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ABSTRACT

ADOLESCENT SEPARATION: PERCEPTIONS OF FAMILY ADAPTABILITY

AND SEPARATION RESPONSE

By

Wesley Novak

The focus of the study is on the individual confronting the issue

of separating from his/her family during adolescence. Specifically,

this study explores the relationship between college freshman's percep-

tions of family adaptability and their affective responses to a present

separation experience. Adaptability is defined as the ability of a

family system to change its power structure, role relationships, and

relationship rules in response to a developmental stress. The present

separation experience is conceptualized as both going away to college

and the second individuation process of mid-late adolescence. Five pat-

terns of separation response are studied: attachment, individuation,

hostility, tension, and defensive process.

One-hundred and eighty freshmen (103 females and 77 males) under-

graduates provided the data. The Family Adaptability and Cohesion

Evaluation Scales are used to assess college freshmen's perceptions of

family adaptability. The Separation Anxiety Test (SAT) is used to assess

college freshmen's separation responses. A major purpose of this study

is to assess the SAT as a dependent measure of normative separation pat-

terns.



Wesley Novak

Analyses of variance are employed in testing the hypotheses. No

support is found for a relationship between perceived level of family

adaptability and attachment and individuation separation responses.

Perceptions of family adaptability are significantly related to the in-

tensity and quality of affective states in a separation experience.

Specifically, individuals who perceived their family as high on adapt-

ability showed less tension and hostility in present separation response.

Additional findings revealed sex differences in separation response.

This investigation supports the use of the SAT as a dependent mea-

sure of normative separation response. It appears that the two affect

scales (hostility and tension) and defensive process best differentiate

normative separation patterns. It appears that perceptions of family

adaptability and gender are useful predictors of normative separation

responses, but not pathological reactions.
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INTRODUCTION

Separation may be viewed from two different perspectives. First,

it can be thought of as primarily an intrapsychic phenomenon, where the

process consists of 'working through' infantile attachments or internal

representations of the family of origin that bind one's own feeling of

self. Successful resolution results in increased perceptions of choices

and the capacity to explore and utilize more fully one's own unique in-

ternal capacities. Second, separation may be viewed as an external

phenomenon focused by instances of physical separations from one's im-

portant 'loved ones' or attachment figures. The intrapsychic aspect of

separation gradually occurs throughout the life cycle and has been hy-

pothesized to be of primary importance in adolescence since it leads to

the initial consolidation of one's identity (Erikson, 1959). One‘s re-

sponses to actual experiences of physical separation from primary at-

tachment figures has been proposed to be of major importance in the

development of self-reliance in the adult personality (John Bowlby,

1973).

This study of the separation reactions of college freshmen provides

an exciting opportunity to study the normative separation process while

both of its components are in 'full gear'. Going away to college is,

for many individuals, a major and/or first physical separation from the

family. As late adolescents, college freshman are involved with what

B105 (1967) refers to as the "second individuation" process. The task

of individuation is to gain distance and differentiation from

1



2

internalized parents; that is, to transcend infantile ties to the family

of origin. The physical separation from home influences the individua-

tion process and the process of individuation effects the adolescent's

experience of his physical separation from home. It is the examination

of the 'fitting together' of these developmentally important intra-

psychic and external experiences of separation which is the underlying

theme of this project.

The curious paucity of research on adolescent separation as well as

my personal interest in the adolescent experience led to the formulation

of this study: the effect of adolescents' perceptions of their families'

adaptability on their present response to separation. Separation re-

sponses have been more thoroughly investigated at other points in the

life cycle (Ainsworth, 1970; Parkes, 1971), though adolescent separation

is deemed no less important. Theoretical formulations have been made

about an adolescent's normative separation from the family (Blos, 1967;

Erikson, 1969; Bowlby, 1973), but few studies have empirically investi-

gated these formulations. These few studies have used levels of autono-

my (Murphey, et al., 1963), levels of relatedness (Murphy et al., 1963),

engagement styles (Hotch, 1979) and feeling states (Sherry, 1980) to as-

sess normative adolescent reactions. In this study, a semi-projective

measure of feeling states will be used as a measure of college freshmen's

responses to a present separation.

Separation Responses
 

The extensive empirical work which investigates infants' reactions to

separations from mother provides an "exploratory model" for individual

differences in the adolescent's response to separation. Ainsworth (1970),

classified infants' responses to separation using two critical criteria:
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(a) the extent to which the infant explores when in different situations

and (b) how the infant treats his mother when she is present, when she

departs, and when she returns. Ainsworth (1970) combines these two

criteria to define an important dimension of attachment, i.e., the

security of a child's attachment. The 'secure child' is defined as one

who can explore fairly freely in a strange situation, using his mother

as a secure base; who is not distressed by a stranger; who shows aware-

ness of mother's whereabouts during her absence; and who greets her on

her return. Conversely, infants rated as 'insecurely attached', do not

explore even when mother is present; are alarmed by a stranger; crumbled

into helpless and unoriented distress in mother's absence, and may not

greet mother when she returns.

Ainsworth describes four general response patterns for each of the

two main criteria. The exploration patterns are: (1) infants show much

exploration but little discrimination in environments, that is, they ex-

plore equally in strange or familiar environments; (2) infants show

little ability or interest in exploration (withdrawn behavior), (3) in-

fants show inconsistent or reversed patterns of exploration, that is,

much or little exploration at times or more exploration in the strange

environment than in a familiar environment; (4) infants show active ex-

ploration with good discrimination, that is, they generally explore more

in familiar environments than in strange environments.

The four general patterns of mother-infant relationships are:

(1) excessive reliance on mother in which the child is markedly anxious

when mother is not present and spends much time clinging with her when

she is there; (2) consistent happy exchanges between infant and mother,

with occasional instances of the infant engaging in contact with the

mother; (3) inconsistent or ambivalent patterns of relationship between
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infant and mother, e.g., the infant alternately ignores mother defiantly

and clings to her excessively; (4) infants showing little interest in

mother and not interested in contact with her. In formulating this

study, the exploration and attachment patterns of infants are hypothe-

sized to be precursors of adolescent patterns of response to separation.

Ainsworth's (1970) two original criteria for infant attachment be-

havior in response to separation experiences can be thought of more

generally as (1) self-reliance (exploratory behavior) and (2) reliance

on others (attachment behavior with mother). It is hypothesized that

the balance between these two general systems make for a variety of po-

tential adolescent separation styles. An underlying theme of this study

is an investigation of the attachment (reliance on others) and individu-

ation (reliance on self) systems of college freshmen in their response to

a present separation. The underlying assumption is that a truly self-

reliant person has the capacity to rely upon others when the occasion

demands in addition to the ability to use his own internal resources.

It is postulated that an adequate response to separation necessitates a

balance between the attachment and individuation responses. Individuals

displaying extremes on either one of these dimensions are postulated to

have more difficulty with the separation process.

A variety of separation styles arise from variations in the

attachment-individuation balance. A withdrawn style of separation may

be evidenced by both low attachment and low individuation responses to

separation. An artificially or prematurely self-sufficient style of

separation may be evidenced by a high individuation response and a low

attachment response. These separation styles (feeling states) may be

expanded further by identifying the individual's reactions to stress

placed on his own unique balance of attachment-individuation. When

stress is placed on the attachment-individuation balance (as during
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adolescence) the most universal forms of reaction are (1) hostility,

(2) painful tension, (3) avoidance of reality, (4) loss of self-esteem,

(5) identity crisis, and (6) imbalances in intellectual functioning

(Hansburg, 1972). For instance, one could have a hostile, withdrawn

reaction to separation or an anxious, self-sufficient style of separa-

tion.

The studies of infant separation experiences from attachment

figures have the advantage of using actual behaviors around separation

experiences as indicators of the underlying affect of the infant. The

behavioral indexes of clinging, protest, crying, withdrawal, smiling,

eye contact, and exploring are less disguised and more easily attained

with infants. By adolescence, the personality is more fully molded and

defensive patterns of behavior may make affect less apparent. In short,

it is more difficult to get an index of emotional reaction around separa-

tion with adolescents than with infants.

The feelings around separation in adolescence are less available to

the individual and very often are defended against. For this reason, a

semi-projective measure of feeling states (Hansburg, 1972) around

separation experiences will be used to assess the adolescent's response

to a present separation. What potentially emerges from the examination

of an individual's protocal is a dynamic picture of how an individual

handles separation experiences and what emotional traits and character-

istics have evolved as part of his general personality structure

(Hansburg, 1980).

Taking as his starting point measures of how a person responds to

separation, Hansburg (1972), developed a projective test of separation

experiences. The test consists of a dozen pictures, all but three of

which depict a situation in which either a child is leaving his parents
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or a parent is leaving his child. Some of the pictures, such as a child

going to school or mother leaving child at bedtime, portray milder

separation experiences. Others picture a more severe type of separation,

such as a mother being taken by ambulance to a hospital or a boy and

his father standing at his mother's coffin. Adaptive responses for

mild separation experiences is to favor self-reliance responses over at-

tachment responses (reliance on others). For strong separation scenes,

the more adaptive reaction favors attachment responses over self-

reliance responses. In addition to measuring response levels of attach-

ment and individuation within the individual, the test investigates the

'discriminatory use' of such responses. Ainsworth's (1970) study of in-

fants' responses to separation found varying levels of attachment and

individuation by discriminating between strange and familiar environ-

ments. Following each separation scene is a series of seventeen state-

ments which describes ways a child might be expected to feel in such a

situation. The respondent is invited to select as many of these state-

ments as he thinks would fit. Although the seventeen statements are

phrased slightly differently for each picture, the range of feelings

described is similar. Each particular response is postulated as being

part of one of the eight different psychological systems; attachment,

individuation, painful tension (fear-anxiety-pain), hostility, defensive

process, self-esteem, self-love, and identity stress. A major focus of

this investigation is the investigation of the SAT as a dependent measure

of normative separation reactions.

This study will investigate two sides of an important aspect of

life; separation-individuation and attachment, interdependency, and in-

teraction. This balanced aspect of development is an important subject

for the study of separation reactions. Capacities for separateness and
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capacities for relatedness are more entrenched in adolescents than they

are in infants. The adolescent uses individual feeling states to ward

off extra disturbance in his own developing separation-attachment bal-

ance. In other words, adaptive affective responses (feeling states) are

used by the individual to keep a capacity for balancing a reliance on

self and reliance on others intact during times of separation. For this

purpose the feeling states of hostility, painful tension, and defensive

process will also be examined. The theoretical base for looking at such

states has been previously discussed (Hansburg, 1972). Additionally, if

one refers back to the infant studies of separation (Ainsworth, 1970),

one can see behavioral antecedents in the infants for these later feeling

states in the adolescent. For instance, the crying response of the in-

fant is represented in the adolescent experiences of anger (hostility)

or painful tension. The withdrawal response of the infant parallels the

adolescent's reality avoidance behavior. Experience of any of these

feeling states is not indicative of an inadequate adjustment to separa-

tion. It is only when one particular feeling state, e.g., hostility,

dominates an individual's emotional world, that one suspects an adjust-

ment problem. The experiencing of moderate levels of any or all of these

feeling states is indicative of an adequate adjustment to present separa-

tion. Pathology in the affect area is of definite importance and becomes

significant if there are weaknesses in the attachment and individuation

systems of the individual.

In summary, empirical investigations of infant responses to separa-

tion have been numerous (Bowlby, 1973), while investigations of the

adolescent separation process have been rare. The two criteria used in

delineating infant separation responses are (1) the capacity for reliance

upon self (individuation) and (2) the capacity for reliance upon others
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(attachment). These same two criteria are hypothesized to be of primary

importance for the adolescent separation process (Blos, 1967; Erikson,

1959; Bowlby, 1973). Infants' individuation responses were examined

through observation of exploratory behaviors, while attachment responses

were examined by observing the interactions between infant and mother.

