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Abstract

Family-of-origin interventions, particularly the woof Murray Bowen, are well-established
in family therapy. Bowen believed that current pgsylogical adjustment and adult
relationship patterns were strongly influenced ey family in which one was raised. Bowen
theory is one of a relatively few family therapy dets that has generated empirically
developed measurement tools. The Family-of-Origial& (FOS) was developed for adults to
retrospectively assess family climate. Early F@Search suggested that the scale was
reliable, demonstrated discriminant validity andsweorrelated with other established
instruments assessing family functioning and irdirgl adjustment. The current study
extended previous psychometric research throughesgpioratory examination of the
association of the FOS with established scales oth Ipost-formal thought (The Social
Paradigm Belief Inventory) and motivation (Acaderilotivation Scale) in a sample of 108
predominantly young adults. Results indicated mbdessociations between the FOS and
several theoretically congruent motivational dimens of the Academic Motivation Scale
but did not demonstrate an association with TheabBaradigm Belief Inventory.
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1. Introduction

Family—of-Origin theory is one of the best know ratsdof family therapy [1]. Two clinical
theorists--Murray Bowen and James Framo-emphasieetble that adults’ families of origin
plays in their current relationships as well asindividual psychological adjustment [1].
Influenced by object relations theory, Framo highis the current relationship influence of
unconscious, internalized representations of pastr-child relationships [2]. Bowen'’s [3]
perspective centers on the concept of individuHiedintiation from one’s family-or-origin.
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Differentiation refers to the ability to choicefulbalance between emotional and intellectual
functioning as well as between intimacy and autopontlose relationships [4] and is one of
the few family therapy constructs to be operatizeal in the form of quantitative scales. The
Family-of-Origin Scale [5] reflects Bowen’s viewath psychologically healthy individuals
are able to maintain their own sense of individidgntity while maintaining emotionally
close, yet, unreactive, relationships with themilges of origin [3,5].

Since its development over 25 years ago, the F@Sbkan employed in multiple studies.
Psychometric investigations indicated that FOS exaxhibited excellent test retest and
internal consistency reliability and that the scdlscriminates between clinical and non-
clinical samples—specifically adolescent psychiatinpatients from non-patients and
participants in an adult children of alcoholics gmaim versus a sample of non-clinical adults
[6,7]. In addition, FOS scores have been foundéopositively correlated with scores on 16
PF subscales reflecting emotional stability, comsttousness, and self-sufficiency [8] and
inversely related to alexythmia and the externatlgnted thinking subscale from the Toronto
Alexithymia Scale [9] --findings that support tR®S’ construct validity.

Family-of-origin theory emphasizes the pervasividuance of early family life experiences
on contemporary psychological development; The erirrstudy seeks to explore the
relationship of the FO@#hile with a measure of post-formal thought [10] andeatablished
measure of multiple forms of motivation [11]. lhet past 15-20 years, developmental
psychologists have critically questioned Piagetiswv that formal operational thought,
distinguished by the initiation of abstract reasgniis the fourth and culminating stage of
cognitive development. Contemporary theorists ssigtpat a fifth stage, post-formal, thought
emerges in early adulthood [12]. While conceptadions of post formal thought differ, there
are three generally shared dimensions: recognemygaccepting contradictory information,
acknowledging that knowledge on its own is relatiei and integrating competing
perspectives [10,13]. Although post-formal thougitmes from a different scholarly
background than family-of-origin theory, this coptelization of a developmental stage
characterized by meta-cognitive processes shareseptual similarities with Bowenian
differentiation. A well differentiated adult is &bto integrate the competing family forces of
emotional versus intellectual functioning and maimta secure sense of identity while
meaningfully engaged with others [3].

Persons with higher levels of differentiation atemcterized by a strong sense of internal
motivation. Self-determination theory providesamprehensive explanation of motivation
that includes the concepts of autonomy and rela®siijil4]. Extrinsic motivation has been
subdivided into four types arranged along a comiinuexternal regulation, introjection,
identification, and integration. As one moves frerternal regulation to integration, behavior
becomes more self-directed. Intrinsic motivatioralso complex and includes motivation to
know, motivation towards accomplishment, and maiorae towards stimulation [15]. The
remaining construct, amotivation, describes treeabe of direction and motivation [15]. As
noted above, well-differentiated individuals ardedio be self-directed and autonomous while
simultaneously maintaining sensitivity to the wedling of others [3,5]. For young adults in
college, motivation for academic success is likelybe particularly salient. Vallerand and
colleagues [11] developed the Academic Motivaticcal® to assess the relative role of
internal and external motivation in academic perfance. Previous research has found that
family dynamics play an important role in academigtivation. Specifically, an authoritative
parenting history was found to be positively assieel with both intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation and negatively associated with amoibrat[16].

