therapy, the General Severity Index (GSI) of the

SCL-90R, of four of the women was at least one standard deviation above the

normative mean for a psychiatric out-patient sample (Derogatis et al., 1973).

Following therapy, this fell below the mean for two patients but remained above the
mean for the other two clients. This general improvement was confirmed by the BDI
and Rosenberg self-esteem scores. Two women who had lower levels of initial
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distress showed a slight symptomatic improvement and more marked gains in their
self-esteem scores.

Clarke & Llewelyn's study provides interesting results with regards to the different

findings revealed by the repertory grids and the other standardised assessments. It

highlights that although patients may report on a more behavioural level an

improvement of their symptoms, for example when answering set questions on a

questionnaire, these changes may not extend to the persons implicit understanding
of the world. Also the intensely idiographic nature of the grid makes the problem of

validity complex, since constructs may be understood in different ways by different

people, thereby making it difficult to know whether the interpretation of the grids is
correct and meaningful. An interesting adjunct to this study might have been to use a

comparison sample of patients with obsessional type problems. These patients have
showed similar resistance to change in their obsessional problems as compared with
other aspects of psychological functioning, measured over a five year period

following intensive psychotherapy (Caine and Smail, 1969).

Ryle& Lunghi (1969), also attempted to measure change in a single patients
construct system following brief analytically orientated psychotherapy for marital

problems. Their paper presents an account of repertory grid testing on three

occasions, once before therapy, once during therapy and once after termination. The
Middlesex Hospital Questionnaire (M.H.Q.), (Crown & Crisp, 1966), which

provides a symptom profile, and the Eysenck Personality Inventory (E.P.I.),

(Eysenck & Eysenck, 1964), were also administered to the patient before and after
treatment. Ryle & Lunghi made predictions with regard to the movement of

elements, in this case people. They predicted a diminution in the distance elements
such as mother and self and self and ideal self. Basically therefore, they predicted
that as the patient explored the most influential relationships in her life and came to

have a better understanding of her behaviour her construing of these relationships
would change and consequently alter the nature of her relations with her mother,
father and husband. Also as the patient came to have a better understanding of
herself this would free her to move closer to her own ideal of how she would like to

be as a person. Results showed that following therapy many constructs showed
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considerable shifts and change occurred as the authors of the study had predicted.
Also the patient's scores on the M.H.Q. and the E.P.I, confirmed considerable

change had occurred. The patients score on the E.P.I, changed by ten points, initially

falling into the psychiatric patient range on the first testing and following therapy
her score fell into the normal range.

Slater (1969), would suggest that the strength in Ryle & Lunghi's paper lies in the
fact that it is a single case study. He suggests that there are unique advantages of

grid technique when studying individual cases which can be lost when attempting to
make comparisons between a number of grids. Slater argues that statistical tests

designed for nomothetic purposes tend to give meaningless results when applied

uncritically to the idiographic data in a grid. Therefore the conclusion would be to

examine grids individually to ensure that as much as possible is discovered about
the subjects personal construct system and that nothing is lost in an equivalence
between it and any other. With regards to Ryle and Lunghi's comparison of the

changes in the subjects personal construing and the changes in the M.H.Q. and the

E.P.I., the authors do not provide a rationale as to why these particular measures
were chosen as measures of change. This point also applies to the Clarke and

Llewelyn study, described above. It is clear that both sets of authors were attempting
to establish that change had been affected due to therapy, however it appears that
the personal construct grids and questionnaires may be measuring different aspects
of change within the subjects as there is a marked difference in the findings of the
measures. It has been argued that repertory grids can give information about the

perceptual, interpersonal and intrapsychic domains of a person's personality and can

avoid the problem of obscuration of individual intrapsychic processes that can occur
with the collection of data by other psychometric measures.

Ryle & Breen (1974) studied the changing personal constructs of students

completing a masters degree in social work. The authors comment that during the
course it is hoped that the students will begin to acquire a sense of professional

identity and will be able to go some way towards recognising, and perhaps

modifying those aspects of their personalities and ways of relating to others which

might interfere with their capacity to see their clients and colleagues clearly and
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respond to them appropriately. They acknowledge that no two-year course can hope
to complete these changes, but that it would be of value to judge more accurately
how far they have been achieved. A form of repertory grid, the Dyad Grid (Ryle &

Lunghi, 1970) was used in his study in which the elements of the test are the

relationships of one person to another. Sixteen unipolar constructs were supplied
which were selected on the basis of previous pilot studies and which represent a

range ofjudgements relevant to the relationships under consideration. Each student

completed a dyad grid within three months of starting the course. To do this, each of
the dyadic relationships was rated on seven point scales against all the constructs;

the resulting grid was analysed on the standard Ingrid programme (Slater 1969).
Fourteen students completed the same procedure on two subsequent occasions.
Results from this study revealed that in most cases individual change, as recorded in
the grid re-tests, was in a direction indicating at least partial resolution of problems.
In the case of the constructs 'behaves professionally towards', which it might be

expected would change during the course, in fact showed the highest stability of any
construct. The authors comment that constructs referring to stronger affects more

changeable than those referring to more role-defined interactions. These findings

may prove pertinent to the present study as parenting is defined as both a role and
involves strong emotional reactions.

Aims of present study

To examine the changes in personal construing and the dispersion of the self and
other significant people in this system in mothers who have completed the Mellow

Parenting programme and compare these results with grids taken from mothers who
have not completed the group, (control group). Correlations between changes in

personal constructs, reports ofParenting Daily Hassles and observational measures
of improved mother-child interaction will be examined within the intervention

group.
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Hypotheses

1. Change in the personal constructs of the mothers completing the Mellow

Parenting group will be observed whereas no change will be observed in the

personal constructs of the mothers in the control group.

2. The pattern of personal constructs of the mothers will become more fluid, (less

rigid), as the Mellow Parenting group will provide favourable conditions for the

provision of new constructs.

3. Changes in the distances between the mother's construction of themselves (actual

self) and other elements (people) in the construct space will be observed in the
mother's who have completed the Mellow Parenting groups.

4. Change in the mother's personal constructs will be mirrored by changes in reports

of the frequency and intensity of daily hassles experienced as a result of parenting.

5. Observational measures in the form of video recording will show an improvement
in mother-child interaction.

Method

Participants

Eighteen women participated in the current study, of these eighteen, eight

completed the Mellow Parenting Group and ten acted as controls whilst on the

waiting list.

Participants were women who had been referred to the Mellow Parenting group by
one of three agencies. The three agencies involved in the referral process were
social work, child mental health services and educational establishments which

included four special nurseries funded jointly by social work and education

voluntary agencies. Criteria for referral to the Mellow Parenting group included one

of the following:

a) The child being on the Child Protection Register,

and/or
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b) Persistent or recurrent violence between adults in the household,

and/or

c) The main caretaker has persistent difficulty in his/her relationship with the child

(e.g. lack of feeling or affection or difficulty in communicating).

The criteria for referral also had to include at least two of the following:

1) The child having behavioural or emotional difficulties of at least three months

duration (excluding children with pervasive developmental disorders).

2) The main caretaker having known psychological problems such as depressive or

anxiety states (excluding people with moderate or severe learning disabilities or

people receiving in-patient treatment).

3) The main caretaker having persistent or recurrent relationship difficulties with
their partner and/or family of origin.

4) Persistent or recurrent stress such as social isolation, overcrowding or threat of
violence.

Measures

Repertory Grid

As part of the assessment each mother was asked to complete a Repertory Grid in
order to look at her construction of parenting and of herself, an example of the type
of grid used is given below. In accordance with the usual Repertory Grid procedure,
mothers were asked to generate a list of at least six important people in their lives
which included themselves, their own mothers, a parent known to the mothers who

they considered to be a bad parent, a parent known to the mothers who they
considered to be a good parent and one other parent known to them. The mothers
were also asked to consider what they considered to be their 'ideal self/parent'. At
time 2 it was decided to split the ideal self/parent category into 'ideal self and 'ideal

parent', in order to explore whether the mothers rated these differently. Each mother
was then asked to compare in triads, ways in which these people differed and were
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alike, with particular reference to the way that they parented. With each triad a

construct was elicited, generated from the similarity and contrast poles. If the

resulting constructs did not include one which covered being able to have a life of

one's own as well as being a mother, this was suggested to the mothers. The mothers
then assigned a value to each element froml to 10 with 1 being 'not at all like this'
and 10 being 'very much like this' in terms of each construct. The completed table
therefore formed the grid. The resulting grid was analysed using Circumgrids III

(Chambers & Grice, 1986).

Example of a Repertory Grid

Constructs

T reating
kids as

their age

Spending
time with

kids

Giving in
to kids

Showing
affection

Making
time to

play

Helping them
to be

independent

Finding
time for

yourself

Self 8 10 7 10 9 10 1

Mother 4 6 10 10 5 10 10

Bad

parent

1 1 5 1 1 1 10

Good

parent

8 8 8 10 9 10 1

Another

parent

8 10 10 10 10 10 1

Ideal

self/parent

10 10 10 10 8 10 10
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Observational Measures

Pre and post group videotapes were taken of the mothers interacting with their

children. Mealtimes were chosen as time when there is the potential for a lot of

parent-child interaction. The videos were coded using a modified version of codes
established by the previous research by Puckering et al. 1994, (see introduction). It
was decided to rate the videos on the mother's positive and negative affect towards
the child and conversely the child's positive and negative affect towards his or her
mother. These dimensions were chosen as sufficient evidence of change in the
mother-child relationship and it was not thought necessary to code other dimensions
from the Puckering et al study for the purpose of the present study. The videos were
coded by counting the number of positive and negative interactions from mother to
child and child to mother, according to the following criteria:

1. Parent's positive affect. All instances of positive tone, physical affection and

praise.

2. Parent's negative affect. All instances of negative tone, smacking or rough

treatment, or criticism.

3. Child's positive affect. All instances of cooperation between child and mother,

smiling, and affection.

4. Child's negative affect. Child whining, crying, shouting, pushing or hitting the
mother.

Only one rater was blind to the hypotheses of the current study. The videos were
rated twice by different raters and there was a 95% interrater agreement between the
two.
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The Parenting Daily Hassles Scale (Crnic & Greenbergy. 1990)

The Parenting Daily Hassles (PDH) measure was initially created to assess minor

daily stresses experienced by most parents in routine interactions with their children
and in routine tasks involving childrearing. As presently composed, the PDH has 20

items, each of which is rated along two major dimensions: (1) the frequency with
which the event occurs and (2) the intensity or degree of 'hassle' the parent

perceives the event to be. The Frequency Scale was constructed to provide an

'objective' of the frequency with which these events occur within families. The

Intensity Scale was developed to assess the parent's 'subjective' appraisal of the

significance of the event.

The PDH can be scored in the following way. The two major scale scores can be
constructed. The Frequency Scale can be constructed by summing the frequency

ratings across all twenty items, for which 'rarely'= 1, 'sometimes'= 2, 'a lot'= 3, and

'constantly'= 4. Frequency scale scores can range from 0 to 80. The Intensity Scale
can be constructed by summing the hassle ratings across the 20 items. The possible

range of scores is 20 to 100.

Finally it should be noted that the instructions provide a 'time frame' for the parent

to respond within. In the case of this study the parents were asked to think back over
the past few weeks when answering the questions.

Procedure

After having been referred by the three agencies mentioned above the mothers were
contacted by telephone or letter to establish whether they would be willing to

participate in the present study. The mothers had previously had the rationale of the

group explained to them by a Clinical Psychologist involved in running the groups

and by the referring agent. Mothers in the intervention group were interviewed to
collect the measures described above, before the group started and again when the

group finished. An Assistant Psychologist was involved with the collection of the
observational material. The group ran for 14 weeks.
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Summary of the content of the Mellow Parenting Groups

Morning

1. Mother's group: mothers attended a psychotherapy group in the morning run by

two professionals whilst the children were looked after in a creche. The main aim of
the group was to discuss the mother's own experiences of being parented and their

current parenting experiences. Simple worksheets were used as prompts to help
reflection on the past and sharing of current experiences. Themes of sessions

included, the sharing of'life stories', 'the best days of your life', how each mother
felt when she found out she was pregnant and 'feelings about the future'.

2. Lunch and activity period: At lunchtime, the staff, mothers and children

prepared the food and ate together. After lunch the mothers were invited to join in
an activity with their child involving basic art and craft or a game.

3. Video feedback group: This group was spent discussing topics based on the six
dimensions of parenting (autonomy, anticipation, warmth and stimulation, co¬

operation, emotional containment of distress and control). This was done with

worksheets, videos of interactions taken at home by the Assistant Psychologist and

specific examples that may have arisen from the lunchtime and activity period.

Mothers in the control group who were on a waiting list to participate in the group

were interviewed twice with a gap of 14 weeks between visits. The mothers in the

control group were made aware that there would be a wait to begin the group, and

signed a consent form to participate in the research project, agreeing to be part of
the control group.

Results and Discussion

The first part of the results section will take the format of single case studies which
describe the Repertory Grids of each mother who participated in the Mellow

Parenting Group, which have been analysed using the Circumgrids III programme

(Chambers & Grice 1986). This format has been chosen in order to highlight
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changes within the mother's Repertory Grids which may not be apparent from the

analysis of variance undertaken as statistical analysis. To ensure that this section can

be easily read a discussion concerning the implications of the results will make up a

proportion of each case study. A general discussion will follow the presentation of
further results.

Circumgrids III (Chambers & Grice 1986) Analysis ofRepertory Grids

This programme performs principal component/ factor analysis on the repertory

grids obtained from the mothers. The aim of this analysis is to simplify the matrix of
correlations which exist within the repertory grid so that they can be explained in

terms of a few underlying factors. The analysis provides the user with correlations

between the constructs and a principal components analysis of these correlations.

The principal components supplied are those which account for the most variance.

For the purpose of this study the programme was instructed to extract two principal

components as initial analysis of the data revealed that the majority of the

participants grids possessed two main components and further analysis was

unnecessary. Eigenvalues indicate how much variance each component accounts

for, an eigenvalue of one or above indicates the existence of a superordinate
construct within the grid. The analysis also provides principal component loadings,
which indicates the correlation of the variables (constructs) with the factors

(principal components). Finally the programme provides a Slater Analysis of the
elements (people) in the construct space, indicating where each person lies in
relation to each other and to the constructs. The distance between two people

(elements), in the construct space is an indication of their similarity or dissimilarity
over the whole range of constructs used. Various interpretations of element
distances may be made; for example, perception of the self or ideal self as similar to
another may provide evidence of identification.
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Demographic variables of Mellow Parenting and control group

Variables Mellow Parenting Group Control Group

Numbers ofmothers 8 10

Maternal age average 24 (19-27) 26 (21-29)

29 yrs or less 8 10

30 yrs or more 0 0

Age when first child born 20(17-24) 20(17-24)

Marital status

Married 3 3

with partner 2 3

without partner 3 4

Education

post sixteen yes 1 1

post sixteen no 7 9

Number of children 18 23

Age of focus child

1 to 2 yrs 11 mths 1 2

3 to 4 yrs 11 mths 7 8

Child gender (M:F) 6:2 8:2
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Please note:

Cases 5 and 8 are missing from the following analysis as they failed to complete the
Mellow Parenting group. Also, due to time constraints only seven out of the ten

mothers were videoed for the purpose of the observational data.

Case 1

Before completing the Mellow Parenting Group, participant one produced a grid
which was fairly well differentiated suggesting she has a relatively complex
construction of parenting. The eigenvalues which were both well above one suggest

that a further principal component may exist within the grid. The two main

components extracted as a result of analysis, accounted for 85% of the variance, (see

table).

Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 3.69 2.26 5.16 1.87

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

52.73 32.32 64.44 23.33

The two principal components of the grid were labelled as 'seeing to the children's
needs' Eigenvalue=(3.69) and 'treating the children with patience and all in the
same way' Eigenvalue=(2.26). The supplied construct of 'finding time for yourself

appeared in the construct space as remote from the two main components,

suggesting that for this participant this particular construct does not fit well with the
demands of parenting. Within the construct space participant one saw herself as
similar to her 'good parent' as shown by the close proximity of the two. She saw

herself as remote from the 'bad parent' and also remote from her 'ideal self/parent'.
The 'ideal self/parent appeared in the construct space as having more time to herself
and being more patient with the children. Within the grid participant one placed
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herself in closest proximity to the principal component depicting 'seeing to the
children's needs'.

After the group new constructs emerged within participant one's grid. The

importance of treating the children patiently and calmly appeared to increase in

importance, (see table above for eigenvalues) replacing 'seeing to the children's
need' as the main principal component. A new principal component of'having a life
of your own' entered the grid after the group and certainly from the interview this
now appeared to be extremely important to participant one, as she had recently
embarked on a number of college classes.

From the analysis of the grids it would appear that there has been a change in the

participant's approach to her children in that she now no longer viewed 'seeing to

their needs' as most important but instead seemed to place more value on the

relationship she has with them. Within the construct space participant one now saw

herself as remote from her 'good parent, who appeared as quite self-sacrificing,

placing herself closer to her ideal self/parent who she saw as someone who could
balance having a life of her own with having patience and understanding with the
children.
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Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Case 2

Participant two completed a grid before the group which distinguished 'putting the
children's needs first' (4.89) and 'meeting her own needs' (2.59) as the principal

components. Again as both eigenvalues are well above one a further principal

component may exist within the grid. However the two main components extracted
account for 93.5% of the variance, suggesting that any further factors/components

may be relatively minor compared to the two main principal components.

Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 4.89 2.59 3.33 2.34

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

61.11 32.39 41.68 29.30

Participant two appeared to view attending to her own needs before as being selfish.
This seemed to be an area of conflict for her, as she did not appear to have much
time to herself, living in an isolated position and receiving little support from her
husband. Although participant two appears to think that her children's needs should

always come first it appears that she feels rather resentful about this as this means

for her, that she never has time to herself. Within the construct space participant

two's construction of herself is of someone who 'puts the children first'. Participant
two places her mother closest to her ideal self/parent. She appears to view the ideal

self/parent as someone who is always patient with the children and spends a lot of
time with them. Participant two's construction of a 'bad parent' is someone who is
selfish with their time and has a lot of time to themselves.

After the group the principal component of 'putting the children first' appears to
have become less significant for participant two. The factor/component accounting
for the most variance within the grid has become 'treating the children calmly and
with affection'. 'Putting the children first' still correlates negatively however with

attending to her own needs. A new construct emerged after the group which was
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'doing things as a family'. This appeared very important to participant two as she
was so isolated and unsupported a good deal of the time. Although fairly close in the

construct space a clear difference existed between her construction of an ideal

parent and her ideal self. Her ideal self was someone who remains calm when

dealing with the children and her ideal parent was someone who has a lot of support
from friends and relatives. Participant two's construction of her mother changed

dramatically from being someone who was close to the ideal self/parent to being

quite remote from these qualities.

Although there appeared to be a decrease in significance for the construct of 'putting
the children first' for participant two, this factor still dominated her approach to

parenting. This self-sacrificing theme also appeared frequently within the grids of
other mother's. It appeared that they did not feel they could have a life of their own
and be good parents.

Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (After
Intervention)
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Case 3

Participant three produced a very constricted grid before the Mellow Parenting

group which consisted of one principal component that accounted for 82.86% of the
variance. As shown in the table the second principal component 'finding time for

yourself, did not figure significantly, having a value of less than one.

Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 6.63 0.61 6.95 0.90

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

82.86 7.58 86.86 11.23

The principal component of participant three's grid relates generally to, seeing to
the children's needs. This factor is represented by a number of constructs, including:

'being there when they need you', 'spending time with the children', 'doing
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anything for them' and ' making sure they are safe'. Again with this mother's
construction of parenting, seeing to the children's needs appears to be of paramount

importance and correlates negatively with 'finding time for yourself.

Within the construct space participant three views the ideal parent as someone who
can combine the demands of parenting with finding time for themselves. This
mother's construction of herself lies closely to the construct 'spending time with the

children', and far removed from the construct 'finding time for yourself. Her
construction of a 'bad parent' appears to suggest that she considers this someone

who has a lot of time to themselves.

After the group there was little change in participant three's construction of

parenting. The principal components remained the same and even appeared to

increase in importance slightly. The representation of people within the construct

space also revealed little change, however participant three's construction of her
mother appeared to move closer to her ideal self/parent.

It appears that participant three has firmly entrenched constructs about what it
means to be a good parent, which showed little change after the group. This mother

again shows the self-sacrificing theme within her constructions and pays little
attention to her own needs. Although the importance of'finding time for yourself
was stressed in the Mellow Parenting group, many mothers continued to view time

spent away from their children as neglecting them.
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Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Case 4

Before the group participant four completed a grid which consisted of one

superordinate construct which accounted for 89.26% of the variance. The second

principal component extracted accounted for only 8.98% of the variance and

consequently was of little significance.

Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 7.14 0.72 5.15 0.92

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

89.26 8.98 64.42 11.51

The superordinate factor/component in participant four's grid was a representation
of seven out of the eight constructs which made up the grid. Correlations of these
constructs with the main factor were of 0.94 and above, indicating that all these
constructs were involved in this one component. The highest correlation of factor
with construct were with the constructs depicting 'spending time with the children'
and generally 'being there for them'. However participant four appears to be able to

combine 'being available' for her children and 'finding time for herself as this
construct also has a high correlation with the main component.

Within the construct space, participant four represents herself as being close to the
ideal self/parent, who she sees as 'being there' for the children most of the time and
not spoiling them. Participant four's representation of her mother and a 'good

parent' are very close together, suggesting that she considers her mother to be a

good parent.

After the group participant four's grid is still dominated by one principal

component, however this has changed to 'being able to provide for the children'.

'Spending time with the children' still figures quite significantly within the grid,
however 'being able to spend money on the children' correlates more highly (0.95)
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with the main factor at this point. Interestingly participant four appears to have

changed her opinion about being able to combine parenthood with 'finding time for

yourself. This construct now correlates negatively with the main factor. A new

construct of 'being able to re-start your career' entered the grid at this point and this

appeared to be important to the participant at the time of the second interview. This
construct also correlates negatively with the main factor and it could be suggested

that perhaps the participants frustration with not being able to re-start her career has
led to her change in opinion about how much time she has to herself.

Within the construct space participant four remains close to her ideal self/parent and

interestingly her 'good parent' has moved closer to 'herself within the grid.

Participant four's representation of her mother has moved away from the 'good

parent' and towards the 'bad parent', perhaps indicating a change of opinion about
her mother's parenting style.

From the analysis of the grid it appears that participant four has some enduring
constructs which form the basis of her beliefs about what being a parent means to

her. i.e. that 'being there' and 'providing' for the children are the most important
issues. It is interesting to note the changing view of her mother as a parent which
before the group she represented as 'being there' enough albeit that she spoiled the

children slightly. After the group it appears that participant four considers that her
mother had a lot more time to herself as a parent and was not as capable of

'providing' for her children as participant four considers herself. The issue of

'providing' appears to be uppermost in participant four's mind during the second
interview and it is worth noting that one of her children's birthdays was imminent at
the time of the interview. Participant four seemed distracted by a dilemma of where
she was to get the extra money for toys for the child's birthday. This issue has

obviously influenced participant four's responses and therefore her grid. It could be

suggested that perhaps the grid is picking up on important issues of the moment for

parents and not necessarily underlying constructs or beliefs.
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Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Case 6

Again with participant six there appears to be one principal component that

represents the constructs or ideas that this mother has about parenting. It could be

suggested that this would indicate a fairly simplistic view of what parenting
involves.

Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 6.75 0.93 6.00 1.05

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

84.35 11.68 74.96 13.16

The correlations of the constructs with each other indicate that the participant links

'having experience of children' with being able to be 'attentive' and 'wanting to be
with the child'. Participant six appears to believe that having experience of childcare
makes being a parent more enjoyable, and consequently makes the parent want to

spend time with their child. Conversely, struggling with bringing up a child makes
for poor relations and a sense of not 'being in control'. The second component is
less significant within participant six's grid, having an eigenvalue of less than one.

Within the construct space participant six represents herself in close proximity to
her 'good parent' She represents her ideal self/parent as someone who is

experienced and competent and has a relatively small amount of time to themselves.
She represents her father in this case instead of her mother as someone who has a lot

of experience but had little or no time to himself.

After the group the principal component from the previous grid had been replaced

by a factor that represented constructs regarding 'being there for the children',

'putting their needs before your own', 'going to work to provide for the children'
and 'caring for them'. According to the principal component loading given in the

analysis this new factor represents 'having a full time job'. Therefore this mother
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appears to believe that having a full time job would enable her to provide her
children with the parenting qualities that she views as important.

The second factor in this grid appears to have become more important to this mother

as it is now represented by an eigenvalue of 1.05 (see table above). This factor
involves 'being independent', 'finding time for yourself and 'keeping the house
clean for the children'. It appears that 'being independent' refers to independence in

taking care of her children and running her home.

It is interesting to note the component that was so important to this mother before
the group has disappeared from her grid completely. She does not refer to the

experience she felt she lacked at all, suggesting perhaps that she might not be

struggling with child care problems as she had previously felt she had or that she
now thinks that experience is not as important as she first thought. Participant six's

representation of herself on the grid suggests that she does not consider herself to be

very independent with regards running her home. She represents her father and ideal

self/parent in extremely close proximity, suggesting a rather idealistic view of him
as a parent. This contrasts with the other mothers discussed so far who have tended
to be more critical of their own mothers after the group. It could be suggested that

despite completion of the Mellow Parenting group this mother still has a rather

simplistic view of parenting, in that she appears to believe that having a full time job
will provide her children with everything they could need.

Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (After
Intervention)
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Case 7

Before the group, participant seven had two underlying components to her grid. One

being 'spending time with the children' (5.28), helping and amusing them, and the
other 'finding time for yourself (1.57). 'Finding time for yourself correlated

negatively with all the other constructs in this mother's grid except 'being willing to

help the kids with their homework'. This perhaps indicates that she finds this

particular aspect of parenting more pleasurable or fulfilling than others such as

'taking the kids out' which had a high negative correlation with 'finding time for

yourself.

Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 5.28 1.57 4.81 1.71

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

66.06 19.64 60.14 21.37
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The superordinate factor which accounts for 66.06% of the variance, contains

constructs which highlight a number of roles that being a parent involves e.g.

'making time to play', and 'helping them with their homework'. This mother

appears to be well aware of the different facets to being a parent and this is revealed
in her rather all encompassing primary component. The construct 'giving in to kids'
stands out as an issue, rather than a parenting role, which is important to this mother
and which she obviously feels is pertinent to the way she interacts with her children.

Within the construct space participant seven places herself in close proximity to her

'good parent', suggesting that she shares a similar parenting style to this person. She

appears to view the 'ideal self/parent as someone who has a lot more time to

themselves than she currently does. Participant seven's view of her mother's

parenting style places her in close proximity to the 'bad parent'.

After the group a number of new constructs entered the grid. These were 'enjoying

being with the children', 'making things fun', 'remaining calm' and 'becoming
stressed out at times'. It could be suggested that this mother had become more aware

of her own reactions to the children, rather than just focussing on what she has to do
for them i.e. the different roles. The main principal component still represented

'spending time with the children', but as shown in the table above, seemed to
decrease in significance. Also added to this component is the construct 'enjoying the
children'. The second principal component changed from 'finding time for yourself
to 'remaining calm when dealing with the children'. There appears to have been a

change of emphasis for this mother as she now appears to be thinking more about
how she copes with problems with the children and ultimately how this makes her
feel. For example she mentions 'becoming stressed out at times' and how she would
like to prevent this.

Within the construct space there has been some movement of elements. Participant
seven now represents her mother as fairly remote from the 'bad parent', suggesting a

change of opinion about her mother as a parent. Participant seven and the 'good

parent' are also more remote from each other, compared to the grid before the
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group. It appears that this mother considers herself much less calm than the friend
she picked as her 'good parent', however they still seem be quite similar in the
amount they enjoy spending time with the children.

This mother appears to be considering her actions to a greater extent, than before the

group, perhaps coming to a greater understanding of how her behaviour influences
that of her children's. 'Finding time for yourself seemed to become less significant
for this mother, as it appeared she was beginning to enjoy her children more. It is

interesting to note the change in opinion about her own mother's parenting style.

Judging by the continued distance between the two of them on the grid however, it

appears that participant seven still thinks that she and her mother are not alike in the

manner in which they parent.

Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (After
Intervention)
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Case 9

Participant nine's grid contained only one principal component of significance
before the group, the other component having an eigenvalue of less than one (see

table).

Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 6.92 0.53 o'PHl-H00Tf

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

86.49 6.63 81.00 13.77

This principal component centred on the way this mother interacted with her
children, for example the constructs which make up this factor included, 'putting the
children first', 'getting the children to listen to you', 'having lots of patience' and
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'being understanding'. All of these constructs correlated negatively with 'finding
time for yourself, again revealing the idea that being a parent cannot involve time

away from the children.

Participant nine's representation of herselfwithin the construct space indicated that
she had a very poor opinion of herself as a mother. She placed herself in close

proximity with her 'bad parent', representing her ideal self/parent on the opposite
side of the grid. She represented her ideal self/parent as someone who had time for
their children , putting them first and listening to what they had to say. Participant
nine did not appear to believe she had any of these qualities. She represented her
father very closely to the ideal self/parent and classed him as her 'good parent'.

Participant nine also represented her mother in close proximity to her ideal

self/parent.

After the group the principal components of participant nine's grid changed, in

particular the main component took on a new and very important dimension in the
form of new constructs. The constructs 'willing to spend time with the children' and

having patience' still played a significant role in the make-up of the main factor,
however these constructs were joined by, 'being together enough yourself and

'dealing with your own problems'. Participant nine appeared to have developed a

realisation that her own emotional state was an important factor in being able to

cope with her children effectively. These constructs all correlated very highly with
each other revealing her belief that they were intrinsically linked. As well as this the
second component within the grid seemed to become more important to this mother.
This component was 'finding time for yourself. It is interesting to note that 'finding
time for yourself correlates negatively with the construct 'being together yourself,

perhaps suggesting that participant nine regards time for herself as time away from
the children and not necessarily time to be sorting out emotional problems.

Within the construct space participant nine's representation of herself had moved

away from the 'bad parent' in the direction of her ideal self/parent. It appeared that
she was beginning to resolve some long standing emotional problems and this was

helping to improve her opinion of herself as a parent. Participant nine's father
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remained in very close proximity to her ideal self/parent. The ideal self/parent now

represented someone who found some time for themselves and also spent time with
the children. Participant nine's representation of her mother had moved away

slightly from the ideal self/parent as she apparently was not a person who made time
for herself.

In this mother's case the psychotherapy group had helped her to begin to address

some long standing emotional difficulties, which had, before the group had left her

emotionally unavailable to her children. As the first grid showed this participant had
clear ideas about the qualities of an 'ideal parent' but did not feel she met any of

these, This is depicted by her representation of herself on the grid. After the group

there appeared to be some movement toward her ideal and away from what she
considered to be a 'bad parent'.

Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (After
Intervention)
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Case 10

Before completing the Mellow Parenting group, participant ten produced a grid
which was fairly well differentiated. As with case one, this would indicate that she
has a relatively complex construction of parenting. Again the eigenvalues which
were both well above one suggest the existence of a further principal component
within the grid. The two main underlying components of the grid were 'giving the
children room to breathe' by 'encouraging them to be independent' (3.88) and

'looking out for them', 'being attentive' (3.11). This mother appears to have a keen
awareness of the differing roles of a parent which is dependent on the situation she
finds herself in. For example sometimes needing to be close at hand to support the
children and sometimes having to withdraw and let them cope with a situation on

their own.
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Before Group After Group

Eigenvalues 3.88 3.11 6.25 0.84

Percent Variances of

Eigenvalues

48.48 38.90 78.14 10.45

The supplied construct of 'finding time for yourself correlated highly with

'encouraging the children to be independent' suggesting that this mother construed
the way to have more time for herselfwas to develop the children's independence of
her.

Within the construct space participant ten grouped her ideal self/parent, mother and

father, who was her 'good parent' in close proximity to each other. She construed
her ideal self/parent as someone who struck a balance between being attentive and

knowing when to encourage independence. Participant ten represented herself on
the grid as remote from her 'bad parent'. She appeared to construe herself as less
attentive than she would like, but better at encouraging the children to be

independent.

After the group a dramatic change occurred in the structure of this mother's grid.
Her construction of parenting became much more constricted, now being

represented by only one component within the grid. The principal component

changed from the well differentiated awareness of the previous grid to focussing

exclusively on 'being there for the children if they need you'. This particular
construct was represented twice in this mother's grid. Undoubtedly this is an

important aspect of parenting but there are many equally important roles that a

parent fulfills and that this mother now appears to have lost sight of. One new

construct entered the grid at this point and this was 'having confidence to deal with
the kids'. It appears that from her representation of herself on the grid this is not a

quality participant ten feels she possesses.

Within the construct space participant ten now appeared to construe herself as closer
to her mother and father in parenting style, seeing them less as her ideal self/parent.
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Taken in isolation this case would not support the hypothesis that after completion
of the group the mother's construction of parenting would become more fluid as the

Mellow Parenting group would provide favourable conditions for the provision of
new constructs.

Representation of Elements in Construct Space in Relation to Principal Components (Before
Intervention)
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Summary of changes within the Repertory Grids of the mothers completing the

Mellow Parenting Group

Changes within Repertory Grid Number of mothers identified with

changes(n=8)

Change in how the relationship with
children was construed

2

Being able to balance child-care with
own life

3

Emergence of new constructs 7

Chances in the mother's construction of

'mother', 'good parent' and 'bad parent'

6

Change in the principal component of the

grid

6

Further Results

To assess the significance of any changes that may have occurred in the mother's

construing of themselves and others and any differences that may exist between the

groups a multivariate analysis of variance was performed on the raw score

discrepancies. Although the numbers are very small for complex multivariate group

statistics, it was thought nevertheless worthwhile to see if anything emerged from
this type of analysis. These discrepancies had been calculated between actual
self/ideal self or parent, actual self/mother, actual self/ good parent and actual
self/bad parent at time 1 (before group) and time 2 (after group). The discrepancies
reveal the nature of the association that the mother construes between herself and

another element (person). A positive value gives an indication that the mother
construes her actual self as 'not as good a parent as' the comparison element. A
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negative discrepancy value indicates that the mother's construction of her actual self
is a better than the comparison element.