In this study, the individuation and attachment responses to separation

will be measured by a semi-projective measure of emotional responses to

separation. The assumption of this model is that adequate adjustment to

separation necessitates a balance between acceptance of the separation

(individuation) and reliance upon others (attachment). The psychological

systems involved in separation (defensive process, hostility, and pain-

ful tension) stemming from object relation theory will also be investi-

gated. When any one of these particular feeling states dominates an

individual's emotional world, a more difficult adjustment may be sus-

pected.

Family Background and Adolescent Separation

Theoretical formulations and empirical investigations of adolescent

development consistently look at family background variables and their

influence on the adolescent's development. A variety of studies have

empirically examined influences on the separation process. These in-

fluences include: patterns of interactions between students and parents

during the transition from high school to college (Murphey et al., 1963),

levels of self sufficiency and relatedness within family of origin

(Hotch, 1979), identifications with mother (Ponto, 1980),past real life

losses of father through death and divorce (Sherry, 1980) and daughters'

and mothers' perception of themselves and of their styles of interacting

with each other (Smith, 1980). The variety of measures used to assess
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the adolescent style or response to separation makes comparisons across

studies difficult. This project is another pioneer study in the area of

adolescent separation and will take a phenomenological and family systems

approach to separation. I propose to investigate the effect of college

freshmen's perception of their families' adaptability on their present

separation.

Bowlby's (1973) theoretical work on separation postulates that re-

sponses to separation are affected by the availability of support from

primary attachment figures in an individual's life. In the early years

of life, the physical absence or presence of attachment figures is

deemed of primary importance. But, after the first three years of life,

the individual begins to develop what Bowlby calls a "working model" of

the world and of the self. This model encompasses expectations of the

individual's attachment figures such as where they may be found and how

they may be expected to respond, how accessible and responsive his at-

tachment figures are likely to be,should he turn to them for support.

At issue here is the person's level of confidence that an attachment

figure not actually present will, none the less, be available--namely

accessible and responsive. Bowlby's "working model" theory highlights

the importance of cognitive processes and current perceptions in an in-

dividual's response to separation. I propose to inspect one particular

"working model'I of the adolescent during the separation process, the in-

dividual's perception of the family system from which he is separating.

Separation in adolescence is a developmental task which impacts

upon the entire family (Elson, 1964; Olson, et al., 1979; Stierlin,

1974; Shapiro, 1974). A family systems approach to separation is taken

here: families are viewed as capable of change, adaptation and reorder-

ing of their structure. It is postulated that the adolescent's
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perception of his family system will influence his present adjustment to

separation. His present perception of his family, regardless of the

reality base of his perception, will affect his ability to separate. In

particular, this study will examine college freshmen's perceptions of

their families on the dimension of adaptability and the influence of

these perceptions upon their present separation from home.

After conceptually clustering numerous concepts from family therapy

and other related fields, Olson, et al., (1979), found adaptability to be

one of the two major dimensions of family behavior: the other is co—

hesion. Adaptability is defined as the ability of a family system to

change its power structure, role relationships and rules in response to a

developmental stress (such as separation). The specific family variables

encompassed by the dimension of adaptability are family power structure

(assertiveness and control), negotiation styles, role relationships, re-

lationship rules, and feedback systems (positive and negative). Families

with very low levels of adaptability would be described as rigid; those

moderately low as structured; those moderately high as flexible; and

families with very high levels as chaotic. Rigid and chaotic families

represent the low and high extremes of adaptability, while structured

and flexible families represent the moderate levels of adaptability. The

extremes of family chaos and family rigidity are typically found to be

problematic for both individual and family functioning.

Theoretical support for investigating the relationship

between adaptability and separation:

Stierlin (1971, 1974, 1977) presents a fascinating conceptual model

of the adolescent separation process. The model is primarily suited to

convey what goes on between parents and adolescents who seek psychiatric
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help, but also applies to all other families. Stierlin describes three

modes of parent-child interaction which influence the adolescent separa-

tion process: binding, expelling, and delegating. These modes represent

a classification of family forces that either pull family members to-

gether (centripedal) or push them apart (centrifugal). The modes are

characteristic of all families at some time during the lifelong process

of separation. All the pathological forces exist in normal families but

in healthy separations these dynamic inward and outward forces are more

evenly balanced. The three major modes become pathological only when

they are used extensively by families, and thus inhibit the adolescent's

individual growth through separation. The major difference between

health and pathological family environments separation is in the rigidity

of the patterns. When any of the family forces become "too rigid", the

separation process is predicted to go awry. Stierlin's theoretical model

is appropriate for the investigation of the rigidity of family patterns

as an important variable in the adolescent separation drama. The inves-

tigation of the adolescent's perception of the family dimension of adapt-

ability is such an attempt.

Hansburg discusses the relationship between the structure and per-

missiveness of the environment and the attachment-individuation balance

of the adolescent. From his work with the Separation Anxiety Test with

young adolescents, Hansburg (1972) formulates the theory that definitive

structure in the environment and a degree of permissiveness produce the

best attachment—individuation balance in younger adolescents; however,

neither the structure nor the permissiveness should be excessive. The

next best balance is produced by the most structure and least permissive-

ness (rigid on adaptability) and poorest balance is produced in those

environments in which there is the least structure and most
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permissiveness (chaotic on adaptability). Permissiveness and structure

are concepts equivalent to the 'rules and discipline' concepts in the

family adaptability dimension.

Empirical support for investigating adaptability and

the separation process:

 

 

Empirical support for the importance of adaptability as a covariant

of the adolescent separation process is suggested by two studies outside

the area of adolescent development (Hill, 1949; Peck and Havighurst,

1960). In Families Under Stress (1949), Reuben Hill studied the reaction

of 135 families to wartime separation and reunion. Hill used two dimen-

sions of family behavior (similar to Olson's adaptability and cohesion)

which Hill called adaptability and integration. The adaptability dimen-

sion concerns the families' ability to function as a unit and includes

such factors as its flexibility in meeting difficulties, its readiness

to adjust to changes, and its manner of making decisions. The integra-

tion dimension deals with the bonds of coherance and unity running

through family life of which common interests, affection, and a sense of

economic interdependence are perhaps the most prominent (Hill, 1949,

p. 15). Hill found that family integration was highly significant in

predicting success in adjustment to both separation and reunion, but its

relationship was more primary with reunion adjustments. Family adapt-

ability related more directly to adjustment to separation than to reunion.

Family adaptability appears then to be the more primary variable for pre-

dicting separation adjustment, at least so far as the family is concerned.

In this study, an individual's adjustment to separation from the family

is being examined.
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Peck and Havighurst (1960) studied 34 adolescents and their families

over a seven year period. Among other things, they investigated the in-

fluence of family background on level of maturity (character type) of the

adolescent. Through factor analysis, they arrived at four general

family characteristics which related to the overall ego strength or

character type of the adolescent: (1) consistency in family life (in-

cluding parental control); (2) democracy-autocracy (decision-making

process); (3) mutual trust and approval among family members; and

(4) parental severity (severity of parental control). Factor one (con-

sistency in family life), factor two (democracy-autocracy), and factor

four (parental severity) are concepts related to the Olsen, et al.,

(1979) adaptability dimension. Factor three (mutual trust and approval)

is related to Olson's family cohesion dimension. The authors found that

an autocratic home atmosphere prevents the development of anything better

than rigid conformity. 'Rigid" families are less favorable environments

for the adolescent's separation; there's an expected imbalance between

the attachment and individuation responses to the separation process.

A Measure of Adaptability:
 

The conceptual clustering of numerous concepts from family therapy

and other social science fields reveals two significant dimensions of

family behavior: cohesion and adaptability. These two dimensions are

placed in a circumplex that is used to identify sixteen types of marital

and family systems. Olson (1979) proposes that a balanced level of both

cohesion and adaptability is the most functional to family development

(Olson, et. al., 1979). The authors developed a 111 item self-report
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scale based upon these two dimensions of family behavior. There are

seven subscales within the adaptability dimension, which allow for the

classification of each family into one of four types on the adaptability

dimension: chaotic, flexible, structured, or rigid.

Summary

Bowlby's (1973), concept of 'working models' pointed to the potential

for investigating adolescents' present perceptions of their family of

origin in order to predict the adolescents' present response to separa-

tion. The empirical investigation of Hotch (1979) further supports the

utility of looking at the perceptual processes of the adolescent during

separation. The perception of interest for this investigation is the

adolescent's perception of his family's adaptability. There is both

theoretical support (Stierlin, 1974; Hansburg, 1972) and empirical sup-

port (Hill, 1949; Peck and Havighurst, 1960) for an examination of the

adaptability dimension and its relationship to the adolescent separation

process.

Hypotheses
 

The focus of the present study is on the individual who confronts

the issue of separating from his or her family at the end of adolescence.

Specifically, I want to examine the effect of perceptions of one's 'fam-

ily adaptability' on college freshmen's responses to a particular separa-

tion experience. The separation experience consists of both going away

to college and the individuation process of late adolescence (Blos,

1967). An adequate adjustment to separation consists of a balance
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between.the need for separation (individuation) and the need for contact

(attachment). This adjustment might include a complex of feeling-states

and defensive operations such as hostility, tension, fear, somaticizing,

and denial of the separation. Separation difficulty is manifested by a

distortion in the separation-attachment balance and/or the predominate

experience of a particular feeling state or defensive operation by the

individual.

Adaptability is defined as the ability of a family system to change

its power structure, role relationships, and relationship rules in re—

sponse to a developmental stress (such as the adolescent's separation).

The assumption is that an adaptive system requires balancing the ability

to change with stability. The focus of this study is upon the adoles-

cent's perception of his family's adaptability and the impact of this

perception on his style of separating. It is hypothesized that the

adolescent's perception of his family's ability to accept and to respond

to his separation will influence the balance between his need for con-

tact and need for separateness in the present separation experience. An

individual who perceives his family as more rigid or chaotic on the

adaptability dimension will have more difficulty with his separation

since he perceives imbalance in the family's ability to change and remain

stable. An individual who perceives his family as maintaining a balance

between change and stability (flexible and structured adaptability) will

experience less difficulty in separating.

The preceeding discussion has led to the formulation of the following

hypotheses for investigation:

Hypothesis Ia—Individuals who perceive their family as rigid or chaotic

on the adaptability dimension will respond to their present separation
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with a greater imbalance between the attachment need and the individua-

tion need than individuals who perceive their family as structured or

flexible on the adaptability dimension.

Hypothesis Ila-Individuals who perceive their family as rigid or chaotic

on the adaptability dimension will show more hostility, tension and de-

fensive process in their present separation response than individuals

who perceive their family as flexible or structured on the adaptability

dimension.



17

METHOD

Subjects

One hundred and eighty freshmen from the student population of

Michigan State University served as subjects for this study. Of the 180

subjects, there were 103 females and 77 males. The subjects ranged in

age from 18 to 20 years with an average age of 18.4 years. Three individ-

uals came from divorced or separated families; all other subjects came

from intact families. All subjects had entered college in September;

they were tested in January or February of their freshmen year after they

had been at Michigan State University for between five and six months.

Sign-up sheets for subject participation, which contained dates,

location, and time of study, were posted in undergraduate psychology

classes. The sheets indicated that the author wished to conduct a study

of family relationships which would require two hours of their time.

