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ABSTRACT

This was an exploratory investigation to determine whether a
difference existed between adopted college students, aged 17 to 25, and
non-adopted college students with respect to personality adjustment.
The following areas were investigated:

time competency skills, con

formity, spontaneity, self-regard, self-acceptance, ability to deal
with one's anger, capacity for intimacy and view of parental childrearing practices.
The adoptee sample was comprised of 8 males and 22 females who
responded to a campus newspaper article asking for volunteers.

All had

been adopted in infancy and were part of an intact family unit with no
biological siblings or interracial adoptions.

The comparison group,

volunteers from a Psychology la class, were matched for sex, age,
ordinal position, race, and family intactness.
The data collection instruments included The Personal Orienta
tion Inventory and a specially constructed questionnaire focusing on
some of the adoptees' attitudes toward their adoptive status.
Data from the P.O.I, revealed no significant differences
between the two groups on any of the sub-scales used.

The data from

the questionnaire revealed that 66 percent of the adoptees desired
additional information about who their biological parents were and/or
why they were placed for adoption.

Scores on the Likert-type scale

used to measure specific attitudes toward adoption ranged from 30 to
77, with a median of 62. High scores represented positive responses
viii
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and low scores negative responses.

It was also found that positive

responders on the questionnaire were significantly more self-accepting
on the P.O.I. Self-acceptance sub-scale than were negative responders.
In view of the findings of generally similar patterns of
personality adjustment between the two groups, adopted children in
college appear to handle many of the conflicts of growing up adopted
better than the literature suggests.

However, the data indicate

an

unresolved need in the adoptee for more biological background informa
tion, and some difficulty handling negative feelings around their
adoption.

Further studies seem indicated to determine the value of

counseling intervention.

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Surrogate care of children has been part of the family scene
since the beginning of recorded history.

The ancient concept of

adoption still remains the modern method of establishing by law and
social sanction, the relationship of parent and child between indi
viduals who are not related.

However, the adoptive situation is

socially, emotionally and biologically unique.
Socially, adoptive families are a minority or "deviant" group,
having been formed by means not utilized by the general public.

The

adoptive family, as a social unit, possesses many attributes which
make it both similar to and different from the biological family
(Jaffee and Fanshel, 1970). In spite of being an artifically created
unit, it appears to fulfill all the major functions served by the
biological family in relationship to the needs of both parents and
child.

Legal rights and responsibilities pertaining to the biological

unit apply also to the adoptive unit.

The adoptive family experiences

similar developmental processes to those found in procreated families,
and it is subject to many of the strains as well as satisfactions
experienced by biological groupings.
Yet in some basic areas the adoptive family is quite different.
Certain aspects and implications of the adoption process give rise to
various problems that are not experienced by biological families.
1

The

adoptive family members are aware that they were brought together by an
intricate process of personal and social selection which rested on
qualities that "justified" their association in a family unit.

In this

creation is the inherent implication that what has been given can be
taken away.

Rosner (1961) stated that the major concern expressed by

the troubled adopted girls encountered in her work was the question of
the binding legality of the adoption--could they be taken away from
their adoptive parents.
The adoptive couple is vulnerable to potential stresses unique
to the adoptive parent role.

They face a number of "role handicaps"

based on the strains caused by environmental factors—such as adverse
and insensitive community sentiments to adoption (Kirk, 1964). Members
of the extended family may be unaccepting of the child; neighbors may
label him as "different."

Kirk (1964) also sees the adoptive parent

role being made more difficult by our society's continually emphasizing
the differences between child and parents:

the health teacher who

assigns students to check hair and eye color and blood type of parents
and grandparents to determine source of inheritance.
Kirk (1964) has formulated a theory of parental coping utility
in adoption and identifies two patterns:

in the "rejection of differ

ences" category, the parents deny that the adoptive family is different
from the biological family.

The "acknowledgment of differences"

parents admit the existence of the natural parents, easily answer ques
tions concerning the adoption and openly face the subject of illegiti
macy of the child.

3

Another area of difference between adoptive and biological
families is the emotional realm wherein reasons for and acceptance of
parental infertility and child availability must be faced.

The

inability to have children and the decision to adopt a child can have
many meanings to parents (Toussieng, 1962). Difficulties may arise
because of the parents1 own unresolved emotional problems around
infertility.

There is also the need to develop the "feeling of

entitlement" (Jaffee and Fanshel, 1970) that is related to the reacti
vation of separation anxiety:

the fear of loss and the fear of

rejection (Rosner, 1961).
It is also possible for the parents to create a difficult
situation when discussing the nature of the child's birth with him
since the latter's background frequently includes being born out of
wedlock.

This area could pose special difficulties related to moral

concepts held by the adoptive parents.

Any sexual acting-out (even

normal sexual curiosity) by the adopted child could be interpreted by
the parents as evidence of "bad blood."

Toussieng (1962) reported that

many mothers withdraw into fantasies of "heredity" when their adopted
children steal, lie or become physically aggressive.
Adoptive status can provide a ready rationalization for any
conflicts that normally arise between parent(s) and child, leading to a
realistic divisive factor which may block any possibility of under
standing (Mikawa and Boston, 1968).
Biological origins are a third area of difference.

The

adoptive parents and child do not share the experience of conception,

pregnancy and birth.

Thus a possible unifying factor is absent in the

formation of the family unit.

The adopted child also encounters

situations that are not commonly part of the biological family inter
action.

The basic human need for nurturance is present in both situa

tions, but the mother-child relationship is not usually interrupted in
the biological family unit.

Clothier (1943) believes that a break in

object relations is the most significant factor in the psychology of
the adopted child.
Furthermore, studies concerned with the effects of change in
mother figures during infancy indicate that some infants showed dis
turbances as early as three months and 86 percent of babies by six
months.

The overall disturbance became progressively more severe at

monthly intervals from three to twelve months (Bowlby, 1952; Sants,
1964; Yarrow, 1964; Menlove, 1965; Stone, 1972).

Bowlby (1952) wrote

that an infant has awareness of the mother figure from the earliest
weeks (by 3 months at the most) and develops a sense of trust and dis
trust in relation to her.

The identification function probably begins

at the time a child can recognize one person as distinct from another
(Stone, 1972). The quality of human relationship that begins at this
time is the foundation for trust.

The child whose first year has been

unsettled will constantly test and retest trustworthiness of adults in
his life.

Trust thus seems to be a precursor of belonging (Stone,

1972). Sants (1964) also views feelings of not belonging as having
their roots in early, deep-rooted anxieties of maternal rejection.

5

Apart from the importance of the mother-child relationship, a
sense of belonging, of identification, appears to be a compound of
multitudinous family, personal and socio-cultural influences
(Triseliotis, 1973). A child's perception of his place in the family
derives in part from his feelings of belonging within a family frame
work and having historical continuity within this framework (Yarrow,
1964).

In some cultures much emphasis is put on family, clan and

ancestor relationships, thus geneological bewilderment becomes an
additional source of vulnerability for the adopted child (Sants, 1964).
Not only is continuity of family history and ancestry influential in
developing a feeling of belonging, but Parnell (1961) suggests that even
differences in physical appearances can severely handicap a child's
capacity to identify with his parents.
It follows that the unique task of the adopted child is to
handle the issues of identity raised by living in a child-parent rela
tionship that originated in social rather than biological acts.

The

adopted child must face and resolve in some way complex identity prob
lems with which the non-adopted child is not confronted, problems
growing out of having two sets of parents in his life.

Identity

resolution would appear to center around awareness of the adoptive
status and particularly on the questions:
and "Why was I given away?"

"Who are my real parents?"

The fantasies around these two questions

can influence the child's adjustment and interaction with the adoptive
parents (Simon and Senturia, 1966). Erikson (cited in Lifshitz et al.,
1975, p. 227) writes that the average child is generally expected to
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reach rudimentary construction of his identity around age nine. "This
construction is attained through the child's comparisons and differen
tiations, on diverse constructs, to those people he feels himself to
belong and resemble, who are first of all, his mother and father."

The

reality of having two sets of parents can lead to what Erikson (1963)
calls "identity diffusion" based on a search for some trustworthy
foundation for selfhood.
Feelings of isolation and fragmented existence are often part
/

of identity formation during middle childhood (Toolen, 1967). A common
fantasy of this developmental period is what Freud identified as the
Fantasy of the Family Romance.

When a child perceives anger and

rejection by his parent(s) he has a tendency to imagine that he is not
really the child of this parent but of another who is all-loving and
all-accepting (Freud as cited in Eiduson and Livermore, 1953, p. 797).
The adopted child has a powerful impetus to this, as in reality he has
another set of parents.
If a child's self-identity is indeed developed as a result of
his experiences in the intense relationship with significant others
within the intimacy of the family group and particularly in relation to
the most significant of all others—the parents (Kadushin, 1967a)—can
we assume that in a warm, accepting environment the adopted child will
not have too much difficulty in mastering conflict about being adopted?
How much breakdown should normally be expected in adoptive parent-child
relationships given the fact that both parents and children struggle

(
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with an atypical situation to which they have come after one or both
may have experienced some serious deprivation?