Discrepancies were also calculated for the observational data and the Parenting

Daily Hassles Measure at time 1 and time 2. Between and within subjects analysis of
variance was then performed on this data.

The results reported in table 1, below indicate that there were no significant
differences between groups 1 and 2 at time 1(T1). The mean discrepancies for
actual self/mother indicate that the mothers in group 1 considered their parenting
skills to be slightly superior to that of their own mothers. Group 2 however
considered themselves to be less skilled as parents than their own mothers. Again in
table 2 there were no significant differences for within subject discrepancies at time
1 and 2. The mean values however indicate that the mothers construed themselves at

time 2, as slightly less superior to their 'bad parent' and slightly more superior to
their mothers. There is some movement toward the mother's 'actual self being
closer to their 'ideal self as this discrepancy value has decreased. This direction of
movement is also mirrored by the 'actual self and 'good parent' discrepancy. There
were no significant differences between the two groups for the within subject

discrepancies, as shown in table 3. Group 1 results however showed a drop of 8.72

points in the mean discrepancy for 'actual self/mother' at time 2, revealing a shift in
how the women in group 1 are construing their mothers. Group 1 mothers also show
a change in the construction of themselves and their 'bad parent. A decrease in the
mean from -27.70 at time 1, to -20.37 at time 2 indicates that these mothers construe

themselves as less superior to their 'bad parents' at time 2.

The results reported in table 4, pertaining to the observational data reveal a

significant difference in the number of positive mother and positive child

interactions, between group 1 and 2 at time 1. There were no significant differences
between groups for the number of negative mother and negative child interactions.
Results in table 5 indicate no significant differences for within subject variance
between time 1 and time 2 for the whole population. However the difference
between groups 1 and 2 for within subjects discrepancies for the number of negative
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mother and negative child interactions was significant. The mean number of

negative mother interactions decreased from 11.12 to 8.25 in group 1, whereas in

group 2 the mean number of negative mother interactions increased from 9.42 to

13.00. In group 1 the mean number of negative child interactions decreased from
8.00 to 5.25, whereas in group 2 this increased from 6.00 to 7.57. There were no

significant differences between groups for within subject discrepancy for the
number of positive mother and positive child interactions.

Table 7 reports the results from the parenting Daily Hassles Measure. The mothers

reporting of parenting daily hassles revealed no significant differences between the
two groups at time 1. However there was a difference of 5.55 points in the means for

group 1 and 2 in the reported frequency of'daily hassles' with group 1 reporting less
'hassles'. There were no significant differences within subjects between time 1 and

time 2 for the Parenting Daily Hassles Measure, for the whole population (table 8).
The reported mean for the 'intensity of hassles' however, fell 5.11 points from time

1 to time 2. Finally there were no significant differences between groups for
variance within subjects (table). All categories however, showed a decrease in the

reported means, except the 'frequency of parenting hassles' category, which
increased from 52.80 to 53.50 in group 2.
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Tests between subjects

Table 1

Discrepancies between actual self and other elements (people). Analysis of

variance between groups at Time 1(T1).

Elements Group 1 (n=8) Group 2 (n=10) Variance Between

Groups 1&2

Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) F sig. of F

Actual self/ideal

self or parent

16.80 (7.00) 20.60 (13.40) 0.53 0.476 (ns).

Actual self/mother 5.60 (12.93) -1.50 (14.73) 0.23 0.636 (ns)

Actual self/good

parent

7.5. (10.42) 8.80 (11.25) 0.27 0.609 (ns)

Actual self/bad

parent

-27.00 (18.89) -20.30 (26.12) 0.06 0.804 (ns)

Tl=before group.

T2=after group.

Group 1= mothers who completed the Mellow Parenting Group.

Group 2= control group.
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Tests within subjects

Table 2

Discrepancies between actual self and other elements (people). Analysis of

within subject variance between T1 and T2 (n=18 entire population)

Elements T1 T2 Variance Between

T1 and T2

Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) F sig. of F

Actual self/ideal

self or parent

18.70 (10.58) 17.94 (8.92) 0.18 0.67 (ns)

Actual self/mother 2.05 (13.97) -1.00 (12.59) 1.35 0.26 (ns)

Actual self/good

parent

8.15 (10.57) 7.72 (10.06) 0.26 0.61 (ns)

Actual self/bad

parent

-24.00 (22.51) -20.66 (19.37) 0.41 0.53 (ns)
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Table 3

Discrepancies between actual self and other elements. Analysis of variance

between groups 1 and 2 for within subject discrepancies, (T1 and T2).

Group 1 Group 2

Elements T1 12 T1 T2 Variance

between

groups for
within subject

discrepancies

Mean(S.D) Mean(S.D) Mean(S.D ) Mean(S.D) F sig. ofF

Actual self/ideal

self or parent

16.80(7.00) 16.50(5.55) 20.60(13.40) 19.10(11.10) 0.02 0.88(ns)

Actual self/mother 5.60(12.93) -3.12(14.35) -1.50(14.73) 0.70(11.49) 3.14 0.09(ns)

Actual self/good

parent

7.50(10.42) 5.25(5.41) 8.80(11.25) 9.70(12.60) 0.80 0.38(ns)

Actual self/bad

parent

-27.70(18.89) -20.37(16.95) -20.30(26.12)

20.90(22.02)

0.65 0.43(ns)
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Observational data

Tests between subjects

Table 4

Analysis of variance between groups at T1 for mean number of positive and

negative mother and child interactions.

Coding criteria Group 1 (n=8) Group 2 (n=7) Variance between

groups 1 & 2

Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) F sig. of F

Positive Mother 11.12 (8.44) 4.42 (2.07) 8.49 0.012 (s)

Negative Mother 11.12 (8.47) 9.42 (4.27) 0.30 0.595 (ns)

Positive Child 7.12 (4.17) 3.71 (2.69) 5.83 0.031 (s)

Negative Child 8.00 (2.97) 6.00 (2.82) 0.02 0.88 (ns)
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Table 5

Tests within subjects

Analysis of variance between T1 and T2 (n=15,entire population) for within

subject mean number of positive and negative mother and child interactions.

Coding criteria (no.

of interactions)

T1 T2 Variance between

T1 &T2

Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) F sig. ofF

Positive Mother 8.00 (7.03) 8.20 (5.83) 0.02 0.89 (ns)

Negative Mother 10.33 (6.67) 10.46 (5.16) 0.09 0.77 (ns)

Positive Child 5.53 (4.17) 5.73 (3.34) 0.07 0.79 (ns)

Negative Child 7.06 (2.98) 6.33 (2.66) 0.46 0.50 (ns)
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Table 6

Analysis of variance between groups 1 and 2 for within subject discrepancies

(T1 and T2) (all subjects N=15) for positive and negative mother and child

interactions.

Group 1 Group 2

Coding criteria T1 T2 T1 T2 Variance

between

groups for
within subject

discrepancies

Mean(S.D) Mean(S.D) Mean(S.D) Mean(S.D) F sig ofF

Positive mother 11.12(8.44) 12.00(5.42) 4.42(2.07) 3.85(1.95) 0.41 0.53(ns)

Negative mother 11.12(8.47) 8.25(4.68) 9.42(4.27) 13.00(4.76) 7 29 0.018(s)

Positive child 7.12(4.73) 7.75(3.28) 3.71(2.69) 3.42(1.39) 0.52 0.48(ns)

Negative child 8.00(2.97) 5.25(2.37) 6.00(2.82) 7.57(2.57) 6.24 0.027(s)
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Parenting Daily Hassles Measure

Tests between subjects

Table 7

Analysis of variance between groups at T1 for mean number of 'Daily Hassles'.

Daily Hassles Group 1 (n=8) Group 2 (n=10) Variance between

groups 1 & 2

Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) F sigofF

Frequency 47.25 (12.80) 52.80 (10.52) 2.08 0.16 (ns)

Intensity 55.50 (15.30) 55.80 (12.40) 0.25 0.62 (ns)

Challenging
Behaviour

21.50 (5.63) 22.80 (5.84) 0.10 0.75 (ns)

Parenting Tasks 19.50 (6.65) 18.10 (6.06) 0.42 0.52 (ns)
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Table 8

Tests within subjects

Analysis of within subject variance between T1 and T2.(n=18) for mean number

of 'Daily Hassles'.

Daily Hassles T1 T2 Variance between

T1 &T2

Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) F sigofF

Frequency 50.33 (11.58) 49.72 (10.95) 0.17 0.68 (ns)

Intensity 55.66 (13.34) 50.55 (13.77) 2.69 0.12 (ns)

Challenging
Behaviour

22.22 (5.62) 19.77 (4.70) 2.74 0.11 (ns)

Parenting Tasks 18.72 (6.18) 17.88 (6.55) 1.00 0.33 (ns)
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Table 9

Analysis of variance between groups 1 and 2 for within subjects discrepancies

(T1 and T2) (all subjects n-18) for 'Daily Hassles'.

Group 1 Group 2

Daily Hassles T1 T2 T1 T2 Variance

between

groups for
within subject

discrepancies

Mean(S.D.) Mean(S.D.) Mean(S.D) Mean(S.D) F sigofF

Frequency 47.25(12.80) 45.00(11.84) 52 80(10.52) 53.50(9.04) 0.63 0.44(ns)

Intensity 55.50(15.30) 54.00(13.37) 55.80(12.40) 47.80(14.14) 1.26 0.27(ns)

Challenging
Behaviour

21.50(5.63) 21.25(4.52) 22.80(5.84) 18.60(4.74) 2.16 0.16(ns)

Parenting
Tasks

19.50(6.65) 19.25(5.47) 18.10(6.06) 16.80(7.40) 0.46 0.50(ns)
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General Discussion

Personal Construct Change

The aims of this study were defined in terms of evaluating the changes in the

construct system and the dispersion of the self and of other significant people in this

system for mothers who had completed the Mellow Parenting group. Testing at time
2 established that changes had occurred but weren't significant. Taking the

psychometric outcome data in isolation it would appear that the Mellow Parenting

group did not effect change in the mother's constructions of parenting and
themselves. However, studying each participant in group 1 with reference to the

Circumgrids analysis there is support for the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 2: Change in the distance between the mother's construction of

themselves (actual self) and other elements in the construct space will be observed,
i.e. changes in similarity/dissimilarity for the mother's completing the Mellow

Parenting group. The Circumgrids analysis of the mother's repertory grids revealed
that five out of the eight mothers who completed the group showed changes in their
constructions of their own mother, 'good parent' and 'bad parent'. Also the analysis
of variance for the discrepancy between the mothers 'actual self/mother' narrowly
missed falling into the significant range, suggesting that this is an area where there
has been considerable change, in the mother's construction of this relationship. The

change in the mother's construction of their 'actual self and 'bad mother' appears

to indicate a less critical and more empathic view of other parents. Ryle and Lunghi

(1969), hypothesised the reason for these changes was that as the mother explored
these influential relationships in her life she would come to have a better

understanding of her behaviour and her construing of these relationships would

change and consequently alter the nature of her relations with her own mother etc.
The psychotherapy group which formed an important part of the Mellow Parenting

programme was aimed at giving the mothers time away from the children to explore
relevant issues such as their own experience of parenting and their relationships
with their own parents. Therefore given this opportunity to 'explore these influential
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relationships' it is encouraging to discover that this relationship shows the greatest

amount of change.

Hypothesis 3: The pattern of personal constructs of the mothers will become more

fluid, (less rigid), as the Mellow Parenting group will provide favourable conditions
for the provision of new constructs. Seven out of the eight mothers in group 1 were

shown to have developed new constructs within their grids after the Mellow

Parenting group. Therefore it appears that the group was able to provide most of the
mothers with the 'atmosphere of experimentation' which Kelly (1955) hypothesised
was necessary for people to develop new constructs.

After the Mellow Parenting group participant 3 did not report the development of
new constructs. As discussed in the results section, this mother maintained a very

restricted grid which changed little from time 1 to time 2. The principal component
of the grid which was 'seeing to the children's needs' appeared to become more

important to this mother at time 2, however there did appear to be some

acknowledgement that 'finding time for herself was also important as this second
factor also increased slightly in value. The main difference in this mother's grid was

the change in her construing of her own mother as this changed from a discrepancy
value of-1 to 12. Overall this mother appeared to be reporting some firmly
entrenched constructs that the Mellow Parenting Group did little to change.

Reasons for the paucity of change within this mother's grid include firstly that the
researcher has fully understood the nature of the construct s being reported. It is
assumed that the words used in the naming of the constructs gives the examiner an

understanding of how the participants have organised past events and how they

anticipate the future. This is of fundamental importance in the recording of a

participant's grid, as to understand how they are construing the future indicates how
the persons constructs are influencing future behaviour. Kelly (1955) uses the terms

'verbal' and 'pre-verbaT constructs and in relation to the Repertory Grid this relies
on the constructs being expressed being verbal. A verbal construct can be expressed
in words, whereas a pre-verbal construct is one that is used even though the person

has no words to express it. A pre-verbal construct is learned before the person has
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developed the use of language. Sometimes one end of a construct is not available for

verbalisation, it is therefore characterised as being submerged. To relate this to the

lack of change in this mother's grid, the researcher has assumed that the constructs

being expressed are the participants primary underlying assumptions about parenting
and herself as a parent, which influence the way in which she interacts with her

children. What has not been taken into account is the existence of pre-verbal

constructs that fonn the participants construction of parenting and which may or

may not have undergone some change as a result of the Mellow Parenting group. A

remaining unresolved problem for the Repertory Test is that it requires the
individual to use words even though it is recognised that pre-verbal or submerged
constructs may exist.

A second explanation for the lack of change in this mother's grid is that she

experienced a sense of 'threat' as her core-construct system was challenged by the

therapeutic atmosphere created by the Mellow Parenting group. Kelly (1955)
describes how in the face of threat individuals have a choice between constricted

certainty and broadened understanding. According to Kelly individuals always seek
to maintain and to enhance their predictive systems. However, in the face of anxiety
and threat, individuals may rigidly adhere to a constricted system, instead of

venturing out into the risky realm of expansion of their construct system. Clarke and

Llewelyn (1994), describe this in terms of survivors of child sexual abuse being
unable to modify, develop and mature their construal system following therapy
because of the centrality of the abuse in the development of the child's implicit
theories about the world. As in the case of participant three to modify the personal

construct system would pose a 'threat' to all that a person may 'believe' about the
world.

Hypothesis 1 cannot be adopted, as the psychometric data reports that changes also
occurred within the repertory grids of the control group, group 2. This hypothesis

might have been more appropriately stated as 'fewer changes in the constructs of the
mothers in the control group will be observed as compared to the mothers

completing the Mellow Parenting group'. The reason for this revision of hypothesis

originates from the data reported in table 3 as it can be seen that the mean
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discrepancies between the elements 'actual self/mother', 'actual self/good parent'
and 'actual self/bad parent' are greater for group 1, suggesting greater change in the
mother's construction of these relationships, than is evident for group 2.

An explanation as to why the control group mean discrepancy score for 'actual self
and 'ideal self changed more than the Mellow Parenting group could be that the
mean discrepancy for group 1 is less at time 1 than for group 2 (see table 3),

suggesting that the mothers in group 1 initially construed themselves as closer to

their 'ideal self/parent', leaving perhaps less room for change in their construction
between these particular elements. Also the concept of the 'ideal parent' was
contested within the Mellow Parenting group as an unhelpful notion in the realm of
child-care as the idea of a 'perfect' parent served only to arouse guilt within the

mothers, should they fall short of their 'ideal'. Hence the mothers in group 1 may be

reflecting this sentiment in the lack of change in their construction of themselves

and the 'ideal self/parent'.

There appear to be a number of possible explanations as to why the multivariate

analysis of variance for the Repertory Grid data did not yield any significant results
for between and within subject discrepancies. Firstly while the intervention group

mothers mean scores decreased over time, the sample size may have been too small
to detect significant change. Secondly as Slater (1969) warns, any unique

advantages of grid technique which may be realised when studying individual cases
can be lost when attempting to make comparisons between a number of grids.

Observational Data

Results from the analysis of the observational data proved encouraging. There

appeared not to be a change in the mean discrepancies for the whole population (see
table 5), indicating there was not an overall improvement in the mother's
interactions with their children. This result was to be expected as it was not

predicted that the control group mothers would improve in their interactions with
their children. There were significant differences in the number of negative
interactions for mother and child, between groups, with the intervention group
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revealing significantly fewer negative interactions, at time 2. Although there was not

a significant difference between the two groups concerning the number of positive
interactions between mother and child, the intervention group showed an increase in

the mean number of positive interactions for both mother and child. Within the

control group however, the mean number of positive interactions decreased. These
results would indicate that hypothesis 5 be adopted in relation to the Circumgrids

analysis and the observational data.

According to Turner et al. (1994), there are three primary explanations for obtaining
clinical improvements following an intervention. First, improvements may be

directly tied to components of the intervention. Intervention group mothers may
have interacted more positively with their children because the Mellow Parenting

programme effectively promoted more positive mother-child relationships.