Criteria for subject participation were that the individual: (1) was

currently living in a residence hall on campus, (2) was between 17 and

20 years of age, (3) had natural parents who were living, (4) was living

with his parents prior to leaving for school. Since separation may be

seen as a two step process, moving away from one environment and adapta-

tion to a new environment, criteria three and four are intended to mini-

mize the variety of environments from which the adolescents were separat-

ing. Criteria one is an attempt to control for the variety of environ-

ments towards which the adolescents were moving. Criteria two attempts

to ensure the normative nature of the subjects in lieu of the individua-

tion aspect of separation.
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Measurement Instruments
 

The two principal variables investigated were adolescents' percep-

tions of their families' adaptability and adolescents' reactions to a

present separation experience. The Family Adaptability and Cohesion

Evaluation Scales (Olson, Bell, & Portner, 1978) was used to assess

college freshmen's perceptions of family adaptability. The Separation

Anxiety Test (Hansburg, 1972) was used to assess college freshmen's

feeling reactions to a present separation. In addition, a personal

history questionnaire designed by the experimenter was employed to gather

background information about the subjects.

Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FACES)

After conceptually clustering numerous concepts from family therapy

and other social science fields, Olson, et al., (1978), found two sig-

nificant dimensions of family behavior, cohesion and adaptability. The

authors developed a Ill-item self-report instrument which was designed

to systematically assess levels of family cohesion and adaptability.

The instrument (Appendix B) was based on the circumplex model (Olson,

Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979) which uses these two dimensions. The model

generates four levels of family cohesion and four levels of family adapt-

ability which in turn leads to 16 (4 x 4) possible family typologies. In

this study, the full 111;item questionnaire was given, but only the

adaptability dimension was analyzed. Family adaptability is defined as

the ability of a family to change its power structure, role relationships,

and relationship rules in response to situational and developmental stress.

There are seven subscales within the adaptability dimension

(Table 1): assertiveness, discipline, negotiation, roles, rules, and
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system feedback. Levels were initially constructed through counselor

ratings of items (on a scale of 1-10) and were later empirically vali—

dated through factor analysis (Olson, 1979). In total, there were 42

items for adaptability.

Normative data and cutting points were developed from a study

(Olson, Bell, & Portner, 1978) of 84 problem families and 117 non-

problem families. The husband, wife, and adolescents of each family

took FACES, producing data from 402 adults and 201 adolescents. The

cutting points on each dimension of the FACES were based on the mean

and standard deviation for each scale. To derive adaptability scores,

one standard deviation above the mean were assigned to the highest level

(chaotic) and scores less than one standard deviation were assigned to

the lowest level (rigid). The specific cutting points and the percentage

of individuals for each of the four levels of adaptability were: Chaotic

(14%)--199-236; Flexible (35%)--183-198; Structured (37%)--167-182; Rigid

(13%)--109-166. The internal consistency (alpha) reliability for the

total score for adaptability was high (r=.75, n+603). The split reli-

ability for each of the subscales was very low.

The subject completes each item on the basis of its applicability to

their family or origin using a 4 point scale: 4= true all of the time;

3= true most of the time; 2= true some of the time; 1= true none of the

time. For purposes of this study only the total scores for adaptability

were used, rather than relying upon individual subscales. The FACES

data were computer scored in accordance with the scoring template and in-

structions provided in the FACES manual (Olson, Bell, & Portner, 1978).
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Separation Anxiety Test (SAT)

The Separation Anxiety Test (Appendix C) was originally devised for

the study of pre and early adolescent (12-14 years of age) separation

experiences. Although the SAT was standardized for early adolescent

youngsters, it has been found to be useful in clinical evaluations of

parents and other adults who found the test easy to take (Hansburg,

1976). It has also been successful in examining emotional reactions of

second term college freshman who have left home to attend college

(Sherry, 1980).

The SAT consists of a series of 12 pictures in which young prota-

gonists are seen separating from significant adults, either involuntari-

ly or by choice. There are both a male and female series of separation

scenes which differ only in the sex of the protagonist in the pictures.

Accompanying each picture is a title describing the scene, a pair of

questions designed to create a mental set for the separation situations

and a series of 17 statements describing the possible feelings and reac-

tions of the protagonist in the picture. The statements are relatively

similar for each picture, but arranged in different order and with

slightly altered wording to suit the content of the picture.

The 17 statements are classified into patterns of eight fundamental

psychological systems: 1) attachment, 2) individuation, 3) hostility,

4) painful tension, 5) reality avoidance (defensive process), 6) separa-

tion identity stress, 7) separation self-love loss, 8) and self-esteem

preoccupation. For the purposes of this study only the response themes

indicative of attachment, individuation, hostility, tension, and reality

avoidance were considered.
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Each psychological system (response theme) consists of three items.

Attachment needs are shown in the SAT responses of loneliness ("all

alone and unhappy"), rejection ("nobody likes him anymore"), and empathy

("sorry for his mother"). In the face of separation, the individuation

pattern is evidenced in the SAT through adaptive reactions ("he will do

his best to get along“), feelings of well-being responses (”he will be

much happier now") and sublimation responses ("reading a book"). The

attachment index is a percentage obtained by dividing the total number

of responses on the test into the total number of rejection, loneliness,

and empathy reactions. The individuation index is a percentage obtained

by dividing the total number of responses on the test into the sum of

adaptation, well-being, and sublimation reactions. A primary assumption

underlying the SAT is that in separation situations the attachment reac-

tion would be somewhat stronger than the individuation reaction. Thus,

it is expected that better adjusted individuals will show a lower in-

dividuation than attachment index on the SAT.

The psychological systems of hostility, painful tension, and reali-

ty avoidance (defensive process) are each represented by a complex of

three feeling responses on the SAT: anger, projection, and intrapuni-

tive feelings make up the hostility system; anxiety, phobic reaction,

and somatic reaction make up the separation tension system; and with-

drawal, fantasy (denial), and evasion responses form the defensive sys-

tem. SAT indexes for any of these three psychological systems is ob-

tained by computing a percentage score: the total number of responses

on the test is divided into the combined total of the three feeling re-

sponses in the particular system.

In this study, the SAT was administered to groups ranging in size

from 20 to 30 individuals. The SAT separation scenes were projected
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onto a screen through use of an overhead projector. Separate testing

rooms were used for male and female subjects so that each could view the

appropriate gender specific form of the SAT. Each subject was presented

with a package of 12 answer sheets (see Appendix C) on which they were to

circle their answers for each picture. Each SAT picture was shown on

the screen for 15 seconds. The examiner proceeded to the next picture

when he had seen that all subjects had responded. Each subject was

asked to empathize with the protagonist in each of the 12 depicted SAT

separation experiences. Next, they were asked to select from the 17

reactions the ones they considered representative of the protagonist's

feelings. They could select as many reactions as they wished. Each

subject's SAT response sheets thus contained endorsements of numerous

reactions chosen for the 12 SAT situations.

The SAT data were computer scored in accordance with the SAT scoring

format (Hansburg, 1972). The data was transcribed from Subject's response

forms to the SAT Tabulation Sheet. First, the total number of responses

to the SAT was calculated. Next, the total number of attachment, in-

dividuation, hostility, tension, and reality avoidant responses were de-

termined by totaling the number of items associated with each response

pattern. Percentages were then computed. Thus, each subject's protocal

produced 5 scores: 1) attachment percentage, which was the percentage of

SAT responses indicative of attachment; 2) individuation percentage,

which was the percentage of SAT responses indicative of individuation,

3) hostility percentage, which was the percentage of SAT responses indica-

tive of hostility; 4) tension percentage, which was the percentage of

SAT responses indicative of tension; and 5) reality avoidance percentage,

which was the percentage of SAT responses indicative of reality avoidance.
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The test is divided into two parts; a group of pictures which re-

presented typical or mild separation and another group which depicted

more severe and traumatic separations. The selected statements can be

totaled separately for each group of pictures. Such a scoring procedure

results in two percentage scores on each of the 5 SAT patterns investi—

gated.

Procedure

Subjects were tested in groups of 20-30 individuals for approxi-

mately 90 minutes. Males and females were tested in separate rooms.

Subjects were first given a statement of informed consent which they

were asked to read and sign before they were allowed to participate in

the study. The author then explained the directions for completion of

the FACES. Subjects were given approximately 20 to 30 minutes to com-

plete the FACES. All of the subjects completed the questionnaire within

the time alloted.

Next, the examiner gave the subjects directions for the SAT. The

following directions were read aloud by the examiner while the subjects

followed along on their SAT response cover sheet: "This is not a test

nor are there any right or wrong answers. WE are only interested in the

pictures we are about to present to you. I am going to show you 12 pic-

tures, one at a time on the overhead screen, each for 15 seconds. You

will have as much time as you need to respond completely to each picture.

WE are asking you to imagine that you are a child and to react as if the

situation had occurred or might have occurred when you were a child.

For each picture there will be a number of statements about the child in

the picture and you will be asked to select as many statements as you
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wish which indicate how the child feels. You merely have to read the

statements on the response sheet to yourself and circle the numbers next

to the statements you have selected - for each of the pictures. If you

think of other feelings not mentioned, feel free to write them down in

the space provided. Relax, imagine yourself as the child. Now let's

begin with the first picture."

Upon completion of the administration of the SAT, all subjects com-

pleted the Personal History questionnaire (Appendix D).
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RESULTS

The results will be presented in four separate sections. First,

the formation of subject groups will be presented. The second section

will contain a preliminary investigation of the Separation Anxiety Test,

the instrument used to assess all dependent variables under investigation.

The third section presents the results sequentially as they bear on

each hypothesis. The final section will examine the data for sex dif-

ferences for which no hypotheses were offered.

Formation of Subject Groups by Adaptability Levels
 

Following the procedure of Olson et al., (1978), three independent

groups were established on the basis of the mean and standard deviation

of the distribution of adaptability scores within the sample. The dis-

tribution of adaptability scores for the entire sample yielded a mean of

182.26 and a standard deviation of 15.06. The internal consistency

(alpha) reliability of the total scores (using weighted items) for adapt-

ability was r = .52. Extreme groups on adaptability (rigid and chaotic)

were comprised of individuals who scored one standard deviation above or

below the mean (Table 2).

Preliminary Investigation of Separation Anxiety Test

An analysis of variance performed on the dependent variable Total

SAT score (S's total number of responses on SAT revealed a highly signi-

ficant difference among the five SAT measures of attachment, individua-

tion, hostility, tension, and defensive process (F = 73.87, p < .001).
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The reliability of SAT scales were computed using frequency of scale

responses instead of percentage scores. The five scales (attachment, in-

dividuation, hostility, tension, and defensive process) were split into

two halves, with each half containing three mild and three strong separa-

tion scenes (Scenes 1, 2, 3, 6, 8 compared with Scenes 5, 7, 9, 10, 11,

12). The Guttman split half reliabilities were: attachment (.72),

individuation (.54), hostility (.68), tension (.76), and defensive pro-

cess (.77).

Table 3 presents the pearson product moment correlations among the

percentage scale scores used on the Separation Anxiety Test. The results

show that the individuation scale score is negatively correlated with all

other scale scores. The lowest correlations tend to occur among the two

affect scales (hostility and tension) and the defensive process scale,

the three scales examined in hypothesis 2. The intercorrelations among

the three indicate that only the hostility and tension scales are sig-

nificantly correlated and this correlation is low. Table 4 presents the

intercorrelations among the five SAT scales which Hansburg (1972) found

with 12-14 year old adolescents.

Table 5 shows Hansburg's normative ranges from the attachment, in-

dividuation, hostility, tension, and defensive process SAT measures.

Table 6 presents the percentage mean scale scores of the five SAT scales

for the sample of the present study.

According to Hansburg, a mild anxious attachment pattern should be

considered typical of individuals relatively free of pathology during

times of actual or threatened separations. If one assumes that generally

a normal separation process is occurring in college freshmen, then the

expected average separation pattern is mild anxious attachment.
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Table 3

Correlation Matrix of Attachment, Individuation, Hostility,

and Defensive Process Percentage Scale Scores with College Freshmen*

 

 

 

ATT IND HOS TEN

Individuation -.3O

Hostility +.13 -.34

Tension +.02 -.58 -.15

Defensive -.24 -.39 -.08 +.01

Process

*Data from present study.