Statement of Problem
Although adoption is a time-honored method of establishing
family relationships, very little is known regarding the long-term
mental health aspects of adoption.

The study of adoption has been

hampered partly by the privacy which necessarily surrounds such a
highly personal and intimate undertaking.

Data for research are more

readily available once an adopted child has found his way into a child
guidance clinic or other agencies concerned with troubled children.
Studies suggest that adoptive families may be more vulnerable to
emotional stress than the population at large.

In the United States,

estimates of the proportion of adopted children among referrals for
therapy range from 2.5 to 13.9 percent, whereas the proportion of
adopted children in the general population is approximately 2 percent
(Pringle, 1966).

However, conclusions based primarily on deviant cases

can be highly misleading and should not be accepted without other
corroborative evidence.
If a relationship between adoption and vulnerability to emo
tional stress can be confirmed, counselors and those concerned with
emotional adjustment of adoptive families will be better able to
anticipate and assist in such situations.

It would be of particular

importance to determine the adopted child's need for emotional
security, and to focus counseling to meet those needs.
this study, therefore, concerned the question:

The problem of

Do children adopted in
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infancy exhibit greater personality adjustment problems than nonadoptees?
The purpose of the study was therefore to compare the social
and personal adjustment of adopted children with those of non-adoptees.
Personality adjustment was related to specific areas as measured by the
Personal Orientation Inventory (P.O.I.). These areas examine feelings
about the past, the future, and conformity.

P.O.I, sub-scales

measuring spontaneity, self-regard, self-acceptance, acceptance of
aggression, and capacity for intimate contact were also used.

Definition of Terms
Time Competent Scale;

Measures subject's ability to tie past

and future to the present; measures time spent in feelings of guilt,
regret, remorse, blaming, resentments, and past hurts, as well as time
spent with fears or planning idealized goals and expectations.
Support Scale:

Measures the extent to which subjects adhere to

social pressures, expectations and goals.
Adopted Subjects:

The sample of subjects used in this study

were volunteers, ages 17-25, attending The University of Arizona, Fall
Semester, 1975.

Only subjects adopted in infancy, who are only

children or have adopted siblings were included.
Non-adopted Subjects:

The comparison group was matched with

the adopted subjects on a number of variables.

Rationale for the Study
A review of the literature demonstrates that the body of
knowledge pertaining to the emotional adjustment of non-related adopted
children has been almost totally limited to follow-up surveys of
parental satisfaction (Nieden, 1951; Kadushin, 1967a; Elonen and
Schwartz, 1969; Jaffee and Fanshel, 1970); clinical records' appraisals
of disturbed children (Schechter, 1960; Toussieng, 1962; Menlove, 1965;
Simon and Senturia, 1966; Cunningham, 1969; Work and Anderson, 1971);
and social worker impressions (Rosner, 1961). Few empirical studies
have been done, although clinical evidence has been presented which has
led to hypotheses regarding the adopted population.

CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The major thrust in adoption research in recent years has been
related to adoption practices rather than contributing to theory.

This

chapter will briefly review these two domains, with the first section
relating to adoption practices and the second to social-psychological
problems of adoption.

Adoption Practices
In his review of adoption practices up to the mid-50's, Shapiro
(1956) found that administrative practices, casework and legal provi
sions dealing with adoption remained fairly static.

Prospective

adoptive parents were required to meet strict requirements in the areas
of income, housing, educational level, and matching of religion.
Adoptive infants were routinely held for many months in foster homes
prior to placement.

These requirements have undergone several changes

in the past fifteen years, primarily due to increased awareness of the
necessity for early and permanent placement of the child (Seglow,
Pringle and Wedge, 1972).

An increase in the number of hard-to-place

children has also forced a relaxation of stringent adoptive parenthood
requirements (Hylton, 1965).
An area of continuing debate, however, is the question of
agency placement versus private placement.

Amatruda and Baldwin (1951)

found that social agencies arranged better adoptive placements than the
10
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well-intentioned or expedient laity, but that the agencies worked more
slowly and placed fewer babies.

However, Goldman (1964) surveyed the

legal developments of adoption from 1926 to 1958 in the United Kingdom
and the United States and found no evidence that private or third-party
adoptions lead to poor matching or more disturbances in children.
The success of independent adoptions was the focus of the
research conducted by Witmer et al. (1963).

Their data, in contrast to

that of Amatruda and Baldwin (1951) showed 85 percent of the private
placement adoptive parents expressed unqualified satisfaction with the
adoption.
Nine communities were used in the large-scale investigation
conducted by Maas and Engler (1964) of relevant legal systems, welfare
agency networks, and community attitudes toward adoption. The investi
gators made recommendations aimed at improving placement services, legal
protection of the rights of all concerned, and provision for follow-up
services for adoptive families.

These changes have been slow to

materialize (Seglow et al., 1972).

Social-psychological Problems
Few empirical studies have been conducted to validate the large
number of hypotheses concerning the development of stable personalities
and successful life adjustment of adoptees.
One of the earliest studies aimed at analyzing the outcome of
adoption was conducted in New York in 1924 by Thies. She checked
on 910 persons (all then over 18 years of age) adopted through the New
York State Charities Aid Society.

She gave a judgment of "capable" for
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all found managing their own affairs. Seventy-seven percent were thus
rated, with 10 percent rated "delinquent." This was the first refuta
tion of the then-popularly-held belief that adopted children were
likely to turn out badly.
Between 1924 and 1947 less than ten articles were published
that dealt with adoption.

Following the publishing of the Skodak and

Dye research in 1948 and 1949 there was an upsurge in adoption
research, but it was mainly concerned with intellectual development of
the adopted child, rather than personal adjustment (Pringle, 1966).
In 1960, Schechter published the results of a survey of his
private clinical practice over a five year period plus the results of a
questionnaire sent to the members of the Southern California Psychi
atric Society. He found that 13 percent of his client population were
non-related adoptees and his colleagues all reported a higher per
centage of non-related adoptees than would be expected from the esti
mated non-relative adoptees in the general population.
In another study, Toussieng (1962) surveyed all the children
seen at Menninger Clinic over a five year period and reported 10.9 per
cent were non-related adoptees.

In St. Louis, Simon and Senturia

(1966) supported Schechter's findings in their published survey of
clinic populations over a three year period.

From January 1964 to July

1969, non-related adoptees made up approximately 7 percent of the
client population at U.C.L.A. Medical School and 7.7 percent of learn
ing disorder subjects at the L. A. Frostig School for Educational
Therapy, according to an article written by Work and Anderson in 1971.
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Rutgers University was the site of a study by Cunningham (1969)
wherein the research emphasis was upon both the attitudes of adopted
and non-adopted emotionally disturbed adolescents, and the adoptive and
non-adoptive family units.

Forty adopted and forty non-adopted adoles

cents and their parents were selected as subjects.

The adoptive

families evidenced a tendency toward expressing less parental warmth
than non-adoptive families and the data indicate a tendency toward more
rejection (low control, low warmth) attitudes on the part of the
adoptive families.
The Lifshitz et al. (1975), comparison study of thirty adopted
and thirty non-adopted emotionally disturbed Kibbutz children concludes
the clinical review.

The children, ages 6-13 years, were all referred

to the guidance clinic.

The adopted group was found to be signifi

cantly (p < .01) distinguished by their low self-confidence and a pre
vailing feeling of rootlessness and alienation.

Lifshitz et al.,

(1975) felt the Kibbutz adopted children differed from city adopted
children in the content of their difficulties:

feelings of aloneness

and insecurity rather than aggression and acting-out behavior (Tec,
1967).
In 1962, the U. S. Children's Bureau estimated there were about
1.5 million adopted (relative and non-relative) children under 18 in
the United States or about 2 percent of all children.

Approximately

one-half are non-relative adoptees or 1 percent of the U. S. child
population (Pringle, 1966).
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It would appear there is support for the contention that
adopted children are disproportionately represented in the group
referred for psychotherapeutic treatment.

However, when corrections

are made for demographic factors that take into consideration some of
the unique characteristics of the adoptive family, and for the likeli
hood that there are more adopted children in the community than had
been previously estimated, the gap between expected rate and actual
rate is considerably reduced.

Another factor that brings the clinical

data into question is that studies vary in completeness with which data
are presented and the sophistication in method by which they were
gathered (Kadushin, 1966).
Kirk (1964) checked twenty-eight adoption agencies and found
great variability in the quality of data gathering, with reliability
highly related to findings:

the proportion of adopted children was

highest in those clinical units which had the most unreliable records.
He found that the clinics having good records indicated that the pro
portion of adopted children was not higher than the proportion of
adopted children in the general population.
The Schechter, Work and Toussieng studies involved higher
income families, small samples and no base rates (Dukette, 1962). In
this income range both availability of and sophistication about
psychiatric services are greater (Maas et al., 1965; Kadushin, 1966;
Kirk, 1964; Seglow et al., 1972). Seglow et al. (1972) hypothesized
that adoptive parents not only tend to be of a higher socio-economic
status than the rest of the community but may also be less reluctant to
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admit to behavior difficulties, possibly feeling that heredity rather
than themselves may be to blame.