The current study is an exploratory examinatiothefrelationship between perceived family
climate, as measured by the Family-of-Origin S¢a]epost formal thought as assessed with
the Social Paradigm Inventory [10] and both infdngnd extrinsic motivation reflected in
scores on the Academic Motivation Scale [11].

2. Method
2.1 Participants

Participants were 108 students at a public unitseisi the Midwestern United States. By
gender, 71% were female and 29% were male, witls ageging from 18- 55 yeard/(=
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22.58 yearsSD = 7.51). The ethnic composition of the univers&y87% White European
with Native American being the largest minority gpoat 7%.

2.2 Scales

Family-of-origin scale. The Family of Origin ScqlOS) is a 40 item, five point Likert-type
scale where “1” indicates strong disagreement wihileindicates strong agreement [5]. The
FOS is based upon two dimensions: autonomy anchaaly, each with five subscales and 20
items. Of these 40 questions, 20 are scaled pelsitwhile the other 20 are scaled negatively;
the possible total score ranges from 40-200 [S5ktoAamy includes the following subscales
“Clarity of Expression — thoughts and feelings eear in the family; Responsibility — family
members claim responsibility for their own actioR&spect for Others — family members are
allowed to speak for themselves; Openness to Othéamily members are receptive to one
another; Acceptance of Separation and Loss — dgpa&nd loss are dealt with openly in the
family” while the Intimacy dimension includes “Rangf Feelings- family members express
a wide range of feelings; Mood and Tone- a warnsjtp@ atmosphere exists in the family;
Conflict Resolution — normal conflicts are resolweihout undue stress; Empathy — family
members are sensitive to one another; and Trustfatimily sees human nature as basically
good” [3,17]. The original study found test-retesliability for FOS scores for adults to be
.97, with internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpthtay& [3]. Evidence of criterion validity has
been found in several studies in which the FOSridmcated between clinical and non-
clinical samples [6,7].

Social Paradigm Belief Inventory. Post-formal thbugvas measured by the forced-choice
version of the Social Paradigm Belief Inventory BBP[10] a 27 item survey —each with
three response options indicating relative degfesgmeement. These options reflect absolute
thinking, relativistic thinking, and dialectical ittking. According to Kramer et al. [10],
absolute thinking reflects the view that everythinghe world is constant and has the ability
to fall into specific categories; relativistic thing is the ability to understand that things are
constantly changing and subjective, and dialectitiaking reflects the ability to accept and
integrate the idea of contradiction with relativisBExamples of items are as follows: “You
cannot know a person completely. This is becausttnggo know a person in a particular
way means not getting to know him or her in sonfeoivay (dialectical thinking)”; “You
cannot know a person completely. This is becaugperaon seems different all the time
depending on what part of him or her you look atafivistic thinking)”; “You can know a
person completely. This is because after a longugimdime a person’s real self emerges,
allowing you to see what makes him or her tick ¢hlote thinking)”. Psychometric properties
of the SPBI include reported test-retest reliapildat .77, generally adequate internal
consistency reliability (absolute thinking at .G@Jativistic thinking at .83, and dialectical
thinking at .84). The SPBI has also demonstrateld bonvergent andiscriminant validity in
relation to interviews that measured relativistid aialectical thinking [10].

The individual SPBI subscales are scored as folldlwee points for a dialectical statement,
two points for a relativistic statement, and onepfor an absolute statement. These numbers
are then added together to create a total scohégl#er total score indicates a higher level of
post-formal thought (relativistic) while a lowerase represents less sophisticated reasoning
(absolute).