Table 4

Correlation Matrix of Attachment, Individuation, Hostility,

Tension, and Defensive Process Percentage Scale Scores with

12 - 14 year old adolescents*

 

 

ATT IND HOS TEN

Individuation -.59

Hostility +.37 -.20

Tension +.94 -.35 -.11

Defensive +.58 -.38 +.36 . +.67

Process

 

*Data from Hansburg (1972)
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The SAT pattern associated with mild anxious attachment consists of

high percentages of both attachment and separation pain, with the attach-

ment higher than the individuation percentage. Further, the separation

tension precentage is higher than the norm and higher than the percentage

of hostility responses. For mild anxious attachment to be present, all

other scales in the test must be within the norms, except possibly for

lower individuation percentages (Hansburg, 1980).

Table 5

Hansburg's Normative Range for SAT Measures

 

Normative Range

 

Percentage of Attachment Responses 20 - 25

Percentage of Individuation Responses 16 - 28

Percentage of Hostility Responses 12 - 14

Percentage of Tension Responses 15 - 17

Percentage of Defensive Process Responses 10 - 13

 

By comparing the mean percentage scores of our sample of college

freshmen (Table 6 with Hansburg's norms on the SAT (Table 5), a pattern

of mild anxious attachment emerges as the "average" of the sample. The

attachment (23.9%) and individuation (16.7%) mean percentage scores both

fall within Hansburg's normative range for the scales. The hostility

and defensive process scores fall slightly above the norms. The tension

(21.9%) scale falls in the high range and is higher than the hostility

(14.1%) mean percentage score. This "average" pattern indicates that

our sample of college freshmen show, on the average, a healthy pattern

of separation response, rather than a pathological pattern.
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Table 6

Mean Percentage Scale Scores for SAT Measures

with College Freshmen

 

Mean Percentage Scale Score

 

Attachment 23.9

Individuation 16.7

Hostility 14.1

Tension 21.9

Defensive 14.9

Process

 

For interpretive purposes the SAT is divided into two equal parts,

scores for mild separation pictures and for strong separation pictures.

It is expected that the strong pictures should produce a greater response

frequency and more intense responses (Hansburg, 1980). About 60 percent

of all responses will be elicited by the strong pictures and 40 percent

by the mild pictures despite the fact that pictures themselves, are

equally divided between strong and mild. A difference between 20 and 30

percent between the strong and mild pictures has a healthy significance

and is found in individuals with good strong attachments to their families.

The mean percentage scores for the strong separation scenes, mild

separation scenes, and strong-mild difference scores are shown in Table 7,

along with Hansburg's reported norms for these scores. The sample's mild-

strong difference score of 29 percent, a sign of generally health attach-

ment, indicates a higher response rate to strong separation pictures and

a lower response rate to mild separation pictures than for Hansburg's

normative sample. Again, our sample as a whole shows a pattern
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characterized by Hansburg as that of a healthy response to separation.

Table 7

Total Mean Percentage Score for Strong Separation Scenes,

Mild Separation Scenes, Strong-Mild Difference

Score, and Hansburg's Normative Scores

 

 

Sample Hansburg's Norms

Strong Separation 64.5% 60%

Scenes

Mild Separation 35.5% 40%

Scenes

Strong-Mild 29% 20%

Difference

 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed for each of the depen-

dent measures of separation response with adaptability level and sex as

independent factors. Additionally, the subjects' high response rate to

strong separation scenes suggested that analysis of separation responses

using only the strong separation scenes of the SAT be undertaken.

Table 8a contains the mean percentage scores, standard deviations,

F-ratios and significance levels for the five SAT dependent measures of

separation response by adaptability levels. Table 8b contains the means,

standards deviations, F-ratios and significance levels for each of the

five SAT scales using only the strong separation scenes.

Hypothesis I
 

"Individuals who perceive their family as rigid or chaotic on the

adaptability dimension will respond to their present separation with a
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Table 8a

Mean Percentage Scores and Standard Deviations for

SAT Measures by Adaptability Levels

 

 

 

 

 

Rigid Moderate Chaotic

(n=27) (n=129) (n=24)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD F Significance

Attachment 23.1 4.5 24.0 5.7 24.7 6.2 .37 .69

Individuation 15.5 9.8 16.6 9.6 18.6 12.5 .60 .54

Hostility 16.1 3.9 13.9 5.2 12.8 5.7 2.53 .08

Tension 21.0 7.2 22.5 7.4 19.6 5.5 1.55 .22

Defensive 14.6 7.0 13.8 5.5 14.6 4.4 .61 .54

Process

Table 8b

-- Strong Separation Scenes Only --

Mean Percentage Scores and Standard Deviations

for SAT Measures by Adaptability Levels

Rigid Moderate Chaotic

(n=27) (n=129) (n=24)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD F Significance

Attachment 17.5 3.7 18.8 5.0 18.6 4.5 .76 .47

Individuation 4.3 4.0 4.9 4.6 6.2 5.5 1.10 .34

Hostility 13.2 3.2 11.9 4.4 10.1 4.5 3.21 .04

Tension 11.3 5.2 12.7 4.4 10.6 4.1 2.31 .10

Defensive 10.3 5.2 10.1 4.7 10.7 3.6 .49 .62

Process
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greater imbalance between the attachment need and the individuation need

than individuals who perceive their family as moderate on the adaptability

dimension."

Analyses of variance were performed on the SAT dependent measures of

attachment and individuation using adaptability level and sex as indepen-

dent factors. The results (Table 9 and Table 10) indicate no significant

effects for sex, adaptability level, or their interaction on either the

attachment or individuation scales.

An attachment-individuation balance score was computed for each sub-

ject. The balance score is a measure of the relative balance between

the attachment and individuation scores based upon the intensity of the

separation stimulus (strong versus mild). An analysis of variance

(Table 11) showed no significant effects for sex, adaptability level or

their interaction on the attachment-individuation balance scores.

Additionally, analyses of variance were performed on the SAT depen-

dent measures of attachment and individuation using only the strong

separation scenes of the SAT. Again, the results indicated no signifi-

cant effect for sex, adaptability level, or their interaction on either

the attachment or individuation scales.

In sum, all analyses performed on the attachment and individuation

measures revealed no significant differences among adaptability levels.

Hence, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Hypothesis II
 

”Individuals who perceive their family as rigid or chaotic on the

adaptability dimension will show more hostility, tension, and defensive
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Table 9

Analysis of Variance for Attachment Scores

by Adaptability Level and Sex

 

 

 

 

 

Source of Variation Mean Square DF F Significance

Sex 14.19 1 .45 .50

Adaptability Level 11.62 2 .37 .69

Interaction 51.77 2 1.64 .20

Error 31.57 174

Table 10

Analysis of Variance for Individuation Scores

by Adaptability Level and Sex

Source of Variation Mean Square DF F Significance

Sex 1.08 1 .01 .92

Adaptability Level 62.37 2 .60 .55

Interaction 10.83 2 .10 .90

Error 103.24 174
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Table 11

Analysis of Variance for Attachment-Individuation Balance Scores

by Adaptability Level and Sex

 

 

Source of Variation Mean.Square DF F Significance

Sex 57.80 1 .15 .70

Adaptability Level 331.00 2 .87 .42

Interaction 362.50 2 .96 .39

Error 379.22 174
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process in their present separation response than individuals who per-

ceive their family as moderate on the adaptability dimension."

The results will be reported by pattern of separation response.

Hostility: A brief inspection of the means (Table 8a) reveals that
 

the rigid group showed more hostility as hypothesized, but the chaotic

group differed slightly in the direction opposite to that hypothesized.

An analysis of variance (Table 12) suggested a main effect for adaptabil-

ity level (F=2.53, p=.O8). Individual comparisons of hostility scores

were carried out between the moderate and each of the extreme groups

(rigid and chaotic) on adaptability, using the moderate group as a pivot

group. The comparisons found the difference between the rigid and moder-

ate adaptability levels (F=2.96, p=.09) to be almost significant. No

difference was indicated between the moderate and chaotic adaptability

groups (F=1.32, p=.25) for the hostility measure.

Using only the strong separation scenes, the difference between the

moderate and chaotic groups (F=3.83, p=.05) was barely significant in

the direction opposite to that hypothesized. It appears that college

freshmen who perceived their family as chaotic on adaptability showed

le§§_hostility responses than the moderate adaptability group.

Tension: An inspection of the mean tension scores (Table 8a and 8b)

revealed that the extreme groups on adaptability (rigid and chaotic)

showed less tension responses than the moderate group, instead of more

tension as hypothesized. Analysis of variance (Table 13a) of the tension

scores revealed a significant interaction of adaptability level by sex

(F=3.07, p=.05). A simple analysis of variance of female tension scores

revealed a significant main effect for adaptability (F=3.523, p=.03). An
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Table 12

Analysis of Variance for Hostility Scores

by Adaptability Level and Sex

 

 

Source of Variation Mean Square DF F Significance

Sex 62.645 1 2.49 .12

Adaptability Level 63.452 2 2.53 .08

Interaction 9.571 2 .38 .68

Error 25.124 174
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inspection of the mean tension scores by adaptability levels and sex

(Table 13b) show that females who perceive their family as moderate on

adaptability show more tension than females in either the rigid or chaotic

groups. Individual comparisons between the moderate and each of the ex-

treme adaptability groups revealed a significant difference between the

rigid and moderate groups (F=5.82, p=.02). A simple analysis of variance

of male's tension scores by adaptability level revealed no significant

differences (F=1.174, p=.32).

An analysis of variance using only the strong separation scenes as

a measure of tension suggested a main effect of adaptability level be-

tween the moderate and chaotic groups (F=3.79, p=.05). That is, individ-

uals who perceived their family as chaotic on adaptability showed less

tension on the strong separation scenes of the SAT than individuals who

perceived their family as moderate on adaptability.

Defensive Process: An inspection of the mean defensive process
 

scores (Table 8a) by adaptability groups revealed the relationship hy-

pothesized; that extreme groups on adaptability (rigid and chaotic) show

more defensive process responses than the moderate adaptability group.

However, an analysis of variance (Table 14) revealed no significant

differences among adaptability groups (F=.613, p=.54). Individual com-

parisons between the moderate and each of the extreme adaptability

groups revealed no significant differences. An analysis of variance

using only the strong separation scenes as a measure of defensive pro-

cess indicated no significant differences by adaptability levels.
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Table 13a

Analysis of Variance for Tension Scores

by Adaptability Level and Sex

 

 

 

Source of Variation Mean Square DF F Significance

Sex 5.421 1 .11 .74

Adaptability Level 78.512 2 1.55 .22

Interaction 155.174 2 3.07 .05

Error 50.551 174

Table 13b

Mean Tension Scores and Standard Deviations

by Adaptability Level and Sex

 

 

Adaptability Level Tension Score

Mean SD

Male (n = 15) 23.2 5.3

Rigid

Female (n = 12) 18.2 8.6

Male (n = 50) 21.0 7.7

Moderate ‘

Female (n = 79) 23.4 7.2

Male (n = 12) 19.1 6.1

Chaotic

Female (n = 12) 20.2 4.7
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Table 14

Analysis of Variance for Defensive Process Scores

by Adaptability Level and Sex

 

 

Source of Variation Mean Square DF F Significance

Sex 43.10 1 1.39 .24

Adaptability Level 18.99 2 .61 .54

Interaction 48.99 2 1.58 .21

Error 30.99 174 1.23

 

Additional Findings
 

Sex differences: I did not make predictions based on sex differences

though sex differences were not unexpected. Table 15 (Appendix A) sum-

marizes the means, standard deviations, F-ratios and levels of signifi-

cance for the SAT measures by sex. By inspection of the means, it is

quite apparent that males select more hostility responses than females.