A similar rationalization may make

teachers, doctors, social workers more ready to refer the adopted
child for psychiatric advice.

Adoptive parents are perhaps more

insecure and anxious about their children and hence inclined to seek
help for behavior problems.

Formal institutional arrangements for

problem-solving may also appear more reasonable to parents who began
their family life through institutional arrangements.
There are also certain demographic factors that appear to
influence the picture of the average adoptive family.

They tend to

comprise at least a middle-class socio-economic group (Jeffrey, 1962);
adoptive parents tend to be in mid-thirties when they become parents
for the first time; the adopted child is more apt to be an only or
oldest child, and the family to be a one-child family.

Therefore, the

population to which the adopted child seen in a clinic setting should
be compared is substantially reduced.
Jonassohn (1965) subjected the Children's Bureau records to a
searching statistical analysis and concluded that the figure for nonrelative adopted children is not 1 percent of the general population,
but rather 1.5 percent.

Thus the gap between expected rate and actual

rate is shown to be more balanced than clinic figures alone indicate.
If a thorough understanding of the adopted child is not apt to
come from clinic samples (Mech, 1965) analysis is made more difficult
because studies of adjustment in the adopted child using non-clinic
populations are rare (Maas et al., 1965).
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A survey, similar to Thies (1924), done in Germany in 1951 by
Nieden had parents rate the success of their adoptive experience 20-30
years after placement.

Little mental illness or delinquency was found,

with 76 percent of the parents rating the process "good" to "very
good," and only 8 percent expressing disillusionment and dissatis
faction.
In another survey Kadushin (1966) reviewed eleven studies of
parental outcome ratings which covered adoption experience from
immediately after placement up to twenty years later.

Parents had been

asked to rate the success of the placement on the premise that parental
satisfaction was related to the level of the child's functioning.
Kadushin found that parents had rated their satisfaction with adoption
from 75 percent to 100 percent.
Jaffee and Fanshel (1970) interviewed 100 adoptive parents 2030 years after placement, asking for their outcome ratings.

Boys fared

poorer than girls, and a relationship was found between marked curi
osity on the child's part about his biological past and manifested
problems in adjustment.

Difficulty in locating families impaired

representativeness of the sample and validity and reliability of data
after this large time span is open to question.
The only major study up to 1972 based on interviews with adult
adopted persons was published in Scotland by McWhinnie in 1967.
Although retrospective introspection has inherent limitations, many
individuals remembered feeling curious about their origins, having
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difficulty getting information and being made to feel "different" by
relatives and community attitudes.
One of the first comparison studies (Nemovicher, 1959) was con
ducted with thirty boys adopted in infancy by primarily prosperous New
York Jewish families, wherein the boys were compared to a matched group
of non-adopted boys, all ranging in age from 6 to 13 years. Teacher
ratings, projective testing and a parents' questionnaire were used to
determine whether the adopted boys differed significantly from the
non-adopted boys in the following personality characteristics:
hostility, tenseness, dependency, and fearfulness.

The adoptive sample

scored significantly (p < .01) higher on all four characteristics.
In another area Weinstein and Geisel (1960) explored sex dif
ferences in adjustment among adopted children.

Mean scores on seven

adjustment measures were compared, with the differences favoring girls
on six of the seven measures, four of them being statistically signifi
cant. Their conclusion was that cultural forces tend to support girls
more than boys in adjustment behavior and therefore" boys tend to be
more responsive to variations in home environments.
A well-controlled study by Witmer et al. (1963), in Florida,
found only slightly poorer adjustment for the 484 adopted children than
for the matched controls, and this difference almost disappeared when
those adopted after one month of life were excluded.

Only in the area

of aggression did adopted children score significantly higher than the
control group.

These were all non-agency adoptions and primarily low-

middle, working-class families.
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A pilot study was done by Kadas (1963) using a range of
measurements to assess differences in attitudes and emotions between
adopted and non-adopted children, including ideas about adoption and
parents.

The hypothesis was that adopted children, as a result of

their situation, are liable to experience particular stress and anxiety
which would affect their responses on projective tests.

The sample

consisted of sixteen adopted children, five boys and eleven girls, and
sixteen non-adopted children, eight boys and eight girls, with the age
range from 8 to 10 years.

On the Sentence Completion Test all adopted

subjects had significantly longer reaction time on items mentioning
parents, family and birth, with no significant difference on other
items.

Fewer adopted children described a picture of a couple with a

baby as "parents"—more as "a lady and man."

The author felt the

longer reaction times on certain sentence completion tasks suggested
anxiety and blocking on family subjects.

Reactions to this test and

the Picture Story Test also suggest some confusion and depersonaliza
tion on the subject of birth.
In a similar study Schwartz (1966) found considerable uncer
tainty and anxiety concerning the permanence and reliability of object
relations for many of the adopted children in his study:

a sample of

twenty-five adopted and twenty-five non-adopted boys were given a
series of objective and projective personality tests and their parents
were asked to fill out two questionnaires.

The major conclusions drawn

from the results were (1) although placed in infancy, the adopted boys
appeared to be more vulnerable to emotional problems than the
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non-adopted child, (2) conflicts regarding adoptive status were inten
sified as a result of parental anxieties concerning adoption.
No significant differences were discovered by Mikawa and Boston
(1968) on five variables when they compared twenty adopted to twenty
non-adopted children.

The purpose of their study was to determine if

normal non-adopted children differed from normal adoptees on the
following personality dimensions: (1) fantasy measures; (2) similarity
of attitudes of each child and his mother; (3) self-ideal discrepancy;
(4) tolerance of stress; (5) ratings on overt aggression, passive
aggression, hostility, dependent, and independent behavior.
In another comparative study forty-three children adopted in
their first year of life were tested by Elonen and Schwartz (1969) at
ages 6 and 16.

They were found to be as emotionally well adjusted as

a matched group of non-adoptees, although a large number had had edu
cational difficulties.
An exploratory investigation was conducted by Krasnow (1969) to
determine whether a difference existed between adopted adolescent girls
and biological daughters, ages 11-17 years, with respect to their
identification with their mothers.

He found that the adopted girls

consistently emphasized the child-bearing function of women, and they
also had significantly more problems in rapport with their mothers.
From thirty-eight communities in South Dakota, Iowa and
Minnesota, Culey (1970) drew a sample of fifty-seven adopted children
and matched them with a comparison group, testing for differences in
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self-concept.

No significant differences were found, although social

maladjustment tended to be greater for the adopted group.
The most far-reaching research to date is the on-going investi
gation being conducted in the British Isles by Seglow et al. (1972).
All babies born the week of March 3 to 9, 1958, in England, Scotland
and Wales, totaling 17,000 infants, were followed up in 1965 and again
in 1969.

Comparisons were made between illegitimately-born children

who remained with the natural mothers and those who were relinquished
for adoption, as well as with the major body of children.

Of the 640

out-of-wedlock children, 205 were subsequently adopted.
The investigators found that the adopted children's adjustment
pattern was similar to that of the larger group of children and much
better than that of the out-of-wedlock children who remained with their
mothers.

More adopted boys were having difficulties than were girls in

both the adopted and non-adopted categories, with non-adopted boys
having the second most difficulty.

In the middle class group, the

adopted boys scored markedly higher on maladjustment measures than nonadopted boys.
with sex next.

Social class was thus seen as having the greatest effect
The researchers felt that in view of all the diffi

culties specific to adoption, the outcome up to age nine was remarkably
satisfactory.
Thus even though there has been research in the areas of
adoption practices and social-psychological adjustment of adoptees and
their families, many questions still remain unanswered.
the present study was a natural outgrowth of this need.

Therefore,

CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter was designed to describe the sample, instruments,
method of study, general design and the scheme used to analyze obtained
data.

For the sake of convenience, the content of this chapter is

subdivided into the above-stated categories.

Sample
The sample of adopted subjects consisted of thirty adoptees,
drawn from The University of Arizona population.

They responded to

publicity in the student newspaper asking for volunteer subjects for
the study.

These subjects met the following requirements:

1.

subjects adopted in infancy (under 6 months)

2.

present age 17 to 25 years

3. no biological children in family
4.

adoptive parents1 marriage intact

5.

no interracial adoptions
A volunteer sample drawn from Psychology la classes of The

University of Arizona was used for comparison.
for:
1.

age

2.

sex

3.

number of children in family

4. ordinal position
21

This sample was matched
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5.

parents' age

6.

father's occupational level
The two samples were comprised of eight males, six of whom were

under twenty years of age and twenty-two females, eight of whom were
under twenty.
All subjects had met the entrance requirements of The Univer
sity of Arizona, therefore an assumption of general intelligence level
was made.

Instrumentation
The instruments used to collect the data for this study con
sisted of (a) The Personal Orientation Inventory and (b) a question
naire specifically designed for the study.

The Personal Orientation Inventory
The Personal Orientation Inventory was originally developed by
Everett Shostrom (1966) to assess the subject's level of positive
mental health in terms of inhibitions and emotional turmoil.

It con

tains 150 comparative value and behavior judgments.
The psychometric characteristics of the 1966 Personal Orienta
tion Inventory appear to be well within the limits of acceptable test
construction.