Academic Motivation ScaleThe Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C28) [11] as&sss
various types of motivation for pursuing a colleggucation. The AMS-C28 consists of 28
statements and has 7 subscales assessing threecbusy dimensions: intrinsic motivation
(towards knowledge, accomplishments, and stimuiati@xtrinsic motivation (external,
introjected, and identified regulations), and awetion. In completing the AMS-C28,
participants respond to the question, “Why do yautg college?” by choosing among
options. Examples of response options associatdd their respective subscales include:
“Because with only a high-school degree | would fiod a high-paying job later on”
(external regulation); “Because | experience pleasand satisfaction while learning new
things” (to know); “Because | think that a collegducation will help me better prepare for
the career | have chosen” (identified); “For théense feelings | experience when | am
communicating my own ideas to others” (to expemestmulation)”; “Honestly, | don’t
know; | really feel that | am wasting my time inhsol (amotivation); “For the pleasure |
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experience while surpassing myself in my studiésivéard accomplishment); and “To prove
to myself that | am capable of completing my cadletegree (introjected)”. The AMS-C28
has been found to have legitimate psychometriceitms that include: test-retest reliability
at .79, internal consistency at .81, as well asf&d validity [11].

The AMS-C28 subscales reflect a continumm of setedmined motivation from the most
highly intrinsic to the most highly extrinisic. Irscoring the scale, we followed
recommendations reported by the test’'s developmtsothers [15, 17]: four sets of numbers
were each added together using the formula [(2%Mdwledge + IM accomplishment +IM
stimulation)/3 + 1*identified regulation) — ((1*exhal regulation +2*(amotivation))]; the
subscale of introjected regulation was removedrdeioto weight the subscales evenly [11].
The four separate numbers were then added togatiteaveraged. The more positive the
number the more intrinsic academic motivation wasent.

3. Results

For the FOS, the mean score obtained in this {fBdg Table 1) was similar to the mean for
whites M = 144.10) in the original study by Hovestadt, ket[3]. The SPBI mean scores
obtained from our participants (See Table 1) veamelar to the mean for college studer (
= 61.23) collected from the original study by Kraméahlbaugh, and Goldston [10].. Finally,
for the AMS C-28, the means for the subscales cigltein this study (See Table 1) were
similar to the means combined for both males anghfes collected from the original study
by Vallerand, and colleagues [11]: amotivatidm £ 6.60), external regulatioM(= 21.79),
identified regulation §1 = 21.90), intrinsic motivation — knowledg®1 (= 19.68), intrinsic
motivation — accomplishmentM( = 16.73), and intrinsic motivation — stimulatioM (=
13.02).

Correlational analysis indicated several signiftcassociations between scales and subscales
(See Table 2). AMS Intrinsic Motivation was modestbrrelated with FOS Autonomy,=
.205, and the total for the FO8,= .194, but not with FOS Intimacy, =.174, or SPBI
postformal thoughtr = .003. Postformal thought was modestly negatiayrelated with
FOS Autonomyr = -.192, but was not correlated with FOS Intimacy, -.122, or the total
FOS scorer = -.16. Postformal thought was also modestly dated with the subscales of
the AMS C-28 intrinsic to stimulate,= .220, extrinsic to identify, = .209, and extrinsic to
externalizer = .231. The FOS total score was correlated vin¢hstubscales of the AMS C-28
intrinsic to accomplishr, = -.120, extrinsic to identify, = -.204, extrinsic to externalize= -
.321, and amotivatiom,= -.213.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

This exploratory study sought to determine whettie@re was an association between
retrospective ratings of the family-of-origin, imsic academic motivation, and postformal
thought. While associations were modest, the patiéfindings does suggest that there is a
relationship between perceptions of family healffassessed by the FOS and several types of
motivation as assessed by the AMSC-28. The asswwsabetween the FOS and post-formal
thought, as assessed by the SPBI, were more limiitdonly a small, negative correlation
with the FOS dimension, Autonomy.

The significant association between many of theivational variables and the FOS Total as
well as with the FOS Autonomy and Intimacy dimensicare generally consistent with
theoretical expectations. Both the FOS total scane the Autonomy dimension were
positively associated with the Intrinsic, Intrinsic Accomplish, Extrinsic-ldentified and
Extrinsic Externalize subscales from the AMS. TH@SFIntimacy dimension demonstrated
modest, yet significant, correlations with fewer 8Msubscales: Intrinsic to Accomplish,
Extrinsic-ldentified, and Extrinsic Externalize.