A one-way analysis of variance on the dependent measure of hostility by

sex revealed a significant main effect of sex (F=7.106, p=.OO8).

Additional sex differences were revealed through separate analyses

of the strong separation scenes. One-way analysis of variance were con-

ducted on five SAT measures (attachment, individuation, hostility, ten-

sion, and defensive process) using only the strong separation scenes

Table 16 (Appendix A) analysis of variances revealed that females select

significantly more tension responses (F=4.05, p=.05) and more defensive

process responses (F=8.63, p=.004) and a trend for less hostility re-

sponses (F=2.64, p=.11) than males on the SAT. For the strong separation

scenes the analyses of variances revealed no significant differences
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between males and females on the attachment and individuation measures

of the SAT.
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DISCUSSION

The focus of the study was the individual confronting the issue of

separating from his or her family during adolescence. Specifically, I

examined the relationship between college freshmen's perceptions of

family adaptability and their affective responses to a particular separa-

tion experience. The separation experience was conceptualized as both

the going away to college and the normative intrapsychic individuation

process of mid-late adolescence. The feelings around separation in

adolescence are quite often not conscious to the individual and frequent-

ly defended against. For this reason, a semi-projective measure of

feeling states (Hansburg, 1972) around separation experiences was used

to assess the present separation response of college freshmen.

The results of the present study revealed the utility of the Separa-

tion Anxiety Test for understanding the separation experience of college

freshmen. One of the two major hypotheses was partially supported by

the data. A number of additional findings provide insights into, and

raise many questions about the separation experience of college freshmen.

In this section, a review of the results is presented. Directions for

future research will be discussed.

Preliminary Investigation of the SAT
 

Conspicuous by their absence in the review of the literature are

studies of normative separation reactions. Partially, this is due to the

absence of an adequate separation response measure. A major purpose of

this study was to assess the SAT as a dependent measure of normative

separation patterns. The SAT has been found effective in revealing

pathological separation reactions, that is understanding separation
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disorders. Normative ranges for interpreting SAT profiles were estab-

lished with adolescents between the ages of 12-14 (Hansburg, 1972), and

have more recently been found effective with college freshmen and special

adult populations (Sherry, 1980).

Three findings from the correlational analysis of the SAT scales

will be discussed. First, though the mean percentage scores for the SAT

of this college freshmen sample were similar to Hansburg's norms for 12-

14 year old adolescents, the correlations among the five scales are quite

different. One explanation for this finding follows from a consideration

of separation as a developmental process. The notion of development pre-

supposes that there will be a change in the relationship among psycho-

logical systems during different developmental periods - as in this case

between early and late adolescence. It also indicates the need for

further validity work with the SAT. The scales were originally created

on a theoretical basis and validated by clinical case histories. If the

relationship among the systems is different, we can not be certain that

we are assessing the same phenomenon supported by Hansburg's research.

Second, the individuation scale was highly correlated in a negative

direction with all other SAT scales. (The less individuation, the more

affect). This finding leads one to consider exactly what we are measuring

with this scale in this p0pulation. It may be that the SAT dependent

measure of individuation is not useful for assessing college freshmen's

separation experience. The fact that its reliability was the lowest of

the five SAT measures supports this notion. Another possibility is that

the affect scales (tension and hostility) along with the defensive process

scale are being used instead of individuation. If this is so, then this

sample of college freshmen may be struggling with the task of relying on
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others during this time in their separation experience.

Third, the correlational analysis reveals that the three scales on

which suggestive differences were found (tension, hostility, and defen—

sive process) have low intercorrelations. This supports the independent

nature of these positive findings.

According to Hansburg (1972), differences in response rate between

the mild and strong separation scenes are an important indicator of

separation response. It is noteworthy that within this normative sample

the response rates, relative to Hansburg's norms, were high for the

strong separation scenes and low for the mild separation scenes. Besides

indicating healthy attachment, this finding shows a response bias in

favor of strong separation scenes. It was felt that the low response

rate on the mild separation scenes may confound potentially significant

differences in separation responses. Thus, separate analyses were done

for the strong separation scenes on all five SAT scales.

The data from this study support the normative nature of the popula-

tion sampled. First, the "average" SAT profile reveals a pattern of mild

anxious attachment. College freshmen in the midst of a separation from

home would be expected to show such a pattern. Second, the data show

that the affect systems aroused by a concern over separation (hostility

and tension) are offset by a healthy balance between attachment-

individuation levels. So, the affect levels aroused are used adaptively -

that is to keep intact reliance upon self and reliance upon others. These

normative findings support the validity of the SAT as a measure of separa-

tion feeling states in college freshmen.

In sum, the preliminary investigation of the SAT with college fresh-

men indicates its potential as a dependent measure of normative separation
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patterns. The psychological systems assessed on the SAT warrant further

investigation. This work should be directed towards obtaining meaning-

ful insights into behavioral manifestations of these systems with par-

ticular populations. Additionally attempts should be made to equate

separation patterns revealed on the SAT with basic character structures

and dominant emotional and behavioral reactions to separation.

Perceptions of Family Adaptability and Attachment-Individuation

Separation Responses
 

The capacity for reliance upon self (individuation) and the capacity

for reliance upon others (attachment) were assumed to have primary im-

portance for the "separating" college freshmen. The assumption is that

an adequate adjustment to separation necessitates a balance between ac-

ceptance of the separation experience (individuation) and reliance upon

others (attachment). Adaptability was defined as the ability of a

family system to change its power structure, role relationships, and

relationship rules in response to a developmental stress (such as the

adolescent's separation). The assumption is that an adaptive system

features a balance between the ability to change and the ability to re-

main stable. Other studies suggest that the adolescent's perception

of his family's ability to accept and respond to his separation (adapt-

ability) will influence the balance between his need for contact

(attachment) and need for separateness (individuation) in the present

separation experience.

In this study, it was hypothesized (Hypothesis 1) that the individu-

al who perceives his family as maintaining a balance between change and

stability will experience less difficulty in separating. Conversely, an

individual who perceives his family as extreme (i.e., chaotic or rigid)
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on the adaptability dimension will experience more of an imbalance be-

tween his need for contact and need for individuation in his present

separation experience. The results reveal a wide range of attachment,

individuation, and attachment-individuation balance scores on the SAT.

However, no support is found for a relationship between perceived level

of family adaptability and attachment, individuation, or attachment-

individuation balance responses. Some potential explanations will be

offered for the lack of support for Hypothesis I.

The attachment and individuation measures of the SAT are assessing

more entrenched psychological systems (feeling states) than its other

scales. Separation-individuation on the one hand and interdependency and

interaction (attachment) on the other are two processes which bear great

importance throughout psychological development. Hansburg notes (1972)

that other feeling states are used by the individual to ward off extra

disturbance in his own developing separation-attachment balance. In other

words, adaptive feeling states (hostility, tension and defensive process)

are used by the individual to keep intact a capacity for balancing a re-

liance on self and reliance on others during times of separation.

Prior research with the SAT scales of attachment and individuation

revealed significant differences between freshmen from intact and father-

absent families (Sherry, 1980), 12-14 year old adolescents in public

schools and foster homes (Hansburg, 1972), and a geriatric population in

nursing homes and other living situations (Hansburg, 1976). In all of

these studies the groups investigated differed in terms of either past or

present actual separation experiences with potential long-term conse-

quences. In short, the groups differed in level of exposure to potentially

powerful psychological stressors.
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The normative nature of this investigation purposely controlled for

actual past and present separation experiences. All individuals in the

study come from intact families and all were currently living in similar

environments, the dorms at Michigan State University. In this study, the

groups compared differed in levels on a measure of family adaptability.

Such perceptions, while hypothesized to be an important covariant of

separation response, may not be an accurate appraisal of the individual's

real family environment. The "second individuation" process of mid-late

adolescence (Blos, 1967) assumes that the adolescent's intrapsychic

"models" of his family of origin are in flux. Such a normative develop-

mental process would lead to inaccurate, unstable assessments by the

adolescent of his family environment. The low reliability (relative to

Olson's 1978 sample) found in the adaptability measure supports this no-

tion.

In sum, the attachment and individuation measures of the SAT measure

entrenched patterns of separation response, which may only be sensitive

to tramautic or long-term socializing influences. Two possible explana-

tions are offered for the failure to find support for Hypothesis 1.

First, the normative nature of the population sampled may have precluded

finding differences in attachment-individuation patterns among the three

adaptability groups. Second, the freshmen's intrapsychic model of his

family's adaptability may not be an accurate reflection of the socializing

influences within his family of origin. A final explanation is that

there is no relationship between perceptions of family adaptability and

attachment and individuation responses in college freshmen.
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The Relationship Between Perceptions of Family Adaptability

and Separation Responses of Hostility, Tension, and Defensive Process

 

In this investigation, an attempt was made to explore differences

among some of the psychological systems affected by the separation ex-

perience of college freshmen. The primary psychological systems thought

to be aroused by a separation experience are the attachment and individu-

ation systems. Gross imbalances between these two systems are primary

evidence of separation disorders (Hansburg, 1972). The psychological

systems of hostility, tension and defensive process are used by an indi-

vidual, adaptively or maladaptively, to keep intact a capacity for re-

liance on self and reliance on others during times of separation. In

this study, it was hypothesized that college freshmen who perceive their

family as imbalanced in its capacity for change and stability (rigid and

chaotic groups on adaptability) would experience more difficulty in their

present separation from home. It was also predicted (Hypothesis II) that

these individuals would show more hostility, tension, and defensive re-

sponses (as assessed by the SAT) in their present separation experience.

There was some support for this hypothesis. However, the data shows that

the relationship between perceptions of family adaptability and the feel-

ing states of hostility, tension, and defensive process is more complex

than originally hypothesized. The results will be discussed by patterns

of separation response.

Hostility: In separation situations hostility may have a dominant

role, but under most circumstances it is not dominant. Separation exper-

iences generally bring other psychological systems into more dominant

positions. According to Hansburg (1980), the reasons appear to be

largely "the wish to retain the caring by an attachment figure who sets

the limits for use of the hostility system." Although the hostility
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system does have autonomy on a deveTOpmental basis, it is integrally re-

lated to other psychological systems for the purpose of relieving pres-

sure on them.

The data reveal that college freshmen who perceive their family as

rigid on the adaptability dimension respond to their present separation

with more hostility than those individuals who perceive their family as

optimal or chaotic on the adaptability dimension. The normative nature

of this finding is supported by three observations from the data. First,

the attachment and individuation levels for all three adaptability groups

are essentially equal and fall within Hansburg's normative range. Se-

cond, while the rigid group shows more hostility responses than the other

two groups the hostility pattern is not the dominant pattern for any of

the three groups. Third, regardless of perceived level of family adapt-

ability the hostility response is less than the tension response. So

while the rigid group shows more hostility than the chaotic or optimal

groups, the hostility pattern is not indicative of a separation disorder.

It appears that the hostility system is being used by all three

groups adaptively to keep their attachment-individuation level intact.

Freshmen who perceive their families as least likely to change family

power structure, role relationships, and relationship rules experience

more hostility. The specific variables that comprise the adaptability

dimension are family power structure (assertiveness and control),

negotiation styles, role relationships and relationship rules, and feed-

back. A rigid family is characterized by passive or aggressive styles

(assertiveness, authoritarian leadership (control), autocratic and overly

strict discipline, limited negotiation, stereotypic roles, rigid rules

which are explicit and strictly enforced, and reliance on primarily
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negative feedback systems). A chaotic family is characterized by passive

and aggressive styles, no leadership, permissiveness, poor problem solv-

ing characterized by endless negotiation, dramatic role shifts which are

arbitrarily enforced, and primarily positive feedback loops.