Value-judgment problems of clients as seen by therapists

in private practice are reflected in the items on the Inventory. These
same items relate to the research and writings of Maslow's (1954, 1962)
concept of self-actualization, the system of inner- and otherdirectedness of Riesman, Glazer, and Denney (1950), and the concept of
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time orientation as developed by Perls (1947, 1951) and May, Angel, and
Ellenberger (1958). Shostrom defined value orientation as a general
ized and organized conception of man's place in nature, of his relation
to man, and of the desirable and undesirable as they relate to human
relations.
During the initial development of the Personal Orientation
Inventory, it was administered to two groups of selected adults in
order to determine its effectiveness in discriminating between indi
viduals who were considered by expert judges to be self-actualizing and
those who were not. Results of this study reported by Shostrom (1966)
indicate the Inventory significantly discriminates between clinically
judged self-actualized and non-self-actualized individuals.

A number

of studies in clinical setting substantiated the above findings
(Shostrom and Knapp, 1966; Zaccaria and Weir, 1967; Weir and Gade,
1969).

The Inventory was also successfully utilized in educational

settings (Murray, 1966; Pearson, 1966).
Additional concurrent validity is provided with the M.M.P.I.
(Shostrom and Knapp, 1966), the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Knapp,
1965), the study of values, the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory,
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire and Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey.
Test-retest correlations over a one-week interval were reported
by Klaveter and Mogar (1967), to range from .52 to .82. Correlations
on test-retest over a one-year interval ranged from .32 to .74 (ilardi
and May, 1968).

The Time Competent Scale of the Personal Orientation Inventory
was used to determine the extent to which the subjects use their past
for reflective thought instead of being characterized by guilt, regret,
remorse, blaming, resentments, and dwelling on hurts of the past; and
the extent to which they are able to tie the future to present goals
instead of living with idealized goals, plans, expectations, predic
tions, fears, and obsessive worries.

The scale consists of 23 two

choice statements such as "I have feelings of resentment about things
that are past," and "I do not have feelings of resentment about things
that are past."

The individual is asked to choose one statement of

each matched pair.

Klavetter and Mogar (1967) reported a test-retest

reliability of .71 using an interval of one week.
The Support Scale of the Personal Orientation Inventory which
contains 127 two-choice items, was used to assess the individual's
sensitivity to the opinions of others in matters of conformity.
The Spontaneity sub-scale measures the ability to express feel
ings in a spontaneous action.

A low score indicates that one is fear

ful of expressing feelings behaviorally.
The Self Regard sub-scale assesses one's ability to like one's
self—a low score indicates low self-worth.
The Self Acceptance sub-scale measures acceptance of one's self
in spite of weaknesses or deficiencies.
Acceptance of Aggression sub-scale measures the ability to
accept anger or aggression within one's self as natural.
means that one denies having such feelings.

A low score
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Capacity for Intimate Contact sub-scale assesses ability to
develop meaningful relationships with other human beings.

A low score

means one has difficulties with warm interpersonal relationships.

Questionnaire
The literature indicates that anxiety around feelings of
identification, belonging and rejection is frequently found in adopted
children (Rosner, 1961; Kadas, 1963; Schwartz, 1966; Krasnow, 1969;
Lifshitz et al., 1975), yet the evidence is far from conclusive.
Rosner (1961) stated that the questions most frequently asked by
adopted children were "who are my real parents," and "why was I given
away,,r both suggesting feelings of stress in the areas of identifica
tion, belonging and rejection.

Bowlby (1952) and Erikson (1963) indi

cate that the adoptive child may be subject to community and environ
mental influences that could adversely affect the establishment of
these feelings.

Several researchers contend (Weinstein and Geisel,

1960; Rosner, 1961; Cunningham, 1969) that child-rearing practices have
an impact on these feelings also.

In order to determine if this was

indeed an area for further inquiry, the following questions were asked
of eight adopted subjects, ages 17 to 20.
1.

When I first found out I was adopted my reaction was:

2.

After I found out I was adopted, I concluded about myself that:

3.

At the present time the additional information I would most
like to have regarding my adoption is:

The answers given by these subjects were included as items on the
questionnaire used in this study.

Each adopted subject was asked to

indicate the strength of his agreement or disagreement with each
statement, on a seven-point Likert-type scale. A copy of the question
naire is included in Appendix A.

Procedures for Obtaining Subjects
The student newspaper, Arizona Daily Wildcat, featured an
article on page 2, November 13, 1975, outlining the proposed adoption
research. The article asked adoptees willing to volunteer to contact
the researcher by telephone.

Those responding were screened for char

acteristics outlined above, and then assigned to one of three testing
periods.
Psychology la students were asked to fill out cards with name,
telephone number, sex, age, ordinal position, number and sex of
siblings, parents' ages and father's occupation.

From this group

matching subjects were chosen, contacted by telephone, testadministration appointments made.

Data Collecting Procedures
At each testing period, subjects were asked to sign a consent
form (Appendix C).

Instructions were given by the researcher for

filling out the Questionnaire, and P.O.I, manual instructions were read
aloud to the subjects.

Design and Analysis Techniques
The design used was the Static-Group Comparison design
described by Campbell and Stanley (1963). In this design, a group
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which had experienced adoption was compared with one which had not, for
the purpose of establishing the effect of adoption.
Analysis of Variance was used to analyze the data in order to
determine if there were differences between the responses related to
adjustment of the adoptive group and the non-adoptive group on several
Personal Orientation Inventory scales.

Using this technique the

following hypotheses were tested.

Hypotheses
In order to answer the question stated in the problem (page 7),
the following null hypotheses were tested at .05 level of significance.
Hypothesis I; The mean score of adopted subjects will not
differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on the
P.O.I. Time Competent Scale.
Hypothesis II:

The mean score of adopted subjects will not

differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on the
P.O.I. Support Scale.
Hypothesis III:

The mean score of adopted subjects will not

differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on the
P.O.I. Spontaneity sub-scale.
Hypothesis IV:

The mean score of adopted subjects will not

differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on the
P.O.I. Self-regard sub-scale.
Hypothesis V:

The mean score of adopted subjects will not

differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on the
P.O.I. Self-acceptance sub-scale.
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Hypothesis VI;

The mean score of adopted subjects will not

differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on the
P.O.I. Acceptance of Aggression sub-scale.
Hypothesis VII:

The mean score of adopted subjects will not

differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on the
P.O.I. Capacity for Intimate Contact sub-scale.
Hypothesis VIII;

The mean score of adopted subjects choosing

the Over-Protective Category will not differ significantly from the
mean score of non-adopted subjects choosing this category.
In addition to these hypotheses, the pattern of responses to
questions one through three on the adoptee questionnaire is described
for adopted subjects only.
non-adopted subjects.

These questions were not appropriate for

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this chapter, results of the investigation are presented.
The purpose of this study was to determine if college-age students,
adopted in infancy, exhibit greater personality adjustment problems
than do college-age non-adopted students.

This assessment utilized the

Personal Orientation Inventory and a specially constructed question
naire to test eight hypotheses.
Hypothesis I stated:

The results are as follows.

"The mean score of adopted subjects will

not differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on
the P.O.I. Time Competent Scale."

Analysis of Variance yielded an F

value/ratio of 1.54,(P > .05, df = 1, 58), indicating there is no
significant difference between the two mean scores.
null hypothesis is retained:

Therefore, the

adoptees and non-adoptees manifest

essentially the same time competency skills (Table 1).
Hypothesis II stated: "The mean score of adopted subjects will
not differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on
the P.O.I. Support Scale." Analysis of Variance yielded an F value/
ratio of 1.47,(P > .05, df = 1, 58), indicating there is no significant
difference between the two mean scores. Therefore, the null hypothesis
is retained:

adoptees and non-adoptees manifest essentially the same

sensitivity to the opinions of others in matters of conformity (Table
2).
29
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Table 1. Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on P.O.I. Time
Competency Scale

Source
of
Variation

Mean
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

Within groups

124.3063

58

1.535

Between groups

190.8167

1

Total

125.4336

59

Table 2.

Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on P.O.I. Support
Scale

Source
of
Variation

Mean
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

Within groups

69.0092

58

1.469

101.4000

1

69.5582

59

Between groups
Total
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Hypothesis III stated:

"The mean score of adopted subjects

will not differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted sub
jects on the P.O.I. Spontaneity sub-scale."

Analysis of Variance

yielded an F value/ratio of .20, (P > .05, df = 1, 58), indicating
there is no significant difference between the two mean scores.
fore, the null hypothesis is retained:

There

adoptees and non-adoptees mani

fest essentially the same ability to express feelings in a spontaneous
action (Table 3).
Hypothesis IV stated:

"The mean score of adopted subjects will

not differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on
the P.O.I. Self-regard sub-scale."

Analysis of Variance yielded an F

value/ratio of .84, (P > .05, df = 1, 58), indicating no significant
difference between the two mean scores.
is retained:

Therefore, the null hypothesis

adoptees and non-adoptees manifest essentially the same

level of self-worth (Table 4).
Hypothesis V stated:

"The mean score of adopted subjects will

not differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted subjects on
the P.O.I. Self-acceptance sub-scale."