A second reason for obtaining improvements is the natural tendency for people to

regress towards the mean (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). Turner et al. (1993) note that
individuals typically seek assistance when they are feeling their worst. Therefore,
the next change in their condition is likely to be toward improvement. Indeed, as the
results show the significant decrease in the number of negative mother and child
interactions and indicates an improvement in the relationship between the two.

The third explanation for the improvements in outcome relates to nonspecific or

placebo effects (Shepherd and Sartorious, 1989). In this case improvements might
be attributable to receipt of attention, expectation of intervention effectiveness and
characteristics of the therapists running the Mellow Parenting Group. Intervention

group mothers may have responded positively to the supportive manner of the

therapist on initial interview or knowing that they were to receive professional help.

However, the observational results provide evidence that the effects found were

related to the Mellow Parenting group. Firstly the intervention group demonstrated
an increase in the number of positive mother and child interactions whereas the
control group, demonstrated a decrease in this area and secondly the intervention

group demonstrated a significant decrease in the number of negative mother and
child interactions as compared to the control group. The mothers in the intervention
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group also reported to the researcher, feeling less stressed and more confident in
their interactions with their children.

An explanation for the fact that the observational data revealed significant changes
in the negative mother and child interaction and the Repertory Grid data did not

reveal any significant differences could be that the Mellow Parenting group

influences the mothers behaviour with their children before any change in her

personal constructions is evident. This point was highlighted by Clarke and

Llewelyn (1994) who comment that although patients may report on a more

behavioural level, an improvement in their symptoms, for example when answering

set questions on a questionnaire, these changes may not extend to the persons

implicit understanding of the world. As Kelly (1955) informs us a persons 'view of
the world' is developed over their whole lifetime and to expect change in their

personal construing in a matter of the 14 weeks that the Mellow Parenting group

runs is perhaps too great an expectation. In other words the maladaptive construct

patterns learned in childhood may not be so easily revised by this (or any) form of
intervention.

Parenting Daily Hassles Measure

Changes in the reporting of'daily hassles' proved not to be significant for
differences within subjects and between the intervention and control group. Again,
as with the analysis of variance of the Repertory Grid data, the lack of significant
differences may be attributable to the small sample size. As detailed in the results
section the mothers in the intervention group reported a decrease in the mean scores

for all the categories in the Daily Hassles measure, however these changes were
small. Puckering et al (1996) also describe only small changes in the number of

'daily hassles' reported by the mother featured in their single case study. The control

group in the present study report a greater decrease in the intensity of parenting

hassles, the number of challenging behaviour episodes they are having to deal with
and the overall number of parenting tasks they are undertaking, than the intervention

group. With particular reference to the number of challenging behaviours it, might
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be expected that as the mother-child interaction improved that the number of

challenging behaviour incidents would decrease. However the results from the
intervention group do not appear to support this hypothesis as the decrease in the

mean number of challenging behaviours is so small. Finally these results are in line
with the findings ofCrnic and Greenberg (1990) who found 'no direct association

between minor parenting stresses and maternal behaviour'. Crnic and Greenberg

suggest instead, that the important variables in moderating mothers' experience of

parenting hassles are friendship and community support. It could therefore be

suggested that perhaps the mothers in the control group experienced more social

support than the intervention group, over the 14 weeks between testing times and

that this accounted for the bigger decrease in the reporting of 'parenting hassles'.

The effectiveness of the Mellow Parenting Group (summary).

The multivariate group statistics appeared to mask any significant changes in the

Repertory Grids of the mothers taking part in this study. On individual analysis of
these grids the majority of the mothers in the intervention programme reported

change in the following areas:

1. Their construing of what it means to them to be a parent.

2. Their construing of important other relationships in their lives, in particular their
own mother.

3. The mothers reported the emergence of new constructs (ideas) about parenting.

These changes suggest that the mothers in the intervention group are beginning to

consider their roles as parents more closely, perhaps taking into account the

parenting they received as children and how this affects their interactions with their
own children.

The results obtained from the observational data and the 'Parenting Daily Hassles'
measure also indicate positive change within the intervention group mothers, albeit
small in the case of the 'Parenting Daily Hassles'.
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The main strengths of the Mellow Parenting intervention appear to lie firstly, in the

integrated approach to parenting, combining the psychotherapy group in the

morning for the mothers with the 'hands on' sharing of skills in the afternoon. As

Cox et al (1987) showed in a group of depressed women, their parenting did not

change even when the depression lifted. Similarly, as the NEWPIN study showed,
women can be helped with their own internal difficulties, but with few beneficial

effects on the children (Cox et al, 1990; Oakley, 1995). Secondly, the mothers

reported feeling supported and understood by the therapists running the group, and
not at all criticised for struggling with the parenting of their children. The
disavowment of the 'expert' model and the acknowledgement that parenting is a

difficult and complex task therefore appeared to be a positive experience for the
mothers in this group.

If any criticism is to be made of the Mellow Parenting approach it would be to

highlight the fact that some vulnerable mothers might find the video feedback group

quite difficult and perhaps threatening, as problem areas of their interaction with
their children are discussed. The Mellow Parenting group leaders do try however to
counter balance working on negative aspects of the parent-child interaction by

pointing out positive moments between the two. In the case of particularly
vulnerable mothers, another way perhaps of helping to shape the mothers' behaviour
would be to only show positive aspects of their treatment of their children.

Further study

For the purposes of this study the changes in the repertory grids of the mothers

undertaking the Mellow Parenting group was the focus of interest and establishing
whether change had occurred within the repertory grids in these mothers as opposed
to the control group was effectively tested using a multivariate analysis, between the
two groups. However, the analysis of variance performed on the control group data
revealed only whether changes had occurred in relation to the mothers construing of

important other elements (people), therefore only allowing a comparison of the
control and intervention group in this one area. A further area of study might involve
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a full analysis of the control group data which would provide information regarding
the emergence of new constructs, the nature of the changes regarding other elements

(i.e. closer to 'actual self or other elements) and changes in the principal

components of the grid, and consequently provided a clearer picture of the
differences if any, between the two groups.
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clean 9.22 0 . 00 1 2 . 4 5 6 3 2 r, 7 1 9
. | '/ 1 5 . 3 0

punishment 9.06 1 2 . 4 5 0 . 00 1 2 79 j; 8 9
. 7 g 1 1 . 62

doing best 9.00 6. 32 1 2 . 29 0 (10 ' i n M
. 7 2 1 4 . 07

kids first 032 6. 71 0 .83 9 4 3 0 . o n r .
. Of! 1 2 . 6 1

all same 2:24 9. 17 9 .33 8. 72 on 0.0 n 9 49
time self 8.19 1 5. 30 1 1 . 62 1 4 07 1 7 .

6 1 o
. 4 9 o. no

Cross- Products ma tr i X

patience 257.00 338. 00 171 00 35 2 00 7.4 9 00 2 6 4 . 00 1 84 00
clean 338.00 504 . 00 2 58 00 406. no V70 on ! 4 8 . 00 224 00

punishment 171.00 258. 00 167 00 27 "i 00 1 85 no 1 7 8 . no 1 05 00

doing best 352.00 496. 00 272 00 5 2 8. 00 360 no 16 4 . 00 254 00
kids first 249.00 370. 00 1 85 00 360 .

no 28 1 00 16 0 . on 1 5 0 00
all same 264.00 348. 00 1 78 00 364 . 00 260 no 27 6 . no 1 82 00
time self 184.00 224 . 00 1 05 00 4 . 00 1 50 00 1 8 2 . no 1 78 00

Cross -Products ma t r i x (resca1 ed )

patience OOho 64 0 . 32 0 67 0 . 4 7 0 . 50 0 . 3 5
clean ov£>o 95 0. 49 0 94 0 . 70 0 . 66 0.42

Punishment 0.32 0. 49 0. 32 0 52 0. 35 0 . 34 0 . 20

d°ing best 0.67 0. 94 0. 52 1 00 0. 68 0 .69 0.40
kids first or-o 70 0 . 35 0 68 0. 5 3 0 . 49 0 . 28 i
all same ooIT)O 66 0. 34 0 69 0. 49 0 r -h 0 . 34
time self 0.35 0. 42 0 . 20 0 48 0 . 28 0 . 3 4 0 . 3 4



r6L/TlC^0a^\> i - ff'kr
circumgr i nr;

principal (axes) components / factor analysis

constructs ELEMENTS

being calm when dealing with k i ds 1'.
being aggressive with kids mum

having an understanding of kids n

disciplining kids when needed a

having patience with kids in

combining parenting and own life ideal
setting self goals idael
finding time for self

/ IM v r.

)'
• c > c'
- i v\ () ■

- (X

pa rent
parent

0(T-<

Grid

being calm when dealing with kids 6 2 9 3 3 10 10
being aggressive with kids 5 7 2 7 9 1 1

having an understanding of kids 7 7 9 1 3 9 9
disciplining kids when needed 8 7 9 7 9 9 9

having patience with kids 7 3 1 0 1 2 1 0 10
combining parenting and own life 7 1 2 1 2 10 10

setting self goals 8 9 5 1 1 10 1 0
finding time for self 7 9 5 1 0 5 1 0 10

Row correlations :

j
■ beinq calm when dealing with kids

D being aggressive with kids
Chaving an understanding of kids

' D disciplining kids when needed
£" having patience with kids

Pcombining parenting and own life
G~ setting self goals

H finding time for self

V;JJ
( ')

1 .00

t0.9ry
0.02

0.73

t • . i

-0 . 90
1 . 00

-0 .92

-0 . 55

(0.981t0.90i
0.63 0.67

0.10 0.59

0.12 -0.29

. 0 '

0 . 02

-0.92J
1 . 00

0 . 37

o.no

0 . 58
0 . 72

0.23

** Principal Components / Factor Analy

iV>

0.7 3

-0.55
0.37

1.00

0 . 58

0.25

0.11

0 . 30

\

V

vf 90 '

5>
rC>>

0 . 58

1 . 00

0.61
0.19

0.16

> K' \

0.90' 0.63
-0.90' -0.67
0.00 0.50

0.25

0.61
1 .00

0.01
0.69

0.10

-0.59
0 . 72

0.11
0 .19

0.01
1 .00

0.50

fV
0.12
0.29

0.23
0.30
0.16
0.69
0.50
1 .00

<>

of f'nrrrlnl ions

Eigenvalues :

5.16 1.87

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues

64.41 23.33

Eigenvectors :

being calm when dealing with kids
being aggressive with kids

having an understanding of kids
disciplining kids when needed

having patience with kids
combining parenting and own life

setting self goals
fipding time for self

0.11 n ")

0. 1 3 0 0

0 . 10 n n

0.21 0. S

0.11 ■ 0 .
1

0
. 3 6 0 .

n. >1 ()
0

. 16 (')



Principal Components Loadings

being calm when dealing with kids
being aggressive with kids

having an understanding of kids
disciplining kids when needed

having patience with kids
combining parenting and own life

setting self goals
finding time for self

0.91 - 0 91

0 .97 o 1 3

0.91 - n 0 9

0.94 0 7 1

0.94 - 0 2 4

0.01 0 15

0.74 0 50
0 . 37 0 86

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :
^

iW
v>V £

/Vot;' * , -/ x < V.9 H

/ vr
G F

. 7

.6

. 5

. 4

•3
. 2

. 1

,9.8.7 . 6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.C
-

. 1

-.2
-.3

E '
- V

A 'P '

-.5

-.6

-.7

-.8

-.9

vT

<y i%

t v
\

\>

Varimax factors :

1
being calm when dealing with kids ( 0.90 0. 19

being aggressive with kids -0.92 -0,33

^having an understanding of kids (0.02* 0.30
•J disciplining kids when needed 0 . 80 - 0.39

^having patience with kids (0.99 0.21
(combining parenting and own life 0.91 0.77

Qr setting self goals 0.4 4 0.70
^ finding time for self -0.06 0.91

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Fact or 2 :

f H 20
\Jb

•7-6.5.4.3.2.1

.7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.2

. 1
+ .

. 1

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9



/

w Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

being calm when dealing with kids 0.14 4. 14 -2.86 3.14 3.14 -3.86 -3.86
f? being aggressive with kids -0.43 -2.43 2.57 -2.43 4.43 3.57 3.57

(having an understanding of kids -0.14 -0.14 -2.14 2.86 3.86 -2.14 -2.14
^disciplining kids when needed 0.29 1.29 0.71 1.29 -0.71 -0.71 -0.71

£ having patience with kids -0.43 3.57 -3.43 2.57 4.57 -3.43 -3.43
combining parenting and own life -1.43 1.57 3.57 1.57 3.57 -4.43 -4.43

^ setting self goals -0.06 -1.86 2.14 3.14 3.14 -2.06 -2.06
(3 finding time for self 1.00 -1.00 3.00 -2.00 3.00 -2.00 -2.00

Elements in Construct Space (Slater) :

k 0.55 0.29
mum -4.26 3.25

a 2.27-5.77
a -6.11 1.72

ra. -9.24 -2.56
ideal parent 8.40 1.53
idael parent 8.40 1.53

Elements in Construct Space (rosea 1ed)

k 0.06 0.03

j mum -0.46 0.35
- a 0.25 -0.63

-a. -0.66 0.19
m -1.00 -0.20

ideal parent 0.91 0.17
idael parent 0.91 0.17

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

(f&Uj1
.9
.8

.7

.6
1

:l Gr c-r
V

® a
.2 vl / v

V.6.5.4.3.2.1 +^?.2. (•7
3 . 4 . 5 . 6 . 7 . 8 . C \' •,( 1

-.1
-.2 E
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CA_,p£\_i.\_ j~ 1. i tvffb'V i. v I

c I rcumgr J nr,

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS

not getting a break
patient with kids
doing activities
selfish with time

giving time to kids
finding time for self
smacking kids
putting kids first

E i ,EM E

a

in11

in

k p/'i n I
-A j" c ("!' '

r, d ! Y\j" * - '

idea.I self

•,'o c'

Grid

not getting a break
patient with kids
doing activities
selfish with time

giving time to kids
finding time for self

smacking kids
putting kids first

Row correlations

lb
not getting a break 1.00
b patient with kids -0.16
C- doing activities -0.20 0.56

1 -0.25

0. 32

10 7 1 0 Pj 5 5
5 8 8 5 8 n

5 8 4 3 5 8
2 2 2 6 6 2
8 7 4 3 8 9
2 5 3 8 6 5
4 4 4 5 1 1

10 8 6 5 7 1 0

r-A
^ , ,

A?V'
, vk

- v'
s- (

IT
(p

, i
- P
V

< '

>(

. V

t\V.2.
_ jf ,j '

c) selfish with timef.-0.-63
' giving time to kids -0.13

0.16 -0.20 - 0
1 .00 0.56 - 0

1.00 - 0.

0.56 1 .

0 . 73

finding time for self (T). 88J- 0.06 -0.16
^smacking kids 0.47 -0.60 -0.46

I putting kids first 0.16 0.06 0.70

63
2 5

56

00

32

70

07

62

- 1 L

1 3

32
7 3

32

00

33

7 4

oos

-o. on

-0.06
-0. 16
0 . 79
0 . 33
1 . 00

0 . 0 5

-0 . 56

y /•
0 . 47

-0 .60
-0 . 40
-0 . 07

0.74

-0.05
1 . 00

-0.43

0V
V

0.16
0 . 06

0.70
-0.62
0.08
-0.56
-0.43

1 .00

** Principal Components / Factor Analy o f i V>rro 1 n I i on<

Eigenvalues :

4.89 2.59

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalue

61.11 32.39

Eigenvectors

, vtA

(.1 v]

not getting a break
patient with kids

doing activities
selfish with time

giving time to kids
Ending time for self -0.28

smacking kids
putting kids first

0.04
0.28
0.45
0.35
0.45

-0. 60

0.19

0.10

0 . 42

0.10

0.51

0.33 -0.36
0.45 -0.13



Principal Components Loadings

^ not getting a break 0.10 -0.90
(^patient with kids 0.61 0.31
C doing activities 1.00 0.16

cJ selfish with time -0.77 0.68

? giving time to kids 1.00 0.16
(! finding tine for self -0.61 0.82

J smacking kids -0.74 -0.58
k putting kids first 1.00 -0.22

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9

.9
F .8

D .7
.6
. 5

. 4

. 3

. 2

. 1

,9.8.7.6.5 .4.3.2.1 +.

-. 1
-

. 2

-.3
-

. 4

-.5
G -.6

-

. 7

-.8

-.9

Varimax factors :

not getting a break 0.92 -0.29
patient with kids -0.04 0.68

0.25 0.98

-0.92 -0.44

0.25 0.98
-1.00 -0.23
0.24 -0.91
0.60 0.83

doing activities
selfish with time

giving time to kids
finding time for self

smacking kids
putting kids first

■'•8.7.6.

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Fart or 2

F C

.9

.8

.B

. 6

. 5

. 4

.3

.2
. 1

5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3. 4.5.6.7.8 .'

v?
■ nP
^

s

\>

nJ
rvJ 'J"s

V,-

, ^ .