Defensive Process: The defensive system equips the individual to
 

develop various patterns of reaction that defend it against the full im-

pact of an unpleasant or disturbing experience. Bowlby (1980) describes

defensive exclusion as a process whereby an individual excludes from

awareness material that has previously led to considerable unhappiness

and suffering. Thus, in relation to separation experiences, defensive

exclusion may lead to reduction of either fear, hostility, or self-

reliance. Clinical and research evidence suggests that defensive exclu-

sion is essential to survival. Sometimes the exclusion of stimuli is

adaptive and successful and sometimes it is maladaptive, limiting certain

systems in their functioning (Bowlby, 1980). Heightened defensive de-

velopment in relation to separation from attachment figures is more

characteristic of pathology, yet to some degree is essential for ego

survival.

It was hypothesized that individuals who perceived their family as

either very stable (rigid on adaptability) or very much in flux (chaotic

on adaptability) would need to defend themselves more in their present

separation experience. The results show no support for this hypothesis.

Additionally, no support was found for any relationship between perceived

level of family adaptability and defensive processes in the present separa-

tion. A possible explanation stems from the fact that the SAT measure of

defensive process is very sensitive to pathology of the defensive system.

The generally normative separation response of the three adaptability

groups made differences in defensive exclusion unlikely with this population.
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In sum, the relationship between perceptions of family adaptability

and separation responses of college freshmen appears more complex than

originally hypothesized. It was hypothesized that the rigid and chaotic

groups would show more hostility and tension in their present separation

response than the moderate adaptability group. Instead the data reveal:

(1) that within the rigid group, only males' separation response was in

the predicted direction; females in the rigid and chaotic groups showed

significantly less tension than females in the moderate group; (2) that

the chaotic group, regardless of gender, showed less affect (hostility

and tension) than the moderate group; (3) although the defensive process

responses showed the curvilinear pattern predicted (chaotic and rigid

adaptability groups higher on defensive process responses than the moder-

ate group), no significant differences were found.

While differences among adaptability levels are found on the tension

and hostility patterns of the SAT, the data reveal no evidence for a re-

lationship between perceptions of family adaptability and separation dis-

orders. A separation disorder can be conceived as a dysfunctional, patho-

logical pattern of interacting psychological systems. The degree and

nature of a separation disorder can be determined by the extent of distur-

bance within each psychological system as well as by the dysfunctional re-

lationship among them (Hansburg, 1980). In this sample, all three adapt-

ability groups show healthy balances of attachment and individuation

responses, more tension than hostility, and appropriate discrimination be-

tween mild and strong separation scenes. The findings support the hypothe-

sis that perceptions of family adaptability are significantly related to

the intensity and quality of affective states (hostility and tension) in

a separation experience. That is, an individual's "intrapsychic model"
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of his family structure relates to his/her underlying feeling states in

response to a separation experience. Further empirical work is needed to

Clarify the nature of this relationship.

Sex Differences
 

The data suggests that certain affect systems are characteristic of

each gender's separation experience. The hostility pattern on the SAT is

more characteristic of males than females in their present separation ex-

perience. Prior research supports that males exhibit more aggressive re-

sponses than females on a characterological and deveTOpmental basis. It

appears that males more typically use hostility in the service of indi-

viduation; that is, males resist the aid of supportive persons during

their separation experience. The sexes also show a difference in their

vulnerability to separation. Females exhibit more sensitivity to gradia-

tions of separations "alarm system" to the threat of loss in their present

separation. In sum, the data suggests that the sexes differ significantly

in their present separation response. While both genders exhibit norma-

tive patterns of attachment and individuation, the affect systems are used

somewhat differently to facilitate the maintenance of these patterns.

Males and females may experience separation from home differently

because they are grappling with qualitatively different developmental

issues. Gilligan (1980) asserts that the separation process is qualita-

tively different for men and women. Based on a reexamination of Erikson's

framework for adult development, Gilligan states that the progressive

epigenetic stages (Identity, Intimacy, and Generativity) may be an

accurate portrayal of male development, but that the framework does not

fit a female's typical developmental pattern. The developmental tasks
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of these three steps are intermingled for women. The notion of identity,

a sense of "I", necessarily includes others for females. If Gilligan's

treatise is correct, one would expect freshmen males' and freshmen fe—

males' separation responses to be different as they were in the present

study. Sherry's (1980) investigation of the relationship between patern-

al loss and college freshmen's separation response (as measured on the

SAT) also revealed significant sex differences with positive findings

for males, but not for females. Perhaps, the instrument used to assess

separation response is biased toward sex-differences. Further methodo-

logical work with the SAT is necessary to investigate this contention.

Directions for Future Research
 

Groups were formed on the basis of perceived level of family adapt-

ability. It appears that the two extreme groups on adaptability (rigid

and chaotic) significantly differ in separation response. Future re-

search is needed to replicate such a finding. Additionally, it is recom-

mended that future work investigate the stability of college freshmen's

perceptions of their family, along with the accuracy of these perceptions.

While the tension and hostility scales differentiated normative

separation patterns, work is needed to clarify the meaning of these pat-

terns. The patterns on the SAT were initially validated through clinical

case histories with 12-14 year old adolescents. The correlational analyses

of this sample of college freshmen reveals that the relationship among the

scales may differ for older adolescents. In short, validation of the

normative patterns of separation response is a task for future research.

Such a task might be accomplished through interviews and behavioral
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measures of separation administered along with the SAT.



57

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Conspicuous by their absence in the review of the literature are

studiescyf normative separation reactions. Partially this is due to the

absence of an adequate separation response measure. A major purpose of

this study was to assess the SAT as a dependent measure of normative

separation patterns. The specific separation experience investigated

consists of both the going away to college and the second individuation

process of mid-late adolescence. I examined the relationship between

college freshmen's perceptions of family adaptability and feeling re—

sponses in their present separation from home. Adaptability is defined

as the ability of a family system to change its power structure, role re-

lationships, and relationship rules in response to a developmental stress.

The assumption is that an adaptive system requires balancing both the

ability to change and to remain stable. In this study it was predicted

that the individual who perceives his family as maintaining a balance be-

tween change and stability will experience less difficulty in separating.

According to Hypothesis 1, college freshmen who perceive their family

as extreme on the adaptability dimension (rigid or chaotic) will respond

to their present separation with a greater imbalance between the attach-

ment need and individuation need than freshmen who perceive their family

as optimal on the adaptability dimension. The data revealed no support

for Hypothesis 1. It was felt that the attachment and individuation mea-

sures of the SAT are most sensitive to powerful socializing influences.

Perceptions of family adaptability may not be an accurate appraisal of

the socializing influence of the family, especially within the normative

population sampled.
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Hypothesis 11 predicted that college freshmen who perceive their

family as extreme on adaptability dimension (rigid or chaotic) will show

more hostility, tension, and defensiveness in their present separation

response than freshmen who perceive their family as optimal on the adapt—

ability dimension. The results revealed some support for Hypothesis II.

The rigid group on adaptability showed more hostility than the optimal

or chaotic groups. Significant differences existed among the adaptability

groups on the dependent measure of tension, but not in the expected

direction. Chaotic groups showed less tension than the optimal or rigid

groups. These results were explained in terms of the complexity of the

separation process. Interestingly, rigid males showed more tension and

hostility than males in the other adaptability levels (the direction pre-

dicted by Hypothesis II). No relationships were found between perceived

levels of family adaptability and defensiveness in response to separation.

It appeared that the defensive process is more sensitive to separation

disorders, rather than normative separation patterns.

Additional findings revealed sex differences in separation response.

Overall, males show more hostility in present separation than females.

Females showed a heightened sensitivity to separation which is manifested

in more tension and defensive process responses on the strong separation

scenes than males. The sex differences are explained as either a result

of different developmental pathways of males and females or a methodolog-

ical bias of the instrument used to assess separation response.

The positive findings from the analysis of the data of sex differ-

ences on the hostility, tension, and defensive process measures of the

SAT suggest a reformulation of Hypothesis II. A model is proposed that

the joint predictors of perceived level of family adaptability and gender
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be used to explain the separation patterns of hostility, tension, and

defensive process. It appears that the relationship between one's per-

ception of family adaptability and present separation response is modi-

fied by one's gender.

The following conclusions are made:

(1) The preliminary investigation supports the use of the SAT as a de-

pendent measure of separation response. It appears that the two affect

scales (hostility and tension) and the defensive process scale best dif-

ferentiates normative separation patterns. Additionally, separate analy—

ses for the mild and strong separation pictures lend understanding to

college freshmen's separation experiences.

(2) Perceptions of family adaptability are significantly related to the

intensity and quality of affective states (hostility and tension) in a

separation experience. Individuals who perceive their family as high on

adaptability (chaotic), show less affect (tension and hostility) in pre-

sent separation.

(3) The separation experience of males and females appears to be differ-

ent. Certain affect systems are more characteristic of each gender's

separation experience. Males, more typically use hostility in the ser-

vice of individuation, that is, to resist the aid of supportive persons

during the separation experience. Females exhibit more sensitivity to

gradiations of a separation experience than males. Females appear to

have a more sensitive 'alarm system‘ to the threat of loss in their pre-

sent separation.

(4) While separation disorders are evident within this sample of college

freshmen, they are not related to gender or an individual's intrapsychic

"model" of family adaptability. It appears then that perceptions of
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family adaptability and gender are useful predictors of normative separa-

tion responses, but not pathological reactions.
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APPENDIX A

Additional Analyses of Data: Sex Differences

Table 15

Means and SD for SAT Measures by Sex

 

Female (n=103) Male (n=77)

 

Scale Mean SD Mean SD F Significance

Attachment 24.0 5.7 23.9 5.6 .00 NS

Percentage

Individuation 16.7 10.3 16.6 1.9 .01 NS

Percentage

Hostility 13.2 5.0 15.3 5.1 7.11 .01

Percentage

Tension 22.5 7.3 21.1 7.1 1.56 NS

Percentage

Defensive Process 14.6 5.3 13.4 5.9 1.96 NS

Percentage
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Strong Separation Scenes Only:

65

Table 16

Means and Standard Deviations for SAT Measures by Sex

 

 

Female (n=103) Male (n=77)

Scale Mean SD Mean SD F Significance

Attachment 18.6 4.9 18.5 4.6 .004 NS

Percentage

Individuation 5.2 5.0 4.8 4.1 .348 NS

Percentage

Hostility 11.4 4.3 12.4 4.3 2.64 .11

Percentage

Tension 12.8 4.5 11.4 4.4 4.05 .05

Percentage -

Defensive Process 11.1 4.4 9.1 4.6 8.63 .00

Percentage
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

APPENDIX B

FACES

true all the time 2 true some of the time

true most of the time true none of the time(
J
O
-
b

H

Family members are concerned with each other's welfare.

Family members feel free to say what's on their mind.

We don't have spur of the moment guests at mealtime.

It is hard to know who the leader is in our family.

It's difficult for family members to take time away from the family.

Family members are afraid to tell the truth because of how harsh the

punishment will be.

Most personal friends are not family friends.

Family members talk a lot but nothing ever gets done.

Family members feel guilty if they want to spend some time alone.

There are times when other family members do things that make me

unhappy.

In our family we know where all family members are at all times.

Family members have some say in what is required of them.

The parents in our family stick together.

I have some needs that are not being met by family members.

Family members make the rules together.

It seems like there is never any place to be alone in our house.

It is difficult to keep track of what other family members are

doing.
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true all the time 2 true some of the time

true most of the time(
J
O
-
I
:
-

l
l

true none of the time

 

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Family members do not check with each other when making decisions.