Analysis of Variance yielded an

F value/ratio of .24, (p > .05, df = 1, 58), indicating no significant
difference between the two mean scores.
is retained:

Therefore, the null hypothesis

adoptees and non-adoptees manifest essentially the same

ability to accept one's self in spite of weaknesses or deficiencies
(Table 5).
Hypothesis VI stated:

"The mean score of adopted subjects will

not differ significantly from the mean score of non-ndopted subjects on
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Table 3.

Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on P.O.I. Spontaneity
Sub-scale

Source
of
Variation

Within groups
Between groups
Total

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

83.2977

58

.020

1.6667

1

81.9141

59

Mean
Square

Table 4. Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on P.O.I. Self-regard
Sub-scale

Source
of
Variation

Mean
Scores

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

.840

Within groups

73.7960

58

Between groups

62.9167

1

Total

73.5963

59

Table 5. Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on P.O.I. Selfacceptance Sub-scale

Source
of
Variation

Mean
Scores

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

.241

Within groups

89.5540

58

Between groups

21.6000

1

Total

88.4023

59
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the P.O.I. Acceptance of Aggression sub-scale." Analysis of Variance
yielded an F value/ratio of .06, (P > .05, df = 1, 58), indicating no
significant difference between the two mean scores.
null hypothesis is retained:

Therefore, the

adoptees and non-adoptees manifest

essentially the same ability to accept anger or aggression within one's
self as natural (Table 6).
Hypothesis VII stated:

"The mean score of adopted subjects

will not differ significantly from the mean score of non-adopted sub
jects on the P.O.I. Capacity for Intimate Contact sub-scale."

Analysis

of Variance yielded an F value/ratio of .32,(P > .05, df = 1, 58),
indicating there is no significant difference between the two mean
scores. Therefore, the null hypothesis is retained:

adoptees and non-

adoptees manifest essentially the same ability to develop meaningful
relationships with other people (Table 7).
Hypothesis VIII stated:

"The mean score of adopted subjects

choosing the Over-protective Category will not differ significantly
from the mean score of non-adopted subjects choosing this category."
Analysis of Variance yielded an F value/ratio of .22, (P > .05,
df = 1, 58), indicating there is no significant difference between the
two mean scores. Therefore the null hypothesis is retained:

adoptees

do not view their parents' child-rearing practices as more overprotective than do non-adopted subjects (Table 8).

Other Findings
The following information was extracted from the Adoptee Ques
tionnaire:

each subject was asked the age when he/she was told of
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Table 6. Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on P.O.I. Acceptance
of Aggression Sub-scale

Source
of
Variation

Within groups
Between groups
Total

Table 7.

Mean
Scores

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

109.2006

58

.055

6.0167

1

107.4517

59

Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on P.O.I. Capacity
for Intimate Contact Sub-scale

Source
of
Variation

Mean
Scores

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

.316

Within groups

72.2305

58

Between groups

22.8167

1

Total

71.3929

59

Table 8.

Analysis of Variance of Two Group Means on Questionnaire
Scale for Over-protective Child-rearing Practices

Source
of
Variation

Mean
Scores

Degrees
of
Freedom

F-ratio

Within groups

.6695

58

.224

Between groups

.1500

1

Total

.6607

59

his/her adoption.

Answers varied from "can't remember not knowing," to

ten years. Thirteen adoptive subjects were told of their adoption by
mother, one by father and twelve by both.
remember who had told them.

The remaining four could not

Twenty of the thirty adoptive subjects

wanted to know who their biological parents were and/or why they had
been placed for adoption.

Two of the ten subjects who indicated no

desire for further information already had this information.
Fourteen of the adoptees indicated they felt different from
other children, questioned their value and/or felt rejected.

No

apparent relationship was found between age of adoption or the age when
told of adoption and the level of personality adjustment.

The positive

responses on questions one and two on the Adoptee Questionnaire showed
that twenty-six adoptees felt very loved by their adoptive parents and
twenty-one felt they were special because their parents had chosen
them.
Adoptive subjects rated positive and negative statements con
tained in questions one and two on a seven-point Likert-type scale.
These statements concerned specific attitudes toward adoption and were
rated from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree," with the negative
statements assigned one point for "strongly agree" and going up to
seven points, and the positive statements reversing the numerical value
and going from seven to one.

The circled numbers were summed verti

cally, yielding seven sub-totals, which were then totaled for a score
for the eleven statements. The scores ranged from a low of 30 to a
high of 77, with a median of 62 and a mean of 57.
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The scores were divided into two groups, those responding above
the median and those below.

The scores on the P.O.I, sub-scales were

then divided according to these two groups.

Means for each group on

each sub-scale were computed and compared through an Analysis of
Variance.

Analysis of raw scores yielded an F value/ratio of 4.09

(P < .0488, df = 1, 28) on the Self-acceptance sub-scale, indicating
that positive responders as measured on the Adoptee Questionnaire are
more self-accepting than negative responders (Table 9).
The Analysis of Variance on the other P.O.I, sub-scales yielded
F value/ratios of 3.42 (P < .0716, df = 1, 28) on the Time Competency
Scale and 2.66 (P < .1102, df = 1, 28) on the Self-regard sub-scale.
The remaining four sub-scales yielded F value/ratios with probabilities
ranging from .2388 to .9527.
Seven of the fifteen adoptive subjects who scored below the
median were under the age of twenty.

All of the fifteen were placed

for adoption under the age of three months and eleven were under the
age of four years when told of their adoption.

Of these fifteen sub

jects, four were males (4/8) and eleven (11/22) were females.

There

were five only children, six oldest, three youngest, and one middle
child in this group.
Eight of the nine lowest scorers also saw their parents as
over-protective or inconsistent in their child-rearing practices.

The

top nine of the positive responders rated their parents as fair seven
times, over-protective one time, and authoritarian one time.

37

Table 9. Analysis of Variance of Differences Between Negative and
Positive Responders for Self-acceptance Sub-scale of P.O.I.

Source
of
Variation

Mean
Scores

Degrees
of
Freedom

Within groups

80.5476

28

Between groups

333.3333

1

89.2644

29

Total

F-ratio

4.09

P <.0488

CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
The legal adoption of infants is the. modern method of estab
lishing the relationship of parent and child between individuals who
are not related. The adoptive family may experience social, emotional
and biological pressures different from those experienced by the
biological family.

The present study was designed to examine the

effect of adoption in infancy on the personality adjustment of indi
viduals who are now college students.
The question examined was:

Do children adopted in infancy

exhibit greater personality adjustment problems than non-adoptees?

The

adoptive sample and comparison group for this study were volunteers
drawn from the college population at The University of Arizona.

The

two groups were matched on sex, age, ordinal position, and fathers'
occupational level.
The Personal Orientation Inventory and a questionnaire specifi
cally designed for this study were administered to the two groups.

The

P.O.I, sub-scale scores of the two groups and scores of one question on
the questionnaire were subjected to an Analysis of Variance.

No sta

tistically significant differences were found on any of the measure
ments between the adoptive and comparison groups.
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However, adoptee
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subjects who scored higher on selected attitudes toward their adoptive
status also scored higher on the P.O.I. Self-acceptance sub-scale.

Conclusions
The personality adjustment problems of adopted children as
described in the literature were not verified in this study.

Evidence

obtained in this investigation indicated that the range of personality
orientation of adoptees was similar to that of the comparison group.
The positive responses on the Adoptee Questionnaire and the
similarity to the comparison group as shown by the scores on the P.O.I,
suggest that the adopted individuals had established feelings of being
loved and cherished early enough in their lives to compensate in part
for and to soften the knowledge that they had in fact been given away
by their biological parents.

However, the 47 percent who indicated

they questioned their value, and/or had feelings of being rejected, ..
and/or different from other people indicate a need for opportunity to
work through these negative feelings. The recent nationwide trend of
adult adoptees seeking more information about their biological back
ground was supported by the twenty adopted subjects who indicated they
wanted this information.

It is a conclusion of the author that

adoption is a lifetime process, and that counseling which focused on
the developmental aspects of adoptee relationships would benefit the
adoptive family unit.
It was expected that male and female adoptees were equally
represented in The University of Arizona student population, but female
volunteers outnumbered male volunteers 22 to 8. Thus a greater
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willingness on the part of the female adoptee to participate in
adoption research was manifested.
It is concluded that feelings of self-acceptance in the adoptee
are related to his positive or negative feelings about his adoptive
status.

If positive, subjects tend to indicate no interest in addi

tional information about their biological background.

They also tend

to have one or more adopted siblings and to view their parents1 childrearing practices as fair.

Adopted children who have negative feelings

about their adoptive status as measured by the Adoptee Questionnaire
tend to view their parents as over-protective and to desire more
information about their biological backgrounds.

Limitations
This study is limited by the lack of random sampling.

Because

of the select population being studied, randomization was not possible.
Volunteer subjects were used, so it is impossible to generalize the
findings beyond the sample used.