^ ^ rsTC & yo '

&'

4
c. '



t* Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

j, not getting a break -3..00 0 . . 00 -3 . 00 2 . 00 J
. 00 2 . . 00

{,patient with kids 2..00 -1 ..00 -1 .00 . on 1 . . 00 - 1 . . 00
C, doing activities 0 .50 -2 ..50 1 . 50 2 . 50 0 . . 50 - 2 . 50
(j selfish with time 1 .33 1 . . 33 1 .33 -2 . 67 . j . 67 1 , , 3 3

{ giving time to kids -1 ,.50 -0 . . 50 2 . 50 3.. 50 1 . . 50 -2.. 50
finding time for self 2..83 -0.. 17 1 .03 -3.. 1 7 -1 . . 1 7 0 . . 1 7

0) smacking kids -0 .83 -0..83 -0 .83 -1 . . 83 2.. 1 7 2 . 1 7

,, putting kids firstft
-2 ,.33 -0., 33 1 . 67 2 . . 67 0 . . 67 -2 . 33

Elements in Construct Space (Slater)

a: 2.06 -4.69
mum 1.92 -0.33

m. -1 . 46 -3 . 57
1 -6.97 2.63
i -0.19 4.08

.ideal self 4 . 64 1 . 89

Elements in Construct Space (rosea 1 ml)

a 0.29 -0.67
I mum 0.28 -0.05

m -0.21 -0.51
1 -1.00 0.38

i. -0.03 0.59
ideal self 0.67 0.27

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2

.9
I F .8

D .7

• ^6©5
.4 '1,^
.2 tJ1 E

'
• 6.5 .4.3.2.1 +.1 .2,3.4.5.6.7.8.9

-.1 6
2 '

-•3

G :s



circuit.,>< 11,.,

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSTS

BuhCX/p ckjtJCD. 1 li <r h\Mj \i tc\K'

CONSTRUCTS ELEMENT?

having suport from others a

being affactionate to kids mum

putting kids before self 1

remaining calm when dealing with kids m

giving kids everything they want i
trying to do things as a family ideal
having time for kids ideal
finding time for self

■1 > M r

■ 'V

parent
self

a "X

i /v

' IV L

o iv t

Grid

having suport from others 3 0 0 7 6 8
being affactionate to kids 8 4 0 8 9 10
putting kids before self 10 0 3 0 0 6 5

remaining calm when dealing with kids 5 5 G 7 8 9 10
giving kids everything they want 5 8 G 3 10 5 7
trying to do things as a family 7 7 8 3 5 9 10

having time for kids 7 5 4 7 8 9 8
finding time for self 3 9 n 2 7 G 7

Row correlations :

A
having suport from others

& being affactionate to kids
c putting kids before self

remaining calm when dealing with kids
Cgiving kids everything they want

j1 fa trying to do things as a family
c having time for kids
o

\)

V ,1

v

.00
. 55
.25
. 77

. 09
. 11

. 39

0. 55
1 . 00

0.37
0 . 75

0.20

0.11

0 . 9 I

\ ( c. V\ ^ .' 5-A..
-0.25 (, 0 . 7'/)
0.37 io.75A-O.2O 0.11
1 .00 - O". 24 -0. 13
0.24 1.00 0.10
-0.13 0.10 1.00
0.55 0.30 0.15
0.41 0.73 -0.03

0.15 -0.03
1.00 0.08
0.00 1.00

I

i



finding time for self 0.46 0.20 -0.59 0.56 0.39 0.52 0.11 1.00

** principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlai.ii

Eigenvalues :

3.33 2.34

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues :

41.68 29.30

Eigenvectors :

having suport from others
being affactionate to kids
putting kids before self

remaining calm when dealing with kids
giving kids everything they want
trying to do things as a family

having time for kids
finding time for self

0

0
-0

0

42

4 5

08

5 4

0 . 04

0.19
0 .42

0.34

02

33
59
04

29
0 .40

0.34
43-0

ri:
> V'

v'l 0
9

'0.7 6
(0.83>

0 . 02

0.50.

Principal Components Loadings :

P having suport from others
& being affactionate to kids

C putting kids before self -0.15 (0.90
^remaining calm when dealing with kids (0.98)-0.06
C giving kids everything they want
f trying to do things as a family

(s having time for kids
CT finding time for self

0.07
0. 35

(0.7;/>
(IT762)

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

.9

.8

.7

.6

.5

. 4

.3

.2

•7.6.5.4.3.2.1
. 1
+ ,

. 1

.2

. 3

.4

.5

.6

.7

.8

.9

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.A.9

-0.4 4
-0.61

0 . 53

-0 .66

ir
6s

■K<
V >

■

x

,\

A

p

^<r x aJ

\ * ■

Varimax factors



f\
having suport from others 0.28 0.71

i being affactionate to kids -0.13 0.90
G putting kids before self -0.00 0.22

remaining calm when dealing with kids 0.11 0.07
giving kids everything they want 0.13 0.12
trying to do things as a family 0.70 0.07

*\ having time for kids -0.17 0.91
XV finding time for self 0.09 0.30

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2 :

8,7.6.5.4.3.2

B

G .9

.7

.6

. 5

. 4

.3

.2

. 1
, 1 +.

-. 1

-.2

-.3

-.4

-.5

-.6
-.7

-.8

-.9

F

,2.3.4.5.6.7.0.9
E

'* Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

having suport from others 2.06
being affactionate to kids -0.06
putting kids before self -3.43

remaining calm when dealing with kids 2.14
giving kids everything they want 1.29
trying to do things as a family 0.00

having time for kids -0.14
finding time for self 2.00

2 .06 - 0 . 1 4 -2.14 -1.14 oi -2.14
4.14 3.14 -0.06 -0.06 -1 .86 -2.86
0.57 3.57 -1.43 -1 .43 0 . 57 1 .57
2.14 1.14 0.14 1 o CD CTi -1 .86 VDCD(N1

1.71 0.29 3.29 -3.71 1 .29 -0.71
0 . 00 -1 .00 4 .00 2.00 oo(N1 -3.00
1 . 06 2.06 -0.14 -1.14 -2.14 -1.14
3.00 -3 . 00 3.00 -2.00 -1 .00 ooCN1

Elements in Construct Space (Slater)

a. -2.90 3.60
mum -5.90 -1.51

1 -1 .69 -5.67
m -0.74 5.05

i 2.11 0.36
i(Jeal parent 3.51 0.09
ideal self 5.60 -1.93

Elements in Construct Space (rescnled)



a

mum

\y*A i
m

i

ideal parent
ideal self

-0.49 0.61
-1.00 -0.26
-0.29 -0.96
-0.13 0.86
0.36 0.06
0.60 0.01
0.95 -0.33

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2
.V
•>

C .9

0 8

^ < -7"0.6
.5 G '
.4 s .

•3
5 ?r

.2 .?■ ■
•1 0 00 '

,8.7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1 .2.3.4.5. 6.7.A.9
-. 1 D . 0
-

. 2 - <A ; ■
-.3 '* ' 0' 0
-.4 E 0r
-.5
-

. 6 F

-.7 H

-.8

-.9

0

taw lines through the center of the graph and each of the above letter
tese vectors represent the constructs.
lot the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elements
iconstruct space.

Column correlations :

angela 1.00 0.39-0.69 0.40 0.04 0.33-0.13
mum 0.39 1.00 -0.05 -0.24 0.22 0.06 0.11

lesley -0.69 -0.05 1.00 -0.79 -0.50 -0.08 0.32

margaret 0.40-0.24-0.79 1.00 0.17 0.27 0.04
ian 0.04 0.22-0.50 0.17 1.00-0.39 -0.37

Heal parent 0.33 -0.06 -0.08 0.27 -0.38 1.00 0.79
ideal self -0.13-0.11 0.32 0.04-0.77 0.79 1.00
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CIRCUMGR TI'S

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

■ >\i[i p<1 t\.r O -
! jo/at i

CONSTRUCTS

having time away from kids
spending time with kids
making sure they are safe
being there when they need you
doing anything for them
playing with them
taking them out
finding time for yourself

ILFIIFNTG

d

mi mi

c •

m

t

ideal self

o ■ t"_ f

,1 pn.flY
\ "• •»

Grid

having time away from kids 3 7 7 8 r 5

spending time with kids 8 f~ o o 6

making sure they are safe 1 0 7 I n '1 1 0 ! 0
being there when they need you 8 8 P, P 1 0

doing anything for them 7 6 7 7 8

playing with them 9 6 0 ■~) ' i 1 0
taking them out 0 IC 8 ?. 5 8

finding time for yourself 3 r r 1 n 5 7

Row correlations

f
di1;

v

■I V-

C'C'

V

f

having time away from kids
O spending time with kids

C making sure they are safe
being there when they need you

C doincj anything for them
/ playing with them

(J tak ing them out
ti finding time for yourself

1 . 00 0
. 67 0 7 2 (l 5 n (1 66 -0 . 70 - 0 . 62 0.67

0.67 t . on 0 " 5 0 7 ! 0 P.l 0 . 00 0 . 78 -0 .86
0.72 1)

. '15 j on (i 87 '0 06 10.99 • 0 . 08 -0 . 75
0 . 58 0.7 3 0 8 7 t (M) 0 07 0

. 9 2 ■ 0.81 -0 . 66
0

. 66 (i. (11 1 0 06 ' 0 <17 1 00 i 0 . 98' '0.091 -0.70
0.70 i 0 .') 11 (I go •

'

() ' • 2 0 08 t . 00 0 . 89' -0 . 70
0 . 62 U

. 78 (1 88 (1 H 1 0 11') 0
. 89 1 . 00 -0.68

0 . 67 0 . 8 6 1! / 5 0 '■(, 0 70 0 . 70 0 . 68 1 .00

** Principal Components / Factor Analysi i! ('or re I a I i ons

Eigenvalues :

6.63 0.61

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues

82.86 7.58

Eigenvectors :

having time away from kids -0.30 0.57
spending time with kids 0.36 -0.23

making sure they are safe 0.38 0.07
being there when they need you 0.35 0.10

doing anything for them 0.38 0.20
playing with them 0.38 0.10
taking them out 0.35 0.22

finding time for yourself -0.32 0.53



I

Principal Components Loadings :

having time away from kids -0 . 77 0
. 4 5

spending time with kids 0.93 0.1 8

making sure they are safe 0 . 90 0 . 0 s

being there when they need you 0.91 0.31
doing anything for them 0 . 97 0 . 2 2

playing with thorn 0.98 o.r;

taking them out 0.91 0 . 1 7

finding time for yourself - 0 . 82 0
. 4 2

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

.9

. 7

.6

. 5

. 4

.3

.2

. 1

1.8.7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.

-

. 1
-

. 2

-.3
-

. 4

-.5
-.6
-

. 7

-.8

-.9

G E

F

.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9

Varimax factors :

having time away from kids -0.81 0. 16
spending time with kids 0.69 0.64

making sure they are safe 0.53 0.87
being there when they need you 0.20 0.92

doing anything for them 0.39 0.
playing with them 0.46 0.89
taking them out 0.39 0.04

finding time for yourself -0.82 -0.42

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 1

.9

.8
. 7

. 6

.5

.4

.3

.2

. 1
8>7-6. 5 . 4 . 3 . 2 . 1 +.1.2,

-

. 1

E F

G C

3.4.5.6.7.8.9



** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

having time away from kids 2.03 -1.1 7 1 1 7 I 7 0 M 1 0 . 8.7
spending time with kids -1 .83 1.17 l 0 7 1 I 7 1 0 3 0.17

making sure they are safe -1.50 1 . so 1 50 4 5 0 ! 5 0 - 1 . 50
being there when they need you -0.50 - 0 . o 0 o 50 4 50 o 50 -2.50

doing anything for them -0 . 67 0.3 3 0 6 7 7 77 0 £ 7 1 . 67
playing with them 1 . 50 1 . 5 0 1 50 5 5 0 1 5 0 •2 . 50
taking them out -2 . 00 1 . on ') 00 4 00 1 00 - 2 . 0 0

finding time for yourself 2.03 o n \ o 0 3 4 1 7 0 0 7 1.17

Elements in Construct Spare (Slater )

mum

ideal self

4 . 68
-1.94

2.85
-11.53
2.39
3 . 55

-2.35
-0.00

1 .02
-0. 54
-0.80
2 . 68

Elements in Construct Space (rosea lent

ideal self

3; 0.41
mum -0.17

0.25
n -1.00

0.21

0.31

-0 . 20

-0.00

0.09
-0 . 05
-0 . 07

0.23

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :
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correlations P^'hc^uv/-CiRCUiion in:;

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS
ELEMENTS

having patience with kids
d | '' ' ; v

making time for kids
mu in

spending time entertaining kids
C cr.1

taking responsibility
m iv d ( ,

supervising kids
t '

allowing freedom to play
ideal parent

doing everything for kids
ideal self

finding time for yourself

f



Grid :

having patience with kids 6 1) 8 r. 8
making time for kids 8 < 1 ( ! <1 1 0 8

spending time entertaining kids 7 8
'

7 1 9 8
taking responsibility 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 4 10 1 0

supervising kids 0 9 8 1 1 10 9
allowing freedom to play 8 9 8 1 1 0 9
doing everything for kids 6 9 8 3 1 9 8
finding time for yourself 5 7 7 9 9 9 8

Row correlations :

having patience with kids 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.95 0.95 0.94 -0.36
making time for kids 0.96 1.00 0.97 0.90 0.99 0.99 0.94-0.49

spending time entertaining kids 0.93 0.97 1.00 0.94 0.99 0.99 0.96 -0.34
taking responsibility 0.93 O.on 0.94 1.00 0.97 0.97 0.80 -0.59

supervising kids 0.95 0.99 0.99 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.95 -0.41
allowing freedom to play 0.95 0.99 0.99 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.95 -0.41
doing everything for kids 0.94 O.04 0.96 0.88 0.95 0.95 1.00 -0.24
finding time for yourself -0.36 -0.49 0.34 -0.59 -0.41 -0.41 -0.24 1.00

** Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Corral a I ions **

Eigenvalues :

6.95 0.90

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues :

86.86 11.23

Eigenvectors :

having patience with kids
making time for kids

spending time entertaining kids
taking responsibility

supervising kids
allowing freedom to play
doing everything for kids
finding time for yourself

0.37 0
. It

0. 30 0.03

0.37 0.14
0 . 37 -0.1 6

0.30 0 . 0 7
0 . 38 0 . 0 7

0.36 0
. 2 6

0.18 0.93

Principal Components Loadi ngr-i V'"
i,,v [.

^ 1 ■
»-j ■ /

v

having patience with kids 0.96 0.10

making time for kids 1 .00 0.03
pending time entertaining kids 0 . 98 0.1 1

taking responsibility 0.98 0 . 1 c>

supervising kids 0.99 0.06

allowing freedom to play 0.99 0 . 06

doing everything for kids 0 . 95 0 . 2 5

finding time for yourself -0 . 47 0 . 88

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2
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. 7

.6

.5

. 4

.3 G
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. 1 F

.7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.0.9 n
-

. 1

-. 2 n

-.3
-.4

-.5

-.6
-.7

-.8
-.9

Varimax factors :

having patience with kids 0.53 -0.81
making time for kids 0.43 -0.90

spending time entertaining kids 0.57 -0.81
taking responsibility 0.32 -0.94

supervising kids 0.51 -0.85
allowing freedom to play 0.51 -0.05
doing everything for kids 0.66 -0.73
finding time for yourself 0.57 0.82

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Fact <u

.9

.0
. 7

.6
. 5
. 4

. 3

.2

. 1
•7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.0.9

-.1
-.2

-.3
-.4

-.5

-.6
-. 7 G )
-.8 / A C
-.9 /DBF

** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :



t having patience with kids
£> making time for kids

^pending time entertaining kids
-^taking responsibility

. 0 supervising kids
I V allowing freedom to play

b doing everything for kids 0.29 -2.71 0.29 3.29 3.29 -2.71 -1.71
^ finding time for yourself

0 . 43 -2.57 - 1 .57 3.43 3.43 -1 . 57 -1
-0.86 -1 .86 -0 . 86 3.14 3.14 -1 .86 -0
-0. 43 -1.43 -0.43 3 . 57 2 . 57 -2.43 -1
-1.71 -1.71 -1.71 4 .29 4 . 29 -1 .71 -1

k£5COo1 -1 .86 -0.86 4.14 4.14 -2.86 -1
1 o CO CTi -1 .86 -0.86 4.14 4.14 -2.86 -1
0 .29 -2.71 0. 29 3 . 29 3 . 29 -2.71 -1
2.71 0.71 0.71 - 1 . 29 - 1 . 29 -1 .29 -0

Elements in Construct Space (Slater

d 1 .99 -2.77
mum 5.32 0.45

c 2.37 -0.70
m -9.91 -0.31
t -9.53 -0. 17

ideal parent 5.72 2.47
ideal self 4.04 1.03

Elements in Construct Space (rescaled)

d 0.20 -0.28
mum 0.54 0.04

c 0.24 -0.07
m -1.00 -0.03
t -0.96 -0.02

ideal parent 0.58 0.25
ideal self 0.41 0.10

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2

ht
P (Y.' v' V5\, \\

YviW >v
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• 1 '}) <":f F / I • o '' ' ( ' \ ( \ V C'•7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.'3.4. a. 6.7.8.9 R (
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-.5
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Klines through the center of the graph and «nch of I lie above letters,tee vectors represent the constructs.
the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elements
instruct space.