Overall, this pattern suggests that persons pengeitheir family as healthier experienced
higher levels of motivation to perform well in acafle. Specifically, family health on the FOS
was associated with students who valued learningtfoown sake and who experienced self-
satisfaction when achieving academic goals. At shene time, however, students from
healthier families viewed their academic work ire tlikontext of longer range social
consequences. These future outcomes included laeieguately prepared academically for
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their career as well as being able to enter the@ation of choice. Finally, consistent with
Bowen theory, respondents with lower levels of pemed family health were less likely to
have clear goals or reasons—either intrinsicallgxdrinsically based-- for pursuing a college
education.

When taken together, the results indicated sompastfor the relationship between intrinsic
motivation and higher levels of perceived autonaang intimacy as reported on the FOS.
The magnitude of the correlations between motivasiod perceived family functioning were
comparable in magnitude to those found by Turner @lleagues [16] in their study of the
impact of parenting styles on college studentsdan@c motivation and self-efficacy. These
investigators found that an authoritative parentistyle, characterized by warmth,
responsiveness and clear expectations, was assbeigth students who were intrinsically
motivated [16].

The Academic Motivation Scale, based upon DeciRyah's [14] self-determination theory,
has been employed in multiple studies since itsalndevelopment twenty years ago. By
comparison, the Social Paradigm Beliefs Inventbas not been as wieldy used for assessing
developmental cognition. In the current study, B8§t®res were treated as continuous data as
opposed to some other studies that employed tega@aes of postformal and absolute [18,
19].

Informal, qualitative review of the SPBI contentggasts that the items that measure
relativistic and dialectical thinking are very slami Additionally, as noted in the introduction,
there are multiple models of the distinctive co@eit processes and reasoning styles
associated with post-formal thought. Other studiepost-formal thought have employed
semi-structured interviews, including verbally meted dilemmas and classified responses
according to detailed stages [20]. These stagedbaerview assessments may be more
specific in describing the different cognitive aels involved in postformal thought at
various developmental levels. For example, the &eag About Current Issues Test (RCI)
measures specific levels of postformal thought fritie Reflective Judgment Model [20,
21].While the current study found no meaningfulogsstions between postformal thought
and family health, the SPBI may not represent trstuct well.

The Family-of-Origin Scale, while theoretically smbiand with established psychometric
properties, may have limitations stemming fromuge as a retrospective instrument. There is
no way to determine the extent to which FOS ratiaggially represent family processes
occurring during the respondent’s upbringing. Hogrevfrom the perspective of object
relations theory, the internalized representatifamily functioning reflects the respondent’s
subjective experience of their family [1] which iisitself, meaningful.

In summary, our study found a positive associabetween intrinsic academic motivation
and healthier perceived family functioning, whichk in agreement with the literature
regarding self-determination theory; however, camtrto expectations there was not an
association between postformal thought and perdefeenily functioning. Although the
current study did not find this association, théep@al relationship between perceived family
functioning and postformal thought should stilldoglored.

Table 1. Mean Scores for the Family-of-Origin Scale, SoBiatadigm Belief Inventory, and the
Academic Motivation Scale

Mean Std. Deviation

Intrinsic Motivation (AMS-C28) 10.54 3.89
Intrinsic To Know (AMS-C28) 21.31 4.82
Intrinsic To Accomplish (AMS-C28) 18.85 5.08
Intrinsic To Stimulate (AMS-C28) 13.49 5.59
Extrinsic To Identify (AMS-C28) 23.48 3.61
Extrinsic To Externalize (AMS-C28) 23.55 3.91
Amotivation (AMS-C28) 6.34 4.32
Postformal Thought (SPBI) 59.18 4.87

Intimacy (FOS) 74.28 15.44
Autonomy (FOS) 71.45 15.01
Total FOS Score 145.73 29.77
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Table 2: Correlations Between Family-of-Origin, Academic M otivation, and Social Paradigm

Scales Intrinsic
Intrinsic

1
Intrinsic
To Know 755*
Intrinsic-
To .768**
Accomplish
Intrinsic-
To .587**
Stimulate
Extrinsic- "
I dentified 653
Extrinsic- "
Externalize 325
Amotivation

- 752%*
Intimac

Y 174

Autonomy

.205*
FOSTotal

.194*
Social
Paradigm 003
Belief Inv

Scales

Intrinsic
To
Know

13

.541**

A411**

.234*

-.352**

116

157

.140

.042

Intrinsic-

To

Accomplish ~ Stimulate

.364**

.549**

412+

-.391**

.211*

.232*

.226*

-.041

*p<.05, **p<.01
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