Nothing is known of adoptees in the

same age group who are not attending college, of non-Caucasian race or
i
of lower socio-economic level.
The thirty adoptive subjects were comprised of twenty oldest or
only children, reflecting the fact that adoptive families are usually
.one- or two-children families.
ordinal-position research.

This limits the possibilities for
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Recommendations
It is recommended that further studies be conducted in the
various areas of personality adjustment of the adoptee, particularly
longitudinal studies similar to the research being conducted in England
(Seglow et al., 1972). Further research is indicated in the areas of
negative feelings in the adoptee and the value of counseling inter
vention.
Study design modifications that would allow for random sampling
would enlarge the general knowledge in the area of adoption and indi
vidual and family adjustment.

APPENDIX A

ADOPTEE QUESTIONNAIRE

Name

. Sex

Birtlulate

'

Siblings:
Sex

Aj;e

Father's present age

Motlicr's present age

Father's educational level

Mother's educational level

Father's occupation

Mother's occupation

Family's Religious Preference
Subject's present major
Subject's year of study

:

Subject's vocational and educational aspirations

1. Age at adoption_
2. Age when told of adoption_
3. Told by whom
Instructions: Circle the niunbcr that best represents your agreement with
the corresponding statement.
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Mien I first realized
what adopted meant
a. I felt rejected
b. I was happy nt
having parents who
really loved me

42

4-»
0>

DO fl>

<

130
c: H
_ bo
Hrt
CO

GJ

+J

+->3
o
55

T3CTJ
c: </i

CO

CJ
*• H TJ
1

V.
60

(11in

to
G CO

OCU

^ «

l-H>,
o t-i<L>
4Jy* &0
CO
nj

«>
<©0

It didn't make any
difference to me

1

2

d. I questioned my value

1

2

e. I wondered why my
parents adopted me •
instead of having
their own

1 •

2

f. I felt I must be
different than other
people

1

2

a. Bccause my adoptive
parents chose me, I
was special

1

2

b. .Because I had been
placed for adoption I
had been rejected

1

2

c. Bccause I was adopted
I was different from
other children

1

2

d. • Because I had been
placed for adoption
I had no value

1

2

1

2

e-Q
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After I found out I was
adopted I concluded that

e. I was lucky becauSc
my adoptive parents

really wanted me

Suppose you were able to get
answers to the following
questions: Uank them in order
of importance to you.
a. What town and hospital I was bora in
b. Why I was given away .
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c. No further information is desired
d. Who my biological parents are
4. Parental child-rearing practices in my home were:
than one, rank in order of emphasis.
a. authoritarian:
Absolute and unquestioning obedience is
demanded in family by parent(s). Child
is denied freedom to express feelings
honestly.
b. permissive:
Little training or demands arc made on
the child--anything the child wains to
do is all right with the parents.
c. over-protective:
Parents buffer life for child; lie is
protected from unpleasantnesses;
decisions are made for him.
d. indifferent:
Paients arc busy with own lives; arc not
particularly interested in child's
activities, feelings, behaviors.
e. inconsistent:
Discipline is erratic and routine
is lacking. Child never knows what
to expcct.
f. fair:
Children are given choices, atomsphcre
is one of cooperation and mutual
respect.
g. rejcctive:
Child feels he is not accepted or
acceptable.

If choose more

APPENDIX B

COMPARISON GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE

Name

Sex

Birtlulatc

Siblings:

Sex

Age

Father's present age

Mother's present ago

Father's educational level

Mother's educational level

Father's occupation

Mother's occupation

•Subject's present major
Subject's year of study
Subject's vocational and educational aspirations

1. Parental child-rearing practices in my home were: (If choose more
than one, rank in order of emphasis).
a. authoritarian:
Absolute and unquestioning obcdicnce is
demanded in family by parent(s). Child
is denied freedom to express feelings
honestly.
b. permissive:
Little training or demands arc made on
the. child--anything the child wants to
do is all right with the parents.
c. over-protectivc:
Parents buffer life for child; lie is
protected from unpleasantnesses;
decisions are made for him.
d. indifferent.:
Parents arc busy with .own lives; are
not particularly interested in child's
activities, feelings, behaviors.
e. inconsistent:
Discipline is erratic and routine is
lacking. Child never knows what to
expect.
f. fair:
Children arc given choices, atmosphere
is one of cooperation and mutual
respcct.
g. rcjective:
Child feels he is not accepted or
acceptable.
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APPENDIX C

SUBJECT CONSENT

- I understand that I am volunteering to take part in the
research entitled "Personality Adjustment of Adopted Children
in Early Adulthood," the purpose of which is to determine if
.there are social and personal adjustment differences between
adopted and non-adopted children.
I understand that if I experience emotional discomfort as
a result of participating in this study, the counseling fac
ilities under the direction of Dr. Oscar Christensen, Counseling
and Guidance Department, University of Arizona, are available
to me,
I further understand that the Personal Orientation Inven
tory and a specially prepared questionnaire will te administered,
requiring approximately U5 minutes to complete,. These ques
tionnaires will be adninistered in Room

?.lh

in the College of

Education.
It is my understanding that my answers and identity will be
confidential, with only th" chief investigator having access to
this information.

I further r:ive my permission to use the data

for other uses than in the primary project.
I have read the above "Subject's Consent."

The nature, de-

wands( risks, and benefits of the project have been explained to
me.

I understand that I may ask questions and that I am free

to withdraw from the project at any time without

ill will.

SUBJECT'S SIGNATURE

Date

PARENT OH GUARDIAN
(If appropriate)

Date

INVESTICATOS'S SIGNATURE
(Ac witness)

Date
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APPENDIX D

TABULATIONS OF ADOPTEE QUESTIONNAIRE SCORES
AND PERSONAL ORIENTATION INVENTORY SCALES
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Table 10. Scores of Female Adoptees on Questionnaire and P.O.I. Scales

P.O.I. Sub-scale

Questionnaire

Ss

Age

Total
Ques. Ques.
1& 2
3

Ques.
4

Time
Comp.

Support

Sponta
neity

SelfRegard

Capacity
SelfAccept. Intimate
Accept. Aggres. Contact

1

18

58

Yes

f

21* -62* "

99-58

15-62

16-66

17-49

17-52

21-56

2

19

65

No

f - c

16 -44

92-54

12-52

16-66

18-53

12-37

22-58

3

22

54

Yes

e

18 -52

78-44

10-45

13-55

13-40

14-43

21-56

4

25

30

Yes

e - g

12 -29

73-39

10-45

6-27

11-35

15-46

19-51

5

22

35

Yes

e

20 -58

94-55

17-59

14-58

18-53

20-61

23-61

6

25

75

Yes

a - e

18 -52

99-58

14-58

13-55

20-58

19-58

20-54

7

23

71

No

c - a

18 -52

102-61

16-65

12-51

18-53

21-64

24-63

8

21

63

Yes

f

16 -44

91-54

15-62

14-58

14-43

19-58

21-56

9

25

74

Yes

f

20 -58

90-53

12-52

13-55

21-59

16-48

19-51

10

22

63

Yes

f

20 -58

93-55

17-59

14-58

18-53

23-69

18-48

11

22

68

Yes

f - c

17 -48

80-45

12-52

15-63

12-37

11-33

17-46

12

25

52

No

c - f

15 -41

64-33

8-38

12-51

12-37

12-37

11-32

13

20

43

Yes

f

12 -29

90-53

15-62

15-63

16-48

21-64

21-56

14

19

45

Yes

c - f

14 -37

93-55

15-62

8-35

14-43

22-67

21-56

15

23

77

No

f - c

18 -52

93-55

16-65

10-43

19-56

20-61

23-61

16

23

44

Yes

c - f

21 -62

99-58

18-73

14-58

19-56

21-64

21-56

Table 10—Continued
17

25

61

Yes

f - c

21 -62

102-61

17-59

15-63

20-58

20-61

24-63

18

20

74

No

f

14 -37

88-52

13-55

12-51

13-40

17-52

20-54

19

24

39

Yes

f - c

14 -37

74-41

9-42

11-47

6-22

14-43

16-43

20

20

65

No

f

21 -62

89-51

17-59

14-58

19-56

16-48

18-48

21

20

62

No

f

18 -52

85-49

10-45

15-63

14-43

15-46

19-51

22

19

73

Yes

f

17 -48

59-29

6-32

7-32

8-27

8-24

10-29

Raw scores.
•kic
Standard scores.
-kii'k
Code to question 4: a = authoritarian, b = permissive, c = over-protective,
d = indifferent, e = inconsistent, f = fair, g = rejective.

Table 11. Scores of Male Adoptees on Questionnaire and P.O.I. Scales

Questionnaire

Total
Ques. Ques.
3
1& 2

Ques.
4

P.O.I. Sub-scale

Time
Comp.