Column correlations
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>4
j*, 1 • ' . ■1 ■ i ■ •

CIRCUMGR MIS

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS

being there for kids
spoiling kids
spending time with kids
taking responsibility for kid.'
taking kids out
playing with kids
buying things they need
finding time for yourself

FTFMFMTN

I

m 11 m

m

d

M

bo <j p-Tid ivjr
. 1 Sil i ° La. hh r-,oC:fl t-

-

ideal pa-oerrb" lo ' t

Grid

being there for kids 1 0 1 0 I 0 1 0 1 0
spoiling kids 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 •/

spending time with kids 10 10 1 0 1 0 1 0
taking responsibility for kids 10 1 0 10 10 10

taking kids out 10 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
playing with kids 10 0 8 I 0 1 0

buying things they need 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 7
finding time for yourself 0 1 0 ! 0 i n 0

Row correlations :
^

t

W ,

v«•
' i

\
\

r.

A i •
k-

,\
\

\"

,
.

being there for kids 1 .00 0.61 1 (10 1 on 0 on

spoiling kids 0 . 61 1 . 00 0 61 0 i-1 0 5 3
spending time with kids 1 .00 0 . 6 1 1 on 1 00 0 90

taking responsibility for kids 1 . 00 0.61 1 00 1 on 0 on

taking kids out '0 .90 1 0 . 5 3 0 Oft 0 Of! 1 00
playing with kids 0 . 96N 0

. 4 6 0 op 0 Of, 0 97
buying things they need (0 .93,; 0 . 7 6 0 9 3 0 o 3 0 on

finding time for yourself (0 .96> 0 . 7 7 0 o r, 0 Of, 0 9 1

** Principal Components / Factor Ana 1 y S i s ' 1 < 'ril'I'i 1 ; 1 i < ins * A

r '
0.96
0.16
0.96
0.96
0.97
1 . 00

0 .03
0.07

Vs o)

0 .93
0 . 76
0.93
0.93
0.08
0.03.
1 . 00

0.99

h A V
. (A ,0h"
yj

4(0.96
0.77

0.96
0.96
0.91

0.07
0 .99
1 .00

. r
,P

3C-

Eigenvalues :

7.14 0.72

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues

89.26 8.98

Eigenvectors :

being there for kids 0.37 -0.13

spoiling kids 0.26 0.03
spending time with kids 0.37 -0.13

taking responsibility for kids 0.37 -0.1.3
taking kids out 0.36 -0.26

playing with kids 0.35 -0.35
buying things they need 0.36 0.21

finding time for yourself 0.37 0.10



J

Principal Components Loadings' o ' V •

being there for kids 0*.99 -0.11

spoiling kids 0.69 0.7!
spending time with kids 0.99 0.11

taking responsibility for kids 0.99 -0.1!

taking kids out 0.97 -0.71

playing with kids 0.94 -0.70

buying things they ne^d 0.96 0.10
finding time for yourself: 0.90 0.10

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

.7.6.5.4.3.2.1
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-.5

-.6
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. 7

-.8
-.9

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9

G

II

I)

F

Varimax factors :

^ being there for kids
b spoiling kids

^spending time with kids
taking responsibility for kids

o taking kids out
(-playing with kids

Cr buying things they need
(A finding time for yourself

0.91 0
. in

0. 25 0 nr.

0.91 0 4 9

0.91 0 4 0

0.94 0 7 0

0 . 96 0 i

0 . 75 0 \

0.78 0 02

and Fard ) r

•7.6.5.4.3.2

.9

.8

.7

.6

.5

. 4

.3

.2

. 1

1 +.

-. 1

G n

n

f

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9



- .2
-

. 3

-.4

-.5

-.6

-.7
-

. 8

-.9

** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

kids -1 . 50 1 . 50 1 . 50 7 . 50 - 1 50 - 1 . 50
kids 5.50 -3 . 50 -3 . 50 5 . 50 -3 5 0 -0 . 50
kids -1.50 -1 . 50 •1 . 50 7 . 50 1 50 -1 . 50
kids -1 . 50 -1 . 50 1 . 50 7 . 50 -1 50 -1.50
out -1 .83 0.17 -1 .83 7.17 I 83 - 1 .83
kids -2.17 -0.17 • 0 . 17 G. 83 1 7 -2.17
need -0.33 -2.33 2.33 G.G7 ■- 2 33 0.G7
self -0.17 -2 . 1 7 2.17 G . 0 3 •"> 1 7 -0.17

Elements in Construct Space (Slater)

t 1 ,.85 -6 .27
mum 4 .22 3 . 18

m 4..94 2..69
d -19 .69 -0 . 1 1
b 5..64 1 ..99

ideal pS^swt 3..05 -1 . . 49

Elements in Construct Space (rpsrm 1"d)

t 0.09 -0.32
mum 0.21 0 . 1G

m 0.25 0.14
d -1.00 -0.01
b 0.29 0.10

ideal parrent 0.15 -0.08

AJ ■

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2
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:
X CI V, H J 1 ! .' )

c! pcumgr i os Hxrhcupcut^t-
Hf-ttr ." .m

PRINCIPAL (AXFiS) mMPPNFNITS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

/■' u

CONSTRUCTS Rl,COUNTS

care about kids t - picV3tv{v> '
spend money on kids nmm

^ a-. t\ tspending time with I: ids )> - 1 )er< (1*1
getting support from oiIkms d (red fi' 'ftaking kids out

m
being able to prov ide t or '; ids idea I parentbeing able to re-star' mi-onr ideal selffinding time for yourself

Grid

care about kids
spend money on kids

spending time with kids
'j getting support from others

taking kids out
;jbeing able to provide for kids
| being able to re-start careerI finding time for yourself
1/

Row correlations :

care about kids

1 0 1 0 1 0 1 10 10 10
7 6 7 1 6 10 10

1 0 3 1 0 1 5 10 10
q q 9 6 1 0 10
0 3 q 1 9 10 10
0 5 0 1 1 0 10 10

1 0 1 0 0 J 0 10 10 10
3 1 0 ] o 1 0 1 0 10 10

a '.\"r , rP' ■
• \ i1

1 . 00 0 . 03 0 . 6 0

0 . 03 1 . 00 0 . 0 4

0 . 60 0 . 04 1 .6 0

>
, v

0.05 0.75 0.84 -0.17 -0

J*
^-r

I



Wgetting support from others

taking kids out

being able to provide for kids

being able to re-start career -

finding time for yourself -

. 8 5 0.91 0.79 1.00 0.67 0.69 -0.17 -0.

. 7r. 0.84 n.o() 0.67 1. .00 0.96 -0.21 -0.

.01 0.OH 0.70 0.69 0.96 1.00 -0.08 -0.

.17 o.o-i - 0. ;m -0.17 -0.21 -0.08 1.00 -0.

.17 0
. 0 1 () . ;M 0.17 -0.21 -0.08 -0.17 1.

** Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues :

5.15 0.92

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalue

64.42 11.51

Eigenvectors :

care about kids
spend money on kids

spending time with kids
1 getting support from others

taking kids out
being able to provide for kids
being able to re-start career

finding time for yourself

Principal Components Loadings, . •?
v

. ' care about kids
"spend money on kids

spending time with kids
^getting support from others

I C taking kids out
being able to provide for kids
(being able to re-start career

H finding time for yourself

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin.

0 . 3 n o 1 0
0 . 4 2 0 2 6
0 . 40 - 0 29
0 . 3 9 o 0 4
0 . 4 1 0 04
0 .

4 1 0 21
-n. On 0 6 3
-o. 0 9 0 6 3

0 no 0 l 0

0 95 0 •) r

0 9 2 o 2 f i
f) 8n n 0 4
0 o a n 0 4
0 9 3 0 2 0
-0 2 1 0 60
-0 21 0 60

H

5.4.3.2.1

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
+

1
2
3
4
5

F
A
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Varimax factors

care about kids 0 . ' ■ 7 0 on

spend money on k ids 0 . 7 ! n n u

spending time with kids 0
. 7 7 0 9 2

getting support from others 0.5 3 0 7 2
taking kids out 0 . A 8 0 8 0

being able to provide for kids 0 . 6 8 - 0 66
being able to re-start career 0 . 3° 0 5 1

finding time for yourself 0 . 3 9 0 5 1

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 ami Factor

. 9
. 8
. 7
. 6
. 5 H
. 4
. 3
. 2
. 1

!,8.7 . 6 . 5 . 4 . 3 . 2 . 1 +.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9
-.1
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. 2
-.3
-

. 4
-.5
-.6
-

. 7 DA F
-

. 8 F
-

. 9 C
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** Slater Analysis **
|

D-matrix :

care about kids
spend money on kids

spending time with kids
getting support from others

taking kids out
being able to provide for kids
being able to re-start career

finding time for yourself

I
Elements in Construct Sp

-1 . 29 ! 2 n I 7 n

-0 . 2 9 () 71 - 0 2 9
— 3 on A 00 - 3 00
-1 .on ! on I 00
-1 .71 A 2 9 I 7 1
-0 . 5 7 2 A 3 O 5 7
-0 . 29 0 2 9 1 71
6 . 0 0 1 00 -1. 00

ace (0I a tor ) :

7.71 - 1 . 29 -1.29 -1 .29
5.7! 0.71 -3.29 -3.29
6.00 2.00 -3.00 -3.00
5.00 2.00 -2.00 -2.00
6.29 -1.71 -2.71 -2.71
6.43 -2.57 -2.57 -2.57
-0.29 -0.29 -0.29 -0.29

1. . 00 -1 . 00 -1. 00 -1. 00

t 3.70 -4.16
mum -3.89 1.62

b 3.24 -1.02



d -15.14 -1.03
m 0.25 1.72

ideal parent 5.02 1.44
ideal self 5.92 1.44

Elements in Construct Space ( ? — ,-i l <-<d )

t

mum

h
d

m

ideal parent
ideal self

0.24 -0.28
-0.26 0.11
0.21 -0.07
-1.00 -0.07
0.02 0.11
0.39 0.09
0.39 0.09

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin
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jaw lines through the center of the graph and each of the above letters,iese vectors represent the constructs.
lot the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elementsiconstruct space.



APPENDIX 5



;aw lines through the center of the graph and each of the above letters.
,:ese vectors represent the constructs.
jot the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elements
construct space.

Column correlations : P ■ / q j.,
CIRCUMGRIDS If ^ l( 1 p \ U * 0 -

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS ELEMENTS

experience with kids
not struggling with kids
being attentive
putting child first
wanting to be with kids
being in control
being competent
finding time for yourself

pn P K ^.VUAJ- lo
-y 1 •< < pi j t1 \}

t

dad

y

s l_yv</ pA.rVuX
ideal self

Grid

experience with kids 6 8 8 8 3 9

not struggling with kids 7 8 8 8 2 9

being attentive 8 8 8 8 3 9

putting child first 6 8 8 0 3 9

wanting to be with kids 9 9 9 9 3 9

being in control 9 9 8 8 3 9

being competent 6 9 8 8 3 9

iinding time for yourself 9 2 8 8 9 9

Row correlations :

A
n experience with kids
not struggling with kids

C_ being attentive
ti putting child first

•wanting to be with kids
.f being in control
G- being competent

lading time for yourself

v<r y-
. y*v

rS

VJJ L' y WTcy
1.00 0.97 Co.93) 1 .00

( 0.97y 1 .00 <6.99> 0.97
(P0.^93) (6.99/ 1.00 0.93

1 .00 (0 .97/ CO.- 23"' 1.00
0.89 (0.98A 0.89

... v

0.86 CoJj|D(Q.9$ 0.86. (6.98) 1700
(0.99\o.96> 0.91 6^99) 0.88 0.86
-0.30 -0/26 -0.20 -0.30 -0.27 -0.31

0.89

0.97

0.98

0.89
1 .00

0.99
0.96

0.91 -0.20

0.86 (6/99/ -0.30
(6 .98> 0.88 -0.27

0.86 -0.31
1 .00 -0.46
-0.46 1.00

Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues :

6.75 0.93 •

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues



84.35 11.68

Eigenvectors :

experience with kids 0.37 0.03
1 not struggling with kids 0.38 0.10

being attentive 0.38 0.17
putting child first 0.37 0.03

■ wanting to be with kids 0.37 0.10
being in control 0.37 0.05
being competent 0.37 -0.14

finding time for yourself -0.14 0.96

Principal Components Loadings

experience with kids 0^97 0.03
not struggling with kids

being attentive
putting child first

wanting to be with kids
being in control
being competent

i finding time for yourself

0.10
0.16
0.03
0.10
0.05

0.97 -0.13
-0.36 0.93

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2
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Varimax factors :

experience with kids 0.54 -0.81
not struggling with kids 0.61 -0.79

being attentive 0.66 -0.74
putting child first 0.54 -0.81

wanting to be with kids 0.60 -0.77

being in control 0.55 -0.78
being competent 0.40 -0.89

Ending time for yourself 0.60 0.80

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2



.9

.8
. 7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.2
. 1

.7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.

-.1

-.2
-.3
-

. 4
-.5

-.6
-.7

-.8
-.9

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9

F E

** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

-0.67

experience with kids
not struggling with kids

being attentive
putting child first

wanting to be with kids
being in control -1.33
being competent 1.17

finding time for yourself -1.50

1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00
0.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00

0.67
1 .00
1 .00

0.67 -0.67
1.00 -1.00 -1.00
1.00 -1.00 -1.00

1.33 -0.33 -0.33
1.83 -0.83 -0.83
5.50 -0.50 -0.50

4.00

5.00

4.33 -1
4.00 -2

5.00 -1

4.67 -1

4.17 - 1

2.00
2.00

67

00

00

33
83

•1 .50 -1 .50

Elements in Construct Space (Slater)

t

dad
Y

0.28
3.68
2.12

j . 2.12
s -11.87

ideal self 4.23

1 .82
-5.10
0.76
0.76
-0.22

1 .98

Elements in Construct Space (rescaled)

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

H .9
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[raw lines through the center of the graph and each of the above letters,
these vectors represent the constructs.
Hot the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elements
:in construct space.



I'Ou UlA. jA'J. v,t b ' rvr te-/ Ii/vie/v (Liv/V-G^A.
CIRCUMGRIDS

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS ELEMENTS

keeping the home clean for kids
being there for kids
being independent yourself
putting kids needs before your own
going to work to provide for kids
caring for kids
having a full time job for yourself
finding time for yourself

t _ jjaJ hcc-pct-iv-,^ b
mum

dad — vgoorJ pcu
t " '
1
ideal parent
ideal self

pa_

b.vJ poJ

Grid

f\ keeping the home clean
IS being there

C being independent
? putting kids needs before
£ going to work to provide

caring
having a full time job for

q .finding time for

, • Row correlations :

(
keeping the home clean

116
being there

130
being independent

p.15
putting kids needs before

1.30
going to work to provide

,1.30
| caring
1.30
having a full time job for
1,38

finding time for
loo

for kids 9 9 10 2 9 10 10
for kids 9 1 10 2 9 10 10
yourself 5 9 10 2 9 10 10
your own 9 1 10 2 9 10 10
for kids 9 1 10 2 9 10 10
for kids 9 1 10 2 9 10 10
yourself 9 3 10 2 10 10 10
yourself 9 10 9 10 5 10 10

> ' AM

for kids

for kids

yourself

your own

for kids

for kids

yourself

yourself

(#-r ipr
1.00 0.66 0.88 0.66 0.66

0.66 1.00 0.51 1.00 1.00

lo.Bo) 0.51 1.00 0.51 0.51

0.66 1.00 0.51 1.00

0.66 1.00 0.51 1.00 1.00

0.66 1.00 0.51 1.00 1.00

0.76 (0.98) 0.62 (0.98) (0.98
-0.16 -0.30 -0.15 -0.30 -0.30

Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues :

6.00 1.05

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues :

74.96 13.16

Eigenvectors :

keeping the home clean for kids
being there for kids

holnn Indpnpnrlent- vnnr?pl F

0.32 0.51
0.40 -0.15
n ? 7 n n ?



putting kids needs before your own
going to work to provide for kids

caring for kids
having a full time job for yourself

finding time for yourself

0.40 -0.15
0.40 -0.15
0.40 -0.15
0.41 -0.07
-0.14 0.52

Principal Components Loadings

keeping the home clean for kids
S> being there for kids

C being independent yourself
j) putting kids needs before your own
£ going to work to provide for kids

y~ caring for kids
having a full time job for yourself

W finding time for yourself

79
9f

0

(0
0.67
<6.9 -p

0.97
1 ."00
-0.35

0 .52
-0 . 15
0 . 63
-0

-0
-0
-0
0

15
1 5
15
07
5 4

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

H

,7.6.5.4.3.2.1

9
8
7
6
5
4
3

, 2
, 1
+

, 1
, 2
, 3
,4
, 5
, 6
, 7
.8
, 9

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9
G 1

Varimax factors :

keeping the home clean for kids 0.49 0.81
being there for kids 0.94 0.29

being independent yourself 0.33 0.86
; putting kids needs before your own 0.94 0.29
going to work to provide for kids 0.94 0.29

caring for kids 0.94 0.29
having a full time job for yourself 0.93 0.37

finding time for yourself -0.55 0.33

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2

9
8
7
6
5

A



. 2

. 1

,7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.!!.''
-

. 1
-

. 2
-

. 3
-

. 4
-.5
-

• 6
-

. 7
-

. R
-

. 9

*'* Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

. /-j
ror kids 0 . 5 7 - 0 . 5 7 1.57 6 . 43 -0 . 57 -1.57

for kids i .71 6 . 2 9 -2.71 5 . 29 -1.71 -2.71

yourso1f 2 .