My family completely understands and sympathizes with my every mood.

Family ties are more important to us than any friendship could

possibly be.

When our family has an argument, family members just keep to them-

selves.

Family members often answer questions that were addressed to another

person.

The parents check with the children before making important decisions

in our family.

Family members like to spend some of their free time with each other.

Punishment is usually pretty fair in our family.

Family members are encouraged to have friends of their own as well

as family friends.

Family members discuss problems and usually feel good about the

solutions.

Family members share almost all interests and hobbies with each

other.

Our family is not a perfect success.

Family members are extremely independent.

No one in our family seems to be able to keep track of what their

duties are.

Family members feel it's "everyone for themselves."

Every new thing I've learned about my family has pleased me.

Our family has a rule for almost every possible situation.

We respect each other's privacy.

Once our family has planned to do something, it's difficult to

change it.

In our family we are on our own when there is a problem to solve.
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true all the time 2 true some of the time

true most of the time true none of the time

 

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

I have never regretted being with my family, not even for a moment.

Family members do not turn to each other when they need help.

It is hard to know what other family members are thinking.

Family members make visitors feel at home.

Parents make all of the important decisions in our family.

Even when everyone is home, family members spend their time separate-

ly.

Parents and children in our family discuss together the method of

punishment.

Family members have little need for friends because the family is

so close.

We feel good about our ability to solve problems.

Although family members have individual interests, they still par-

ticipate in family activities.

My family has all the qualities I've always wanted in a family.

Family members are totally on their own in developing their ideas.

Once a task is assigned to a family member, there is no chance of

changing it.

Family members seldom take sides against other members.

There are times when I do not feel a great deal of love and affection

for my family.

When rules are broken, family members are treated fairly.

Family members don't enter each other's areas or activities.

Family members encourage each other's efforts to find new ways of

doing things.

Family members discuss important decisions with each other, but

usually make their own choices.

If I could be a part of any family in the world, I could not have a

better match.

Home is one of the loneliest places to be.
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true some of the timetrue all of the time 2

true most of the time(
A
l
-
I
:
-

ll

true none of the time

 

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

In our family, it's important for everyone to express their opinion.

Family members find it easier to discuss things with persons outside

the family.

There is no leadership in our family.

We try to plan some things during the week so we can all be together.

Family members are not punished or reprimanded when they do some-

thing wrong.

In our family we know each other's close friends.

Our family does not discuss its problems.

Our family doesn't do things together.

If my family has any faults, I am not aware of them.

Family members enjoy doing things alone as well as together.

In our family, everyone shares responsibilities.

Parents agree on how to handle children.

I don't think anyone could possibly be happier than my family and I

when we are together.

It is unclear what will happen when rules are broken in our family.

When a bedroom door is shut, family members will knock before enter-

ing.

If one way doesn't work in our family, we try another.

Family members are expected to have the approval of others before

making decisions.

Family members are totally involved in each other's lives.

Family members speak their mind without considering how it will af-

fect others.

Family members feel comfortable inviting their friends along on

family activities.

Each family member has at least some say in major family decisions.

Family members feel pressured to spend most free time together.
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true all the time 2

true most of the time

true some of the time

true none of the time

 

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

Members of our family can get away with almost anything.

Family members share the same friends.

When trying to solve problems, family members jump from one at-

tempted solution to another without giving any of them time to work.

We have difficulty thinking of things to do as a family.

Family members understand each other completely.

It seems as if we agree on everything.

It seems as if males and females never do the same chores in our

family.

Family members know who will agree and who will disagree with them

on most family members.

My family could be happier than it is.

There is strict punishment for breaking rules in our family.

Family members seem to avoid contact with each other when at home.

For no apparent reason, family members seem to change their minds.

We decide together on family matters and separately on personal

matters.

Our family has a balance of closeness and separateness.

Family members rarely say what they want.

It seems that there are always people around home who are not nembers

of the family.

Certain family members order everyone else around.

It seems as if family members can never find time to be together.

Family members are severely punished for anything they do wrong.

We know very little about the friends of other family members.

Family members feel that have no say in solving problems.

Members of our family share many interests.

Our family is as well adjusted as any family in this world can be.
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true all of the time true some of the time

H
N

l
l

true most of the time true none of the time

 

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

Family members are encouraged to do their own thing.

Family members never know how others are going to act.

Certain individuals seem to cause most of our family problems.

I don't think any family could live together with greater harmony

than my family.

It is hard to know what the rules are in our family because they

always change.

Family members find it hard to get away from each other.

Family members feel that the family will never change.

Family members feel they have to go along with what the family de-

cides to do.



APPENDIX C

Family Scenes
 

This questionnaire is not a test nor are there any right or wrong

answers. We are only interested in the way you felt, the way you would

have felt, if you had been the child in each of the pictures we are about

to present to you. I am going to show you twelve pictures, one at a time

on the overhead screen, each for 15 seconds. You will have as much time

as you need to respond completely to each picture. We are asking you to

imagine that you are a child and to react as if the situation had occurred

or might have occurred when you were a child. For each picture there

will be a number of statements about the child in the picture and you

will be asked to select as many statements as you wish which indicate

how the child feels. You merely have to read the statements on the re-

sponses sheet to yourself and circle the numbers next to the statements

you have selected for each of the pictures. If you think of other

feelings not mentioned, feel free to write them down in the space pro-

vided. Relax, imagine yourself as the child. Now let's begin with the

first picture.
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1. THE BOY HILL LIVE PERMANENTLY WITH HIS GRANDMOTHER AND WITHOUT HIS

PARENTS.

Did this ever happen to you? Yes No

If it never happened to you, can you imagine how this child feels?

Yes No

Circle below as many statements as you think will tell how the boy feels.

The boy feels--

1. that he will be much happier now.

that his parents don't love him any more.

like curling up in a corner by himself.

#
0
1
“
)

a terrible pain in his chest.

5. alone and miserable.

that he doesn't care what happens.

7. that he will do his best to get along.

8. that this house will be a scary place to live in.

9. that something bad is going to happen to him now.

10. that it's all the fault of his neighbors.

11. angry at somebody.

12. that he won't be the same person any more.

13. that if he had been a good boy, this wouldn't have happened.

14. that it's only a dream - it isn't really happening.

15. like reading a book, watching TV or playing games.

16. sorry for his parents.

17. that he won't be able to concentrate on his schoolwork any more.

If there is anything else which you think this boy feels, write it down

here:
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2. A BOY IS BEING TRANSFERRED TO A NEW CLASS.

Can you remember when this last happened to you? Yes No
c—.—————.

Can you imagine how this child feels about it? Yes No

Circle as many of the statements below which you think would tell how

this child feels.

This child feels--

1. that he doesn't care what happens.

that the new class is a scary place to be.

sorry for his past teacher.

b
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that if he had been a good boy, this wouldn't have happened.

5. like playing games with other children.

6. that something is happening to change him.

7. that he will make the best of the situation.

8. that nobody really likes him.

9. that now he is going to have a good time.

10. that it's not really happening - it's only a dream.

11. that he won't be able to concentrate on his schoolwork.

12. like sitting alone in the corner of the room.

13. very angry at somebody.

14. like he's getting a stomach ache.

15. alone and miserable.

16. that something terrible is going to happen.

17. that somebody bad is responsible for doing this to him.

If you have anything more to say about how this child feels, write down

here what you think:
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3. THE FAMILY _I_S_ MOVING 19 A NEW NEIGHBORHOOD.
   

Did this ever happen to you? Yes NO

If it didn't, can you imagine how it would feel if it did?

Yes __ No __

Now try to imagine how the child in this picture feels.

Circle as many statements below which say what you think the child feels.

You may circle as many statements as you wish.

The child feels--

1. afraid to leave.

2. a pain in the stomach.

3. that the neighbors made them move.

4. glad to get away from this bad neighborhood.

5. alone and miserable.

6. that he doesn't care what happens.

7. that it's only a dream.

8. like hiding somewhere.

9. that the new house will be a scary place to live in.

10. that now he will be a different person.

11. that he won't be able to concentrate on his school work.

12. sorry for his parents.

13. that he will make the best of the situation.

14. like punching somebody in the face.

15. that nobody likes him anymore.

16. that now he can make some new friends.

17. that if he had behaved in the neighborhood, he wouldn't have to move.

If there is anything else which you wish to say about the way this child

feels, write it down here:
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THE CHILD IS LEAVING HIS MOTHER TO GO TO SCHOOL.
 

You have done what this boy is doing many times. You no doubt have some

idea about his feelings, don't you? Yes ____ No

Circle as many statements below which you think tell how this boy feels.

The boy feels--

1.

2.

G
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

that he won't be able to concentrate on his schoolwork.

afraid to leave.

that school is a scary place to be.

that his mother doesn't like him.

that he doesn't care what happens.

angry at having to go to school.

like joining his friends and going to school.

glad to get away from his house.

sorry for his mother.

like he's going to be sick.

that something is happening to change him.

that if he had been a good boy, his mother would let him stay home.

like staying home in bed.

that he will do his best to get along.

that it's not really happening - it's only a dream.

alone and miserable.

that somebody else is causing all this trouble.

If there is anything more that you think this boy feels, write down here

what you think: -
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5. THE CHILD IS LEAVING HIS PARENTS TO GO TO CAMP.
 

Can you remember if this ever happened to you? Yes ____ No
——-

Can you imagine how it felt when it did happen? Yes No

If it didn't happen to you, can you imagine how it would feel if it did?

Yes No

Now circle as many of the statements below which you think tell what this

boy feels.

The boy feels--

H 0 sorry for his parents.

angry about going.

that this is a scary place to be.

h
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that now he will be a different person.

5. that it's not really happening - it's only a dream.

6. that his mind can't think straight.

7. like sitting alone in the back of the bus.

8. that someone else made this happen to him.

9. like reading a book and playing games.

10. that he doesn't care what happens.

11. that something terrible is going to happen to him.

12. that a bad headache is coming on.

13. that nobody really loves him.

14. that he will make the best of the situation.

15. that if he had been a good boy, his parents wouldn't send him away.

16. that now he is really free to enjoy himself.

17. alone and miserable.

If there is anything else that you think this child feels, write it down

here:
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'6. AFTER AN ARGUMENT WITH THE MOTHER, THE FATHER IS LEAVING.
 

Did this ever happen in your family? Yes l___ No

If not, can you imagine how you would feel it if did? Yes____ No

Now circle as many of the statements below which tell what you think the

boy in the picture feels.

Circle as many statements as you wish.

The boy feels--

1. very angry at the father.

2. that now he is free to do anything he wants to.

3. that his home will now be a scary place.

4. that he won't be able to concentrate on his schoolwork.

5. that something terrible is going to happen to him now.

6. that someone else has been causing all of this trouble.

7. like reading a book, fixing something, or watching TV.

8. that something is happening to change him.

9. lonely and unhappy.

10. that nobody really likes him.

11. that he is going to be very sick.

12. like hiding away in his parents' bedroom.

13. sorry for his mother.

14. that he doesn't care what happens.

15. that he will try hard to work things out.

16. that he, himself, caused his father to leave.

17. that it's only a dream - it really isn't happening.

If there is anything else that you think this child feels, write it down

here:
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7. THE BOY'S OLDER BROTHER IS A SAILOR LEAVING ON A VOYAGE.
 

Did this ever happen to you? Yes ____ No ___

Can you imagine how you would feel if this happened to you?

Yes NO

Now try to imagine how the child in this picture feels.

Circle as many statements below which say what you think the child feels.

The child feels--

1. sorry for his brother.

2. that if he had behaved better, his brother wouldn't have left him.

3. that it's not really happening - it's only a dream.

4. that this is a very scary thing.