SelfRegard

Capacity
SelfAccept. Intimate
Accept. Aggres. Contact

Ss

Age

23

24

53

Yes

c - f

9'-18'"

75-42

11-48

10-43

11-35

15-46

18-48

24

18

47

Yes

c - f

9 -18

85-49

12-51

10-43

14-43

16-48

15-41

25

18

63

Yes

f

14 -37

74-41

13-55

12-51

14-43

17-52

13-36

26

20

66

No

f

17 -48

77-43

11-48

14-58

16-48

13-39

13-36

27

25

63

No

f

19 -55

91-54

12-51

15-63

18-53

14-43

21-56

28

19

72

Yes

f

19 -55

95-56

15-62

14-58

20-58

15-46

22-58

29

18

61

f

18 -52

85-49

11-48

14-58

14-43

15-46

16-45

30

18

57

f

16 -44

59-28

7-35

10-43

11-35

13-39

14-39

•k

' No
Yes

Support

Sponta
neity

Raw scores.

•k-k

Standard scores.

-/'ww.Gode to question 4: a = authoritarian, b = permissive, c = over-protective,
d = indifferent, e = inconsistent, f = fair, g = rejective.

APPENDIX E

GRAPH OF ADOPTEE QUESTIONNAIRE SCORES
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Positive Responders
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Scores
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46
44

40

Negative Responders
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Fig. 1. Scores on Questions
.One and Two on Adoptee Questionnaire

APPENDIX F

PERSONAL ORIENTATION INVENTORY, ANSWER SHEET,
AND PROFILE SHEET
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PERSONAL ORIENTATION INVENTORY

PERSONAL ORiENTATION INVENTORY
P'
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EVERETT L . S H O S T R O M , Ph.D.
DIRECTIONS
This inventory consists of pairs of numbered statements. Read cneh
statement and decide which of the two paired statements most consistently
.applies to you.
You tire to marl; your answers on the answer sheet you have. Look at the
example of the answer sheet
at the ri^ht. If
the first statement of the pair is Tltt'K or MOSTLY
TKUE as applied to you,
the lines
Cel mn Confctlj
in the column headed "a". (See Example horn 1 at
Mol^rd
a
b
right.) If the second statement oi the pair is TRUE
8
or MOSTLY TRUE as applied to you, blacken be
tween the lines in the column headed "b". (See
a
b
Example Item 2 at rii;ht.) If neither statement ap
plies to you, or if they refer to something you don't
"know about, make no answer on the answer sheet.
Remember to give YOUR OWN opinion of yourself and do not leave any blank
spaces if you can avoid it.

shown

blaeken between

In marking your answers on the answer sheet, be sure that the number
statement agrees with the number on the answer sheet. Make your marks
heavy and black. Erase completely any answer you wish to change. Do not make
any marks in this booklet.

Of the

Remember, try to make some answer to every statement.
Before you begin the inventory, be sure you put your name, your sex,
yournge, and the other information called for in the space provided on the answer
sheet.
NOW OPEN THE BOOKLET AND START WITH QUESTION 1.

i
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a. I am bound by the principle of fairness.
b. I i»m not absolutely bnund by the principle of
fahncss.

12. a. I feel guilty when I am selfish.
b. I don't feel guilty when I am selfish.
13. a. I have no objection to getting angry.

tv. When a friend does mo a favor, I feel that I
must' return it.
b. When a friend doos nw* a favor, I do not feel
that I must return it.
It. 1 feel I must always tell the truth.

b. Anger is something I try to avoid.
14. a. For me, anything is possible if I believe in
myself.
b. I have a lot of natural limitations even though
1 believe in myself.

b. I do not always tell the truth.
15. a. I put others' interests before my own.
a. No matter how hard I try, my feelings arc
often hurt.

b. 1 do not put others' interests before my own.

b. If I manage the situation right, I can avoid
being hurt.

IG. a. I sometimes feel embarrassed by
compliments.

a. I feel tint I mu.st strive for perfection in
everything that I undertake.
b. I do not feci that I must strive for perfection
in everything tliat I undertake.
a. 1 often make my decisions spontaneously.
b. 1 seldom make my decisions spontaneously.
a. 1 am afraid to be myself.
b. 1 am not afraid to be myself.
a. 1 feel obligated when a stranger doos me a
favor.

b. I am not embarrassed by compliments.
17. a. 1 believe it is important to accept others as
they are.
b. 1 believe it is imi>orlant to understand why
others are as they arc.
18. a. Icahput off until tomorrow what 1 ought to do
today.
b. I don't put off until tomorrow what 1 ought to
do today.
19. n. I can give without requiring the other person
to appreciate what 1 give.
b. I have a right to expect the other person to
appreeialc what I give.

b. I do not feel obligated when a stranger docs
me a favor.

20. a. My moral values are dictated by society,

a. I feel that I have a right to expect others to
do what I want of them.

21. a. I do what others expect ofrnc.

b. I do not feel that 1 have fl right to expect others
lo do what I want of them.
a. 1 live by values which are in agreement with
others.
b. I live by values which arc primarily based on
my own feelings.
a. 1 am concerned with self-improvement at all
times,
b. I am not concerned with self-improvement at
all times.

b. My moral values are self-determined.

b. Ifeelfreeto not do what others expect of mo.
22. a. I accept my weaknesses.
b. I don't accept my weaknesses.
23. a. In order to grow emotionally, it is necessary
lo know why 1 act as 1 do,
b. In order to grow emotionally, it is not neces
sary to know why 1 act as I do.
24. a. Sometimes I am cross when I ani not feeling
well.
b. 1 am hardly ever cross.
CO ON TO THE NKXT PACE
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20. a. It Is necessary that others approve of whnt I
da.

3G. a. I believe the pursuit of .self-interest is op
posed to interest in others.

b. It is not always necessary that others approve
of what I do.

b. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is not
opposed to interest in others.

20. a. I am afraid of making mistakes.
b. I am not afraid of making mistakes.
27. a. I trust the decisions I make spontaneously.
b. 1 do not t r u s t the decisions 1 make
spontaneously.
28. a. My feelings of self-worth depend on how much
] accomplish.
b. My feelings of self-worth do not depend on
how much I accomplish.

37. a. I find that I have rejected many of the moral
values I was taught.
b. I have not rejected any of the moral values I
was taught.
38. a. I live in terms of my wants, likes, dislikes
and values.
b. Idonot live in terms of my wants, likes, dis
likes and values.
39. a. I trust my ability to size up a situation.
b. Idonot trust my ability to size up a situation.

29* a. I fear failure.
b. I don't fear failure.
GO. o. My moral values are determined, for the
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de- '
cisions of others.
b. My moral values are not determined, for the
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de
cisions of others.
31. a. It is possible to live life in terms of what I
want to do.
b. It is not possible to live life in terms of what
1 want to do.
32. a. I can cope with the ups and downs of life.
b. 1 cannot cope with the ups and downs of life.
33. a. I believe in saying what I feel in dealing with
others.
b. I do not believe in saying svhat I feel in deal
ing with others.
34. a. Children should realize that they do not have
the same rights and privileges as adults.
b. It is not important to make an issue of rights
and privileges.
35. a. I can "stick my neck out" in my relations with
others.
b. Iavold "stickingmy neck out" in my relations
with others.

40. a. I believe I have un limate capacity to coixj
with life.
b. 1 do not believe 1 have an innate capacity to
copo with life,
41. a. I must justify my actions in the pursuit of my
own interests,
b. 1 need not justify my actions in the pursuit of
my own interests.
42. a. I atn bothered by fears of being inadequate,
b. lam not bothered by fears of being inadequate.
43. a. Ibelicve that man is essentially good and can
be trusted.
b. Ibelicve that man is essentially evil and can
not be trusted.
44. a. I live by the rules and standards of society.
b. I do not always need to live by the rules and
standards of society.
45. a. I am bound by my duties and obligations to
others.
b. I am not bound by my duties and obligations
to others.
46. a. Reasons are needed to justify my feelings,
b. Reasons are not needed to Justify my feelings.
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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47. a. There arc times when just being silent is tho
best way I can express my feelings.

59. a. I strive always to predict what will happen in
tho future.

b. 1 find it difficult to express my feelings by
Just being silent.

b. I do not feol it accessary always to predict
what will happen in the future.

48. a. I often feel it necessary to defend my past
actions.

60. a. It is important that others accept my point of
view.

b. 1 do not feel it necessary to defend my past
actions.

b. It is not necessary for others to accept my
point of view.

49. a. I like everyone I know.
b. I do not like everyone I know.
50. a. Criticism threatens my self-esteem.
b. Criticism does not threaten my self-esteem.
51. a. Ibelicvc that knowledge of what is right makes
people act right.
b, Idonot believe that knowledge of what is right
necessarily makes people act right.
52. a. I am afraid to be angry at those I love,
b. I feel free to be angry at those I love.
53. a. My basic responsibility Is to bo aware of my
own needs.
b. My basic responsibility is to bo aware of
others' needs.
54. a. Impressing others is most important,
b. Expressing myseLf Is most important.
55. a. To feci right, I need always to please others.
b. I can feel right without a [ways having to please
others.
56. a. I will risk a friendship in order to say or do
what I believe is right.
b. I will not risk a friendship^ust to say or do
what is right.
' ,
57. a. I feel bound to keep the piomises 1 make.
b. Idonot always feel bound to keep tho promises
I make.
58. a. X must avoid sorrow at all costs.
b. It is not necessary for me to avoid sorrow.