- 1.14 -2.14 5.86 -1.14 -2.14

your own 1.71 6 . 2 9 2 . 7 I 5 . 29 -1.71 -2.71

for kids -1.71 r.. 2 9 -2.7 1 5 . 29 -1.71 -2.71

for kids - 1.71 6 . 2 9 -2.71 5 . 29 -1.71 -2.71

yourselr - 1 .29 4.71 -2.29 5 . 71 -2 . 29 -2.29

yourso1f 0 . 0 0 - 1 . 00 0 . 00 -1 . 00 4.00 -1.00

Elements in Construct. Space (Slaiei

t 2 . 66 -2.5 5
mum -11.58 5.40
dad 6.35 0 . 39

t -14 . 57 -2.91
1 4 . 73 -2 . 24

ideal parent 6. 20 0.91
ideal self 6 . 20 0 .91

Elements In Construct Space (i 'own I nd )
'.V"; ;-r
V-> t 0.1R -0.18

"j£ mum -0.79 0.38
|fcj| dad 0.44 0.03
pt' ' -1.00 -0.20

«J§ 1 0.32-0.15
"II parent 0.43 0.06
iideal self 0.43 o.or>

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prln. 2
>'■. ■:

f,V,



(v^;-
. 9 -V
8 d-"1 y f'

, -J /
• •1 ■ <V{y
/ .6 C /
/ H . 5 A
0 .4 ? •

.3 £
• 2
^ /TT W fK<Tf

1.7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3.4.'5.6.7.8.9 1~<3.P""' /
-. 1 G • <0

-.4
-. 5
-.6
-.7
-.8
-.9

taw lines through the center of the graph and each of the above letters
tese vectors represent the constructs.
lot the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elements
i construct space.
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I H.

CIRCUMGRIDS

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS ELEMENTS

treating kids as their age f
spending time with kids a

giving in to kids h
showing affection/love i
making time to play a

taking kids out ideal self
willing to help kids with homework
finding time for self

I'.Vi it K t p A, i\J- 1
iOA.d ( Vi/'R-ivX'

• ff. iv i: •C o

Grid

treating kids as their age 8 4 1 8 8 10

spending time with kids 1 0 6 1 8 10 10

giving in to kids 7 10 5 8 10 1

showing affection/love 1 0 1 0 1 10 10 10

making time to play 9 5 1 9 10 9

taking kids out 8 5 1 8 10 8

illing to help kids with homework 7 1 0 1 1 7 1 0

finding time for self 1 10 1 0 1 1 1 0

' l> •i \
\t

A ; \
Row correlations

■A treating kids as their age

^spending time with kids
CI giving in to kids

I) showing affection/love
ET making time to play

taking kids out
ailing to help kids with homework

f-j finding time for self

1 .00

CO. 9 5
-0.20

0.81

<0.96'
(0.92
0. 40

-0. 49

\.
v A V

f \

(0.
i.
o.

o.

MO.

H 0.

0.

-0 .

-

^

(V
' i.

95'-0.20
00 0.02
02 1.00

89 0.26

97 1 0.09

96 * 0.18 0.87 <0.99 4 1.00
53 -0.06
56 -0.48

v q vn>

0.81 (0.963 (°-92~) °-40 -0
0.89 <'6.97*'( 0.96' 0.53 -0
0.26 0.09 0.18 -0.06 -0

0.87 0.87 0.60 -0
1 .00 (0.99) 0.35 -0

0.38 -0
0.38 1.00 0

0.68 0.27 1

1 .00

0.87

0.60 0.35

-0.45 -0.68

.49

.56

.48

.45

.68

.68

.27

.00

Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations

Eigenvalues :

5.28 1.57 v{
Percent Variances of the Eigenvalue?

66.06 19.64

Eigenvectors :

treating kids as their age 0. 4 i 0

spending time with kids 0.43 1

giving in to kids 0.06 - o

showing affection/love 0 . 4 0 0

making time to play 0.43 0

taking kids out 0 . 4 3 0

to help kids with homewoik 0 . 2 0 o

finding time for self - 0 28 o



<

Principal Components Loadings :

treating kids as their age 0.93 0.20
^spending time with kids 0.99 0.1 2

C giving in to kids 0.14 -0.73

/cj showing affection/love 0.92 0.08
f/y making time to play 0.99 -0.04

^ taking kids out 0.99 -0.00
Hilling to help kids with homework 0.46 0.66

finding time for self -0.63 0.72

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2

.9

H .7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.2
. 1

8.7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.

-.1
-.2

-.3

-.4
-.5

-.6

-.7
-.8

-.9

1.2.3.4.5.6.7,

A

D B

i. 9 E

F

Varimax factors :

treating kids as their age 0.7' 0.04
spending time with kids 0.67 0.73

giving in to kids -0.51 -0.54
showing affection/love 0.60 -0.70

making time to play 0.54 -0.83
taking kids out 0.51 -0.85

rilling to help kids with homework 0.81 0.01

finding time for self 0.22 0.94

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2 :

.9

.8

.7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.2
1

'•7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3.4.'
-.1



-.9

A

D B

** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

treating kids as their age
spending time with kids

(_ giving in to kids
showing affection/love
^ making time to play

taking kids out

u finding time for self

Elements in Construct Space (Slater)

-1 . 50 2 . 50 5 . 50 -1 . 50 -1 .50 -3.50
-2.50 1 . 50 6. 50 -0 . 50 -2.50 -2.50
-0.17 -3.17 1 .83 -1.17 -3.17 5.83
-1 . 50 -1 . 50 7.50 -1 .50 -1 . 50 -1.50
-1 .03 2.17 6.17 -1 .83 -2.83 -1 .83
-1 .33 1 .67 5 . 67 -1 .33 -3.33 -1 .33
-1 .00 -4 .00 5.00 5 . 00 -1 . 00 -4.00
4 . 50 -4 . 50 -4 . 50 4 . 50 4.50 -4.50

f Oin -1 .74
a -2.94 2.59
h -15.48 -0.37
i 3.09 -5.69
a 6.57 -3.66

ideal self 3.66 8.87

Elements in Construct Space (rescaled)

f 0.33 -0.11
a -0.19 0.17
h -1.00 -0.02
i 0.20 -0.37
a 0.42 -0.24

'deal self 0.24 0.57

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

.9

.8
H .7

.6

.5
4

.3

.2

.1
P.7.6.5.4.3.2.

©

£: .1.2.3.4.5.6.7.
-.2
-.3
-.4

%

A

D B

I.9 E

F



| ■, F - I N| rv.-f \\J\JHU VklA/\,K^S-^v
CIRCUMGRIDS

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS

treating kids as individuals
spending time playing
spending time taking them out.
enjoying being with kids
making things fun
remaining calm
becoming stressed out at times
finding time for yourself

ELEMENTS

f
mum

h
a

i
ideal parent
ideal self

ph.<Aj* 1
- bad po.f^O:
- acod pofC-tv.1:

Grid

treating kids as individuals 8 4 4 10 8 8 8
spending time playing 10 0 2 10 10 10 10

pending time taking them out 7 7 3 7 7 10 10
enjoying being with kids 1 0 8 5 .10 8 10 10

making things fun 1 0 1 1 6 6 10 10
remaining calm 3 1 0 .1 0 8 3 10 10

coming stressed out at times 8 5 1 0 8 8 1 1
finding time for yourself 5 1 1 0 1 5 5 5

Row correlations :

treating kids as individuals 1 . 0 0 0 . 7 7 0 . . 5 5 0 . , 79 0 . . 7 6 -0 .39 -0.. 18 ~0.

spending time playing 0 . 7 7 1 . 00 0 . . 82 0 ..92 0 . . 7 3 -0 . 39 -0..48 -0.

pending time taking them out 0 . 5 r> 0 . 82 1.. 00 0 . . 84 0 . . 76 0 .10 -0..89 -0 .

enjoying being with kids 0 . 79 0 . 9 2 0 . . 84 1.. 00 0 , . 82 -0 . 18 -0..57 -0.

making things fun 0 . 7 6 0 . 73 0 . . 7 6 0 . . 02 1.. 00 -0 .29 -0.. 53 -0.

remaining calm -0 . 3 9 -0 . 39 0 . . 10 - 0 ..18 --0 . . 29 1 .00 -0,.48 0.

icoming stressed out at times -0 . 18 -0 . 48 -0 . . 89 - 0 ..57 --0 . . 53 -0 .48 1..00 0.

finding time for yourself -0 . 3 5 -0 . 66 -0 , . 44 — 0 ..60 --0 . . 06 0 .02 0,.23 1.

1 Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues :

4.81 1.71

Percent Variances of the Ei cjenva I uos :

60.14 21.37

Eigenvectors :

treating kids as individuals
spending time playing

SDendina time takina them out

g
n
f)

' h

A \

> 1

1 A



enjoying being with kids 0.44 0.03
making things fun 0.39 0.09

remaining calm -0.09 -0.70
coming stressed out at times -0.29 0.55

finding time for yourself -0.25 0.02

Principal Components Loadings :

treating kids as individuals 0.00 0.41
spending time playing 0.9 5 0.18

pending time taking them out 0.92 -0.35
^enjoying being with kids 0.97 0.03

making things fun 0.05 0.12
P remaining calm -0.19 -0.92

coming stressed out at times -0.65 0.72
finding time for yourself -0.55 0.02

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

G

7.H.5.4.3.2.1

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
+

. 1

. 2
. 3
. 4
.5
. 6
. 7
.8
. 9

A

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.0.9 I)

Varimax factors :

treating kids as individuals 0.00 -0.41
spending time playing 0.71 -0.67

pending time taking them out 0.25 -0.95
enjoying being with kids 0.60 -0.77

making things fun 0.59 -0.62
remaining calm -0.06 -0.30

coming stressed out at times 0.21 0.95
finding time for yourself -0.30 0.46

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2

H

.9

. 8
. 7
. 6
. 5



,8.7.6.5.4.3.2.1

4
3
2
1
+ .

1
2
3

. 4
, 5
. 6
. 7
. 8
. 9

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9

A

B

D

C

** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

treating kids as individuals -0 . . 8 6 3 . . 14 3 . . 14 -2 . . 86 -0 . . 86 -0 . . 86 -0 ..86
spending time playing -1..43 0 ..57 6 . . 5 7 -1 ..43 -1.. 43 -1..43 -1.. 43

spending time taking them out 0 . . 29 0 . . 29 4 . . 29 0 , . 29 0 . . 29 -2 ..71 -2..71
enjoying being with kids -1 . . 29 0 . . 71 3 ..71 -1.. 29 0 . . 71 -1..29 -1..29

making things fun -3 ..71 5 . . 29 5 . . 29 0 , . 29 0 . . 29 -3 ..71 -3..71
remaining calm 4..71 -2 . . 29 -2 . . 29 -0 . . 29 4..71 -2..29 -2..29

becoming stressed out at times -2 . . 14 0 . . 86 -4 , . 14 -2 , . 14 -2 . . 14 4.. 86 4,.86
finding time for yourself -0 . . 4 3 3 . . 57 -5 ..43 3 . . 5 7 -0 . . 43 -0..43 -0..43

Elements in Construct Space (SLater)

f 2..48 5 ..43
mum -2.. 91 -3 . , 63

h -12.. 27 -0 . , 53
a 2 . . 25 2 . . 09
i 0 ..05 5 ..01

ideal parent 5 . . 20 -4.. 1 8
ideal self 5 . . 20 -4 . . 18

Elements in Construct Space ( ro.srn 1 rrl)

f 0.20 0.44
mum -0.24 -0.30

h . -1.00 -0.04
a 0.18 0.17
i 0.00 0.41

ideal parent 0.42 -0.34
ideal self 0.42 -0.34

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
?

0 A

n



. 1 E

3.7.H.5.4.3.2.1 +.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.0.9 D
-.1
-.2
-

. 3
-.4
-.5
-.6
-.7
-

. 8
F -.9

G c

aw lines through the center of the grnph and each of the above letters,
ese vectors represent the constructs.
ot the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elements
construct space.

Column correlations :

f iona 1..00 -0 . . 16 -0 . . 73 0 . '1 5 0 . . 81 0 . . 1. 5 0 . . 15
mum -0.. 16 1.. 00 0 . . 07 0 . . 65 0 ..07 0 . . 38 0 . . 38

helen -0.. 73 0 . . 07 1 . . 00 -0 . , 38 -0 . . 5 2 -0 . . 6 5 -0 . . 65

andy 0.. 45 0 . . 65 -0 . . 38 1.. 00 0 . . 5 6 0 , . 33 0 . . 3 3
iona 0.. 81 0 . . 07 -0 . . 52 0 . . 5 6 1 . . 00 -0 ,.06 -0 . . 0 6

ideal parent 0 . . 15 0 . . 38 -0 . . 65 0 . . 33 -0 . . 0 6 1.. 00 1 . . 00
ideal self 0 . . 15 0 . . 38 -0 . . 65 0 . . 3 3 -0 . . 06 1.. 00 1 . . 00

CIRCUMORTOS

§

1.
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\^<K-I t'l CuPA-tV^ J " CIRCUMGRIIJS
I'y? (vb / <L I »A M) A> A». I \ V; V \

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS ELEMENTS

having loads of patience s - (>'/ W < j'1 cVtvJ" .having time for kids mum

being understanding d ■ C.G (XL PiAbacking kids 100% c. - |v\ d pa t C u tgetting kids to listen to you 1
disciplining without smacking ideal self
putting kids first
finding time for yourself

Grid

^having loads of patience
\>having time for kids
O being understanding

-^backing kids 100%
jetting kids to listen to you
lisciplining without smacking

(j, putting kids first
finding time for yourself

3 10 9 4 9 9
7 1 0 8 5 9 9
6 10 8 6 9 9
8 10 9 8 8 9
3 9 10 3 7 9
3 9 10 2 9 9
3 10 0 2 9 9
6 5 5 7 6 5

c

§



o
, / -< . lO vt-V4

i .\.'•1 ,,'fv'v *. ^:
c7 \v J (>\:/A W h> f<=3

,/ \ v.,1 ■< ,

Row correlations : , ok1 7v^', u(. i • v'a •' , <•>, i
V ^ <>•'" <v

A having loads of patience 1.00(^0.85) <0.95) 0.71 10 .9 4^ 0 .9 6j 6 .97) -0.76
Shaving time for kids (0.85) 1 .00 (0.94) 0. G8 0.79 0.86 (0.95") -0.82
C being understanding ('O.Tip 0.94 1.00 0.73 0.84 0.88 ($798)-0.73

D backing kids 100% 0.71 0.68 0.73 1.00 0.76 0.63 0 .,69 -0.80
:ting kids to listen to you (0,94) 0.79 0.84 0.76 1.00 (079§F (£.911-0.89
sciplining without smacking (0.96) 0.86 0.88 0.63 <0.963 1.00 (£h 96.)-0.83

G putting kids first (0.97)' 0.95 <0.98") 0.69 0.91 (0.96) 1.00 -0.81
\ finding time for yourself -0776 -0.82 -0.73 -0.80 -0.89 -0.83 -0.81 1.00

Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues :

5,92 (6T533
Percent variances of the Eigenvalues :

86.49 6.63

Eigenvectors :

having loads of patience 0.37 0.24 '
having time for kids 0.35 0(14
being understanding 0.36 0.22

backing kids 100% 0.30 -Q.75'
tting kids to listen to you 0.36 -0.07
sciplining without smacking 0.36 0.25

putting kids first 0.37 0.25
finding time for yourself -0.34 0('. 43

Principal Components Loadings :

having loads of patience 0.97 0.17
having time for kids 0.93 0.10
being understanding 0.95 0.16

backing kids 100% 0.80(-0.55'
tting kids to listen to you 0.95 -0.05
sciplining without smacking 0.96 0.18

putting kids first (tT.98/ 0.18
finding time for yourself -0.89 0.31

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

.9

.8

.7

.6

. 5

.4

.3

.2

. 1
.1 +.