5. very angry.

6. lonely and miserable.

7. that he will not be the same person any more.

8. like sitting alone in his room at home.

9. that someone else caused all this trouble.

10. like playing a game with his friend.

11. that he won't be able to concentrate on his schoolwork.

12. that he will try hard to work things out.

13. that something terrible is going to happen to him.

14. that nobody really likes him.

15. that a bad stomach ache is coming on.

16. that he doesn't care what happens.

17. that now he is free to enjoy himself in any way he likes.

If there is anything else which you wish to say about the way this child

feels, write it down here:
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8. THE JUDGE IS PLACING THIS CHILD IN AN INSTITUTION.
 

Can you remember if this every happened to you? Yes No

If it never happened to you, can you imagine how you would feel if it did?

Yes No

Now circle as many statements below which tell what you think this child

feels. Circle as many statements as you wish.

The child feels--

1. that the world is full of bad people who did this to him.

2. that it's only a dream and he will wake up soon.

3. like committing suicide.

4. that he will go and make the best of it.

5. sorry for his parents.

6. that the courtroom is a frightening place.

7. like curling up in a corner.

8. dizzy and faint.

9. that he doesn't care what happens.

10. happy to get to the institution as soon as possible.

11. that he is not very well liked.

12. terrified at what will happen to him.

13. like reading a book or watching TV.

14. angry at the judge.

15. that now he won't be able to learn school work.

16. all alone and unhappy.

17. that now he will be a different person.

If there is anything else which you think this child feels, write it down

here:
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THE MOTHER HAS JUST PUT THIS CHILD TO BED.
 

This has probably happened to you many times. Can you imagine in your

mind that it is happening right now? Yes ____ No ___,

Now circle those statements below which you think tell how the child

feels. Circle as many statements as you wish.

The boy feels--

1.

2

3.

4

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

angry at his mother.

that it's scary to be alone here.

like hiding under the covers.

that he doesn't care what happens.

that something is happening to change him.

that someone in the family made the mother leave.

that now he's free to enjoy himself any way he likes.

that his mother doesn't stay with him because he's a bad boy.

it's not really happening - it's only a dream.

that he will make the best of the situation.

like reading a book, watching TV or making clay models.

that something bad is going to happen to him.

sorry for his mother.

that he is getting sick.

that his mother doesn't really like him.

that he won't be able to study in school tomorrow.

very lonely.

If there is anything else which you would like to say about how this boy

feels, write it down here: '



82

10. THE BOY'S MOTHER IS BEING TAKEN TO THE HOSPITAL.
 

Did anything like this ever happen in your family? Yes No

If it didn't, can you imagine how you would feel if it did happen?

Yes No

Now circle as many statements below which tell what you think this child

feels. Circle as many statements as you wish.

The boy feels--

1. very angry at somebody.

2 that he will not be the same person any more.

3. glad that his mother is leaving.

4 like hiding in his room.

that he doesn't care what happens.

that it's not really happening - it's only a dream.

that he's going to have a bad headache.

that he will do his best to get along.
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scared about what's going to happen to him.

10. sorry for his mother.

11. that nobody likes him any more.

12. like watching TV.

13. that his mother became sick because he was bad.

14. that somebody else caused all this trouble.

15. that his room is going to be a scary place to stay in now.

16. alone and miserable.

17. that he won't be able to concentrate on his schoolwork.

If there is anything else which you would like to say about how this

child feels, write it down here:
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11. THE BOY AND HIS FATHER ARE STANDING AT THE MOTHER'S COFFIN.
 

Did this ever happen to you? Yes ____ No

If it didn't, can you imagine how it would feel if it did?

Yes No

Now try to imagine how the child in the picture feels.

Circle as many statements below which say what you think the child feels.

You may circle as many statements as you wish.

The child feels--

1. that he won't be the same person any more.

frightened about what will happen to him.

that if he had been a good boy, it wouldn't have happened.

#
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that now he is free to do what he wants.
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angry about what happened.

that nobody will love him any more.

that he doesn't care what happens.

that his home will now be a scary place to live in.

\
O
C
D
N
O
W

like sitting in a corner by himself.

10. that other people are to blame for this.

11. that he will make the best of the situation.

12. that it is only a dream.

13. a bad pain in his head.

14. sorry for his father.

15. alone and miserable.

16. that now he won't be able to study any more.

17. like reading a book or watching TV.

If there is anything else which you wish to say about the way this child

feels, write it down here:



84

12. THE BOY IS RUNNING AWAY FROM HOME.
 

Did you ever do anything like this? Yes ___ No____

If you didn't, did you ever think of doing something like this?

Yes No

Can you understand why this child would want to do this?

Yes No

Now circle as many of the statements below which you think tell how this

child feels.

The child feels--

1. that he is just going away to have some fun.

2 angry at his parents.

3. afraid that he will be punished for something he did.

4 that he doesn't care what happens.

5. that his parent's don't want him around any more.

6. that the neighbors have been stirring up his parents against him.

7. terrible stomach cramps coming on.

8. that he will do his best to get along.

9. that he is only dreaming about this and it's not happening.

10. that something very bad is going to happen to him.

11. that it is awfully scary outside.

12. sorry for his parents.

13. like watching TV or reading a book.

14. like going to his hideout.

15. that he won't be able to study schoolwork any more.

16. that now he will be a different person.

17. lonely and miserable.

If there is anything else which you wish to say about how this child fee-‘5’

write it down here:
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Personal History
 

Where did you live most of the time while you were growing up?
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On a farm.

In a small town.

In a moderate-size town or city.

In a suburb of a large city.

In a large city.

large was your high school graduating class?

Under 100.

100 - 300.

301 - 500.

501 - 700.

Over 700.

many miles from your home is MSU?

25 or less.

26 - 100.

101 - 500.

501 - 1000.

More than 1000.

Do you expect to work for pay during your freshman year in college?

a.

b.

c.

How

Yes, 10 hours per week or less.

Yes, more than 10 hours per week.

No, not any particular ones.

do you expect to finance your first year's college expenses?

(Choose as many answers as apply.)

(
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” Personal savings.

Part-time work.

Family help.

MSU financial aid package

Repayable loan other than included in MSU package.
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During the last two years in high school: (questions 6 and 7)

Did you have one or more close or "best" friends?

Yes, one.

Yes, two or three.

Yes, more than three.

No, not really close.G
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Did you belong to close-knit group of friends ("crowd," "set,”

"clique")?

 

a. Most of the time.

b. Some of the time.

c. Not really.

d. Never.

What religion were you reared in?

a. Catholic.

b. Protestant.

c. Jewish.

d. Other.

e. None.

Parents' marital status:

Living together (if yes, skip 10 and 11).

Divorced or separated.

Father deceased (if yes, skip 10).

Mother deceased (if yes, skip 10).

Both parents deceased (if yes, skip 10).(
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Which parent did you live with after their separation?

a. Entirely or mostly with father.

b. Entirely or mostly with mother.

c. About equally with each parent.

Neither one; please explain:0
.

 

How Old were you when your parents were separated (divorced or

deceased)?

a. Less than 5 years old.

b. 5 to 9 years old.

c. 10 to 14 years Old.

d. 15 years or old.

How many brothers and sisters do you have?

One.

Two.

Three.

Four or more.

None.(
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14.

15.

16.

17.
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Are you the

a. Oldest?

b. Middle?

c. Youngest?

How many of your siblings are attending, or have attended, college?

a. One.

b. Two.

c. Three.

d. Four or more.

e. None.

How much formal education has your mother completed?

Some high school or less.

High school graduation.

Some college.

College degree.

Postgraduate degree.(
D
Q
O
U
'
D
!

Iow much formal education has your father completed?

Some high school or less.

High school graduation.

Some college.

College degree.

Postgraduate degree.{
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Thinking of the bonds of emotional closeness and involvement in

your family as you were a child growing up, what was the most basic

and primary two-person relationship in your family?

A grandparent and parent.

A grandparent and grandchild.

Mother and Father.

A parent and a child.

Child and child.(
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The following questions (18-38) refer to occasions you can recall spending

(what is for you) a significant amount of time away from your home. There

is a separate series of questions for each of 3 such experiences. You

need only answer those series that “fit" your life experience. Once you

begin a series, please complete all of the questions within the series.

The following questions (18-24) refer to the first occasion you can recall

spending (what is for you) a significant amount of time away from home:

18. The main reason for being away from home was

A major illness or death in the family.

Divorce or separation of parents.

School.

Vacation or summer camp.

Other.D
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The
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period of time away from home which you feel to be significant

in this case is

0
.
0

C
7
9
! A day or less.

A week or less.

A month or less.

More than a month.

On this occasion the initiative for leaving home was
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The
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Primarily your own.

Partially your own.

Mostly someone else's.

Completely someone else's.

actual physical distance away from home is

Less than 50 miles.

Between 50 and 100 miles.

Between 100 and 200 miles.

Greater than 200 miles.

Overseas.

During this separation from home you were staying
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With a parent.

With sibs or other relatives.

With close friends.

With other people, but no one with whom you felt close.

Alone.

old were you at this time of leaving home?

Less than 6 years of age.

6 to 8 years of age.

9 to 11 years of age.

12 to 14 years of age.

14 or older.

This time away from home was (emotionally for you)

(
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J Extremely pleasant.

Mostly pleasant.

Equally pleasant and unpleasant.

Mostly unpleasant.

Extremely unpleasant.

The following questions (25-31) refer to the second occasion you can recall

spending (what is for you) a significant amount of time away from home:

25. The
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main reason for being away from home was

A major illness or death in the family.

Divorce or separation.

School.

Vacation or summer camp.

Other.
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
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The period of time away from home which you feel to be significant

in this case is

a. A day or less.

b. A week or less.

c. A month or less.

d. More than a month.

On this occasion the initiative for leaving home was

a. Primarily your own.

b. Partially your own.

c. Mostly someone else's.

d. Completely someone else's.

The actual physical distance away from home was

Less than 50 miles.

Between 50 and 100 miles.

Between 100 and 200 miles.

Greater than 200 miles.

Overseas.(
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During this separation from home you were staying

a. With a parent.

b. With sibs or other relatives.

c. With close friends.

d. With other people, but no one with whom you felt close.

e. Alone.

How old were you at this time of leaving home?

Less than 6 years of age.

6 to 8 years of age.

9 to 11 years of age.

12 to 14 years of age.

14 or older.(
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This time away from home was (emotionally for you)

Extremely pleasant.

Mostly pleasant.

Equally pleasant and unpleasant.

Mostly unpleasant.

Extremely unpleasant.(
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The following questions (32-38) refer to the third occasion you can recall

spending (what is for you) a significant amount of time away from home:

32.

 

The main reason for being away from home was

a. A major illness or death in the family.

b. Divorce or separation of parents.

c. School.

d. Vacation.

e. Other.
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

The
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period of time away from home which you feel to be significant

in this case is

a.

b.

c.

d.

A day or less.

A week or less.

A month or less.

More than a month.

On this occasion the initiative for leaving home was
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Primarily your own.

Partially your own.

Mostly someone else's.

Completely someone else's.

acutal physical distance away from home was

Less than 50 miles.

Between 50 and 100 miles.

. Between 100 and 200 miles.

Greater than 200 miles.

Overseas.

During this separation from home you were staying
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With a parent.

With sibs or other relatives.

With close friends.

With other people, but no one with whom you felt close.

Alone.

old were you at this time of leaving home?

Less than 6 years of age.

6 to 8 years of age.

9 to 11 years of age.

12 to 14 years of age.

14 or Older.

This time away from home was (emotionally for you)
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! Extremely pleasant.

Mostly pleasant.

Equally pleasant and unpleasant.

Mostly unpleasant.

Extremely unpleasant.
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