61. a. I only feel free to .express warm feelings to
my friends.
b. I feel free to express both warm and hostile
feelings to my friends.
62. a. There are many times when it is more im
portant to express feelings than to carefully
evaluate the situation.
b. There are very Tew times when it is more im
portant to express feelings than to carefully
evaluate the situation.
63. a. I welcome criticism as an opportunity for
growth.
'b. I do not welcome criticism as an opportunity
for growth.
64. a. Appearances arc all-important.
b. Appearances are not terribly important.
65. a. I hardly ever gossip.
b. I gossip a little at times.
66. a, I feel free to reveal my weaknesses among
friends.
b. I do not feel free to reveal my weaknesses
among friends.
67. a. I should always assume responsibility for
other people's feelings.
b. 1 need not alsvays assume responsibility for
other people's feelings.
68. a. I feel f r e e to be myself and bear the
consequences.
b. 1 do not feel free to be myself and bear the
consequences.

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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69. a. I already know all I need to know about my
feelings.

91. a. Two people will get along best if each con
centrates on pleasing the other.

b. As life goes on, I continue to know more and
more about my feelings.

b. Two people can get along best if each person
feels free to express himself.

70. a. I hesitate to show my weaknesses among
etrangere.

82. a. I have feelings of resentment about things that
are past.

b. I do not hesitate to show my weaknesses
among strangers. *

b. I do not have feelings of resentment about
things that are past.

71. a. I will continue to grow only by setting my
sights on a high-level, socially approved goal.
b. I will continue to grow best by being myself.

83. a. I like only m a s eu line men and feminine
women.
b. I like men and women who show masculinity
as well as femininity.

72. a. I accept inconsistencies within myself.
b. Icannotaceept inconsistencies within myself.
73. a. Man is naturally cooperative.
b. Man Is naturally antagonistic.
74. a. I don't mind laughing at a dirty joke,
b. I hardly ever laugh at a dirty Joke.
75. a. Happiness is a by-product inhuman
relationships.
b. Happiness is an end in human relationships.
76. a. 1 only feel free to show friendly feelings to
strangers.
b. Heel free to show both friendly and unfriendly
feolings to strangers.
77. a. I try to be sincere hut I sometimes fail,
b. I try to be sincere and I am sincere.
78. a. Self-interest is natural.
b. Self-interest is unnatural.
79. a. A neutral party can measure a happy relation
ship by observation.
b. A neutral party cannot measure a happy rela
tionship by observation.
60. a. For me, work and play are the same.
b. For me, work and play are opposites.

84. a. I actively attempt to avoid embarrassment
whcnever-l can.
b. I do not actively attempt to avoid
embarrassment.
85. a. I blame my parents for a lot of my troubles,
b. I do not blame my parents for my troubles.
86. a. Ifeel that a person should be silly only at the
right time and place.
b. I can be siily when 1 feel like it.
87. a. People should always repent their wrong
doings.
b. People need not always repent their wrong
doings .
88. a. 1 worry about the future.
b. 1 do not worry about the future.
89. a. Kindness and ruthlessncss must be opposites.
b. Kindness and ruthlessness need not be
opposites.
90. a. I prefer to save good things for future use.
b. I prefer to use good things now.
91. a. People should always control their anger,
b. People should express honestly-felt anger.
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92. a. Thotrulyspiritualmanis sometimes sensual,
b. The truly spiritual man is never sensual.
93. a. 1 am able to express my feelings even when
they sometimes r e s u l t in undesirable
consequences.
b. Iamunableto express my feelings if they are
likely to result in undesirable conscqucnces.
94. a. 1 am often ashamed of some of the emotions
that I feel bubbling up within me.
b. I do not feel ashamed of ray emotions.
95. a. Ihavehad mysterious or ecstatic experiences.
b. 1 have novcr had mysterious or ecstatic
experiences.
96. a. 1 am orthodoxly religious.
b. 1 am not orthodoxly religious.
97. a. I am completely free of guilt.
b. I am not free of guilt.
98* a. 1 liave a problem in fusing 6cx and love,
b. I have no problem in fusing sex and love.
99. a. I enjoy dctachment and privacy.
b. I do not enjoy detachment and privacy.
200. a. I feel dedicated to my work.
b. 1 do not feel dedicated to my work.
101. a. lean express affection regardless of whether
it is returned.
b. I cannot express affection unless I am sure it
will be returned.
102. a. Living for the future is as important as living
for the moment.
b. Only living for the moment is important.
103. a. It is better to be yourself.
b. It Is better to be popular.
104. a. Wishing and imagining can be bad.
b. Wishing and imagining are always good.

105. a. I spend more tlmo preparing to live,
b. I spend more time actually living.
106. a. I am loved because I give love.
b. I am loved because I am lovable.
107. a. When I really love myself, everybody will
love me.
b. When I really love myself, there will still be
those who won't love me.
108. a. I can let other people control me.
b. lean let other peoplo control me if I am sure
they will not continue to control me.
109. a. As they are,* people sometimes annoy me.
b. As they are» people do not annoy me.
110. a. Living for the future gives my life its primary
meaning.
b. Only when living for the future ties into living
for the present docs my lifo have meaning.
Ill*, a. Ifollowdiligcntlythemotto, "Don'twaste your
time."
b. Idonot feel bound by the motto, "Don't waste
your time. *
112. a. What I have been in the past dictates the kind
of person 1 will be.
b. What I have been in the past docs not neces
sarily dictate the kind of person 1 will be.
113. a. It is important to me how I live in the here and
now.
b. It is of little importance to me how I live in
the here and now.
114. a. I have had an experience where life seemed
Just perfect.
b. I have never had an experience where life
seemed just perfect.
115. a. Evil Is the result of frustration in trying to
be good.
b. Evil isan Intrinsic partof human nature which
fighta good.
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116. fl. A person can completely change his essential
nature.
b. A person can never change his essentia!
nature.
117. a. 1 am afraid to be tender.
b. I am not afraid to be tender.
118. a . 1 am assertive and affirming.
b. 1 am not assertive and affirming.
119. a. Women should be trusting and yielding.
*

b. Women should not be trusting and yielding.

120. a. X see myself as others see me.
b. I do not 6ce myself as others see me.
121. a. It Is a good idea to think about your greatest
potential.
b. A person who thinks about his greatest poten
tial gets conceited.
122. a. Men should be assertive and affirming.
b. Men should not be assertive and affirming.
123. a. I am able to risk being myself.
b. I am not able to risk being myself.
124. a. I feel the need to be doing something signifi
cant all of the time.
b. 1 do not feel the need to be doing something
significant all of the time.
125. a. I suffer from memories.
b. I do not suffer from memories.
126. a. Men and women must be both yielding and
assertive.
b. Men and women must not be both yielding and
assertive.
127. a. I like to participate actively in intense
discussions.
b. 1 do not like to participate actively in intense
discussions.

128. a. I am self-sufficient.
b. 1 am not self-sufficfcnt.
129. a. I like to withdraw from others for extended
periods of time.
b. I do not like to withdraw from others for oxtended periods of time.
130. a. 1 always play fair.
b. Sometimes 1 cheat a little.
131. a. Sometimes I feel so angry I want to destroy
or hurt others.
b. I never feel so angry that 1 want to destroy or
burt others.
132. a. I feel certain and secure in my relationships
with others.
b. 1 feel uncertain and insecure in my relation
ships with others.
133. a. 1 liko to withdraw temporarily from others.
b. 1 do not like to withdraw temporarily from
others.
134. a. 1 can accept my mistakes.
b. 1 cannot accept my mistakes.
135. o. 1 find some people who arc stupid and
uninteresting.
b. 1 never find any peoplo who are stupid and
uninteresting.
13G. a. 1 regret my past.
b. I do not regret my past.
137. a. Being myself Is helpful to others.
b. Just being myself is not helpful to others:
138. a. I have had moments of intense happiness when
Ifeltlikcl was experiencing a kind of ecstasy
or bliss.
b. 1 have not had moments of intense happiness
when I felt like 1 was experiencing a kind of
bliss.
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139. a. People have on instinct for evit.

146. a. I can like peoplo without having to approve
of them.

b. People do not have on instinct for evil.
140. a. For me, the future usually seems hopeful,
b. For me, the future often seems hopeless.
141. a. People are both good and evil.

b. I cannot like people unless 1 also approve of
them.
147. a. People arc basically good.
b. People arc not basically good.

b. People are not both good and evil.
142. a. My past is a stepping stone for the future,

148. a. Honesty is always the best policy.
b. There are times when honesty is not the best
policy.

b. My past is a handicap to my future.
143. a. "Killing time" is a problem for mo.
b. "Killing time" Is not a problem for mo.
144. a. For me, past, present and future is in mean
ingful continuity.
b. For me, the present is an island, unrelated
to the past and future.
145. ft. My hope for the future depends on having
friends.
b. My hope for the future docs not depend on
having friends.

rot ooi

*

I

149. a. I can feel comfortable with less than a perfect
performance.
b. 1 feel uncomfortable with anything less than a
perfect performance.
150. a. Icanovercomc any obstacles as long as I be
lieve in myself.
b. I cannot overcome every obstacio even If 1
believe in myself.
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