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THE INFLUENCE OF FAMILY INTERACTION PATTERNS 

ON ATTACHMENT IN MIDDLE CHILDHOOD 

by 

Winifred Anne Hoskins 

(ABSTRACT) 

The purpose of this study was twofold, 1) to assess 

and compare the family interaction patterns of families who 

home educate and those who send their children to public 

schools and 2) to determine the influence of family 

cohesion on the self-exposure and self