-.1
-.2

B

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9



.3

.4

. 5

.6

.7

.8

.9

Varimax factors :

& having loads of patience 0.40 0.89

^ having time for kids 0.44 0.82
C being understanding 0.41 0.87
p backing kids 100% 0.90 0.35

getting kids to listen to you 0.58 0.76
disciplining without smacking 0.39 0.89

Q putting kids first 0.40 0.91

^ finding time for yourself -0.76 -0.56
Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2

.7.6.5.4.3.2.1

.7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.2

. 1
+ ,

. 1

.2

.3

. 4

.5

.6

.7

.8

.9

G

B

1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9

** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

having loads of patience 4 .33 -2 .67 -1 .67 3 .33 -1 .67 -1 .67

having time for kids 1 .00 -2..00 0 .00 3 .00 -1 .00 -1 .00

being understanding 2 .00 -2,.00 0 .00 2 .00 -1 .00 -1 ,.00

backing kids 100% 0,.67 -1 ..33 -0.. 33 0 .67 0..67 -0..33

Setting kids to listen to you 3,.83 -2.. 17 -3.. 1 7 3..83 -0,. 1 7 -2.. 17

disciplining without smacking 4 ..00 -2 . . 00 -3.. 00 5 , . 00 -2. 00 -2..00

putting kids first 3..83 -3. 17 -1 . . 1 7 4 ..83 -2 . . 1 7 -2 ..17

finding time for yourself -0.,33 0..67 0..67 -1 . . 33 -0..33 0.,67

Elements in Construct Space (Slater)



S- -7.26 -2.66
mum 5.73 1.20
dad 3.62 0.69

C. -8.67 -2.77
1 2.61 2.43

I ideal self 3.98 1.11

| Elements in Construct Space (rescaled)
Y

s- -0.84 -0.31
mum 0.66 0.14

!|toreiv> _ dad 0.42 0.08
|.C' -1 .00 -0.32

1 0.30 0.28
ideal self 0.46 0.13

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :

.9

.8

. 7

.6

.5

.4
1 .3

.2
. 1

1.8.7.6.5.4.3.2.1 +.1
-.1

0

0 D
.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9



Vj ' M • ^ (Ay r<U I MVVVH - K.J
P<UtUxp^C 1 . CIRCUMGRIDS

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTS ELEMENTS

willing to spend time with kids s

having patience with kids mum

listening to what kids have got to saydad
attentive a

willing to spend time understanding kl

„ p£*./h(U-pA ovJ ^
c\ood pfi 7^71 be^ 9<uU/Jr

dealing withown problems
being together yourself enough
finding time for yourself

ideal
ideal

self

parent

Grid

willing to spend time with kids 7 9 9 5 8 9 9
having patience with kids 7 9 9 5 8 9 9

listening to what kids have got to say 6 8 9 6 7 8 9
attentive 6 8 8 5 8 8 9

willing to spend time understanding ki 7 8 8 6 8 8 8
dealing withown problems 8 9 9 5 8 9 9

being together yourself enough 7 9 9 5 8 9 8
finding time for yourself 6 5 7 7 7 8 8

7^J J Row correlations :

**3^ willing to spend time with kids
0.10

having patience with kids
0.10

listening to what kids have got to say
0.32

attentive
0.27

willing to spend time understanding ki
0.11

dealing withown problems
1 0.02

being together yourself enough
) -0.02

finding time for yourself
2 1.00

3
J
3

<r N7
1.00 1.00 0.86

t 0.94,) 0.97 /0

1.00) 1.00 0.86 / 0.94) 0.97(0.
0.86 0.86 1.00 0.87 0.78 0,

0.94 /0.94 s) 0.87 1.00 (0.95^) 0,
0.97) 0.97 0.78 /0.95) 1.00 0.

V
(0.97) 0.97 0.75 0.86 0.93 1,

0.97) 0.97 0.77 0.85 0.95 0.

0.10 0.10 0.32 0.27 0.11 0,

97J
97)
y

75

86

93

00

94

02

** Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues •

6 . 48)71. 10,

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues :

81.00 13.77

Eigenvectors :

willing to spend time with kids
having patience with kids

ii<!tpnina to what- kirtc; hnun not- tn nv

0 .

0 .

n

39
39
a a

-0
. 06

- 0 . 06
n ?a



attentive 0.38 0.14

willing to spend time understanding ki 0.38 -0.05
dealing withown problems 0.38 -0.16

being together yourself enough 0.38 -0.18
finding time for yourself 0.06 0.93

Principal Components Loadings :

^ willing to spend time with kids
Shaving patience with kids

listening to what kids have, got to say
(j attentive

willing to spend time understanding ki
V dealing withown problems

abeing together yourself enough
J ^ finding time for yourself

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :
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E
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Varimax factors :

willing to spend time with kids 0.75 -0.66
having patience with kids 0.75 -0.66

listening to what kids have got to say 0.84 -0.35
attentive 0.85 -0.47

Willing to spend time understanding ki 0.74 -0.64
dealing withown problems 0.66 -0.71

being together yourself enough 0.64 -0.74
finding time for yourself 0.72 0.68

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2 :
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* Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

willing to spend time with kids 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 3.00 0.00 -1.00
i;

having patience with kids 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 3.00 0.00 -1.00
i

listening to what kids have got to say 1.57 -0.43 -1.43 1.57 0.57 -0.43
!

attentive 1.43 -0.57 -0.57 2.43 -0.57 -0.57

willing to spend time understanding ki 0.57 -0.43 -0.43 1.57 -0.43 -0.43
I

dealing withown problems 0.14 -0.86 -0.86 3.14 0.14 -0.86
i

being together yourself enough 0.86 -1.14 -1.14 2.86 -0.14 -1.14
I

finding time for yourself 0.86 1.86 -0.14 -0.14 -0.14 -1.14

Elements in Construct Space (Slater)

s -2.51 -1.04
mum 1.95 -2.02
dad 2.42 0.07

c -6.65 0.85
1 0.19 0.05

ideal self 2.13 0.77
Ideal parent 2.48 1.32

Elements in Construct Space (rescaled)

s -0.38 -0.16
mum 0.29 -0.30
dad 0.36 0.01

c -1.00 0.13
1 0.03 0.01

ideal self 0.32 0.12
ideal parent 0.37 0.20

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :
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3A.t'Lf (O . i ' .' vi i v + fO
giving mo to kiu» y — \ 11 *' ■ W- *

joTC being attentive
(A,f

mum
(V/irl O !'f nP

,
^ giving kids room to breathe dad ■ } '

\/ € i-'Vj\.jOtA' letting kids develop s. — K v <J [Av; ° IV. t
looking out for kids t
trying to be strict ideal self
encouraging kids to be indepoi dent
finding time for yourself

Grid :

giving time to kids 4 9 9 1 1010
being attentive 7 9 9 1 1010

giving kids room to breathe 10 10 10 10 1 10
letting kids develop 8 9 9 7 110
looking out for kids 10 10 10 3 10 10
trying to be strict 10 0 10 3 3 10

;ncouraging kids to be independent 0 10 10 10 7 10
finding time for yourself 1 10 10 10 1 10

,6'

Row correlations :
, rjJ-, \v' ,>J >yv-» ,<c V-' *>

UA- N

,, ,u- ... pi J
v'"' _.o A\P.. r . s> ayV !

A giving time to kids 1.00 (0.95^-0.37 -0.07 (0.80) 0.30 -0.09
A being attentive (0.95^ 1.00 -0.33 -0.04 (0.95) 0.47 -0.25

C giving kids room to breathe -0.37 -0.33 1.00 0.95 -0.20 0.62 0.80
Dletting kids develop -0.07^-0.04 (0.95A 1.00 0.05 0.77
£7 looking out for kids <; 0 .80 <0.95^-0.20 0.05 1.00
f trying to be strict 0.30 0.47 0.62 0.77 0.62

encouraging kids to be independent -0.09 -0.25 0.80 0.81 -0.31
f~) finding time for yourself 0.03 -0.19 0.63 0.67 -0.32

k* Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues :

3.88 3.11

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues :

I 48.48 38.90^ f
Eigenvectors :

giving kids room to breathe
letting kids develop
looking out for kids
trying to be strict

encouraging kids to be independent
finding time for yourself

1 o CO 0 . 46
-0.23 0 . 50

o CO 0.09

0.4 5 0 .24
-0.21 c

0.20 0 . 4 6
0.47 0 . 08

0.42 0
. 07

Principal Components Loadings :

•?&J giving time to kids -0.38
' being attentive -0.45

giving kids room to breathe 0,°i



letting kids develop 0.88 0.43
looking out for kids -0.41 0.89
trying to be strict 0.40 0.80

encouraging kids to be independent 0.93 0.14
finding time for yourself 0.82 0.12

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :
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Varimax factors :

^ giving time to kids 0.57 0.69
being attentive 0.61 0.70

Cgiving kids room to breathe 0.54 0.79
D letting kids develop 0.76 0.62
(£ looking out for kids 0.64 0.75
f trying to be strict 0.90 -0.02

encouraging kids to be independent 0.52 0.70
finding time for yourself 0.45 -0.69

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2 :
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** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

giving time to kids 3.17 - 1 .03 -1 .83 6. 17 -2.83 -2 .83
being attentive 0 . 67 1 .33 -1 .33 6.67 -2 . 33 -2.33

giving kids room to breathe -1 . 50 1
. 50 -1 .50 1 . 50 7 . 50 -1 . 50

letting kids develop -0 . 67 1 . 67 -1
. 67 0 . 3 3 6. 33 -2 . 67

looking out for kids -1.17 1.17 -1.17 5.83 -1.17 -1.17
trying to be strict -2 . 67 0.67 -2 . 67 4.33 4 .33 -2 . 67

encouraging kids to be independent 1.17 0.03 -0.03 0.03 2.17 -0.83
finding time for yourself 6. 00 -3 . 00 -3 . 00 -3.00 6.00 -3.00

Elements in Construct Space (Slater

mum

dad
s

t
ideal self

-0.98
2.34
2.75
5.26

-12.15
2.78

-0.17

3.20
4.11

-10.76
-1 . 68
5.31

Elements in Construct Space (rescaled)
S-

g -0.08 -0.01
mu.a 0.19 0.26
dad 0.23 0.34

s- 0.43 -0.89
t -1 .00 -0.14

ideal self 0.23 0.44

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2
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1 ' I

PRINCIPAL (AXES) COMPONENTS / FACTOR ANALYSIS

I U - «'| itr
|IAJ£JV(1IVPuua

CONSTRUCTS ELEMEN')':

having time for kids
trying to discipline them
giving kids space
being there if they need
being attentive

you

gi 11 inn
mum

d n d ~ ''
sunan -

t racy

t/CL pAiU- C

pa i,Vt
rA.tr

having confidence in dealing with kidsideal
being there enough for kids
finding time for yourself

i clen 1
parent
sel f

Grid

having time for kids 8 8 8 3 1 0 1 0 8

trying to discipline them 7 R 8 3 10 10 10

giving kids space 6 6 6 10 1 10 8

being there if they need you 8 0 8 3 1 0 1 0 10

being attentive 8 8 8 4 10 1 0 10

having confidence in dealing with kids 1 8 8 1 10 10 10

being there enough for kids 8 0 8 2 10 10 8

finding time for yourself 1 0 1 0 9 9 10 10 10

vS

■If

Row correlations
Ay j1

having time for kids
trying to discipline them

giving kids space

being there if they need you

being attentive
having confidence in dealing with kids

being there enough for kids
finding time for yourself

1 .00

0.93

-0 . 49

0.95

0.04

0.73
1 . 00

0 . 00

' ..tvH
y
0.93
1 .00

-0.39

0.99
0.99
0.87
0 .94
0 . 08

y
-0 . 49

-0.39

1 . 00

-0.41

-0.39

-0.27

-0.49
-0. 28

.

0.95

0.99

-0.41
1 .00
1 .00

0.79
0.96
0.73

0.94
0.99
-0. 39

1 .00
1 .00
0.80
0.94
0.73

0.73

0.87

-0.27 -0.49

0.79 0.96
0.80
1 .00
0.72
0.39

0.94

0.72
1 .00
0.69

** Principal Components / Factor Analysis of Correlations **

Eigenvalues :

6.25 0.84

Percent Variances of the Eigenvalues :

78.14 10.45

Eigenvectors :

'73
AO-

i *f
1 y§
r

4

J-
■ ■,■

■yH r



having time for kids 0.39 -0.06
trying to discipline them 0.39 0.14

giving kids space -0.19 0.94
being there if they need you 0.40 0.09

being attentive 0.39 0.11
having confidence in dealing with kids 0.32 0.26

being there enough for kids 0.39 -0.06
finding time for yourself 0.30 0.03

Principal Components Loadings :

„ ^ having time for kids 0.973-0.05-k trying to discipline them 0.90 0.13
CI giving kids space -0.48 0.86

being there if they need you 0.99 0.08
<£I being attentive 0.99 0.10'having confidence in dealing with kids 0.81 0.24

Q. being there enough for kids 0.97 -0.05
finding time for yourself 0.7 4 0.03

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :
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Varimax factors :

having time for kids 0.41 -0.88
trying to discipline them 0.57 -0.81

giving kids space 0.54 0.83
being there if they need you 0.53 -0.84

being attentive 0.55 0.82having confidence in dealing with kids 0.59 -0.61
being there enough for kids 0.40 -0.89
finding time for yourself 0.37 -0.64

Plot of Varimax Factor 1 and Factor 2 :
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** Slater Analysis **

D-matrix :

having time for kids -0.14 -0.14 -0.14 4.86 -2.14 -2.14 -0.14
trying to discipline them 1.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00

giving kids space 0.71 0.71 0.71 -3.29 5.71 -3.29 -1.29
being there if they need you 0.14 0.14 0.14 5.14 -1.86 -1.86 -1.86

being attentive 0.29 0.29 0.29 4.29 -1.71 -1.71 -1.71
having confidence in dealing with kids 5.86 -1.14 -1.14 5.86 -3.14 -3.14 -3.14

being there enough for kids -0.29 -0.29 -0.29 5.71 -2.29 -2.29 -0.29
finding time for yourself -0.29 0.29 0.71 0.71 -0.29 -0.29 -0.29

Elements in Construct Space (Slater) :

g -2,.07 -2 .40
mum 0..59 -0..43
dad 0..29 -0.. 47

s -12..55 0..54
t. 6. 13 -4 . , 17

ideal parent 4.,39 4 .,29
ideal self 3..22 2.,64

Elements in Construct Space (rosealed)

g. -0.17-0.19
mum 0.05 -0.03
dad 0.02 -0.04

s -1.00 0.04
t 0.49 -0.33

ideal parent 0.35 0.34
ideal self 0.26 0.21

Plot of Prin. 1 and Prin. 2 :
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taw lines through the center of the graph and each of the above letterhese vectors represent the constructs.
lot the above rescaled element coordinates to obtain map of elementsit construct space.
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r- _ o -1

Family J
Form §

Family Experiences Progect

[ho, E
[amil
Pi e a s

:-t.atem<=ntn below describe, lots of events that, routinely occur inLies with young children. These events sometimes make, life difficult.
;? lead each item, and circle how often it happens to you (rarelv,; happens to you (parelv.

rale how much of a^'ftassle"
jou icvx uiau litis oen11 ror you jrUK THE PAST SIX MONTHS. If you have morethan one child these events can include any or all of your children.
sometimes,, a lot, or constantly), anc
I'OU feel that: has bond fdr~ydu" TOR IT

anc then cir

Sxihiil.vally cleaning i n ncren
of tryn or fax).
pdrd ragged, vl lined at,
catplalnea to,
ffcaftims difficulties (picky
utters, oxipiaj_nJrg, now)
))« Uds dtn't list/TY-jwen't do
that fay are asked vithcut
fceing ragged.
Babysitters ate difficult to find,
Bra kid's sclTedal.es (e,a,. preschool,
pfaxd reps, other act..lvltj.es)
interfere with meeting your cwn
cur hcmcbrxLd needs,

Sibling atguirnb) or ficjhts
Milch reg-ura a "referee."
'li')C kids damn! that youmtortain or ply with thram,
Ihc kids iTisint or struggle! mr
bedhinra with ytu.

. Tf50 kids are constantly under"
foot, interfer.lirg with cilier
ciiorss.

'Uto jywal to keep a omstont ye
eti vtore tic kidg are and viae
they're doing,

!, Ito. kids iijtorrwpt adult Denver-
sahiens or ixl7n:n_tlcra,

I. Raving to ctonyj yojr plans
because of an upro.llcbx)
child rocri.

I. Tto kids get dirty several times
ft day requiring cratrgns of clothes.

1 Difficulties getting radvacy
(e.g., libra in thra maTrccvri),

5, D ie kid3 are hard to imragra iri
public (grocery dura, sirpping
center, restaurant).

h Difficulties in gstting kids real/
for cuttngs and leaving cn tine,

1 Difficulties in leaving kids for
a mglxt art or at scirxil or daycare.

I I'd kids have diffj.ajltles with
flierrls (e.g., fighting, trailo
gsttira alcrrg, ctr no friends
available),

!0, Having to pjii extra errands to
rn frt Wat nfavi. V

ikh QFfHN rr mires

rarely sometimes ft lot constantly

rarely fcmetlmes ft lot cnmtaiitJy

rarely Eetnetimes a lot constantly

rarely txxmtimeg ft lot constantly
rarely raretiires a lot cmebantly

rarely ncmtlrraa a. lot crtutantly

rarely ten rrthins a lot: cxxnb.vntly

rarely Eometiroe? a lot constantly

rarely fy.TiratJnips ft lot cctntattly

rarely mmtimss a lot ccnstai itly

rarely emetines a lot cumtantly

rarely Eametimns a lot' constantly

rarely pamtbrns a lot ocrafantly

jmwlv nav times ft let ocristantly

rarely ecrnetimes a let constantly

rarely rrtmUmes) a lot constantly

rarely Ertiotiitm « lot' constantly

rarely sanratiitrjs o lob constantly

rarely rriitd.tries a lot carfantly

oir.lv fivTrrtirss ,T let CTITtnntlV

ID

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Etta
BASSi>:

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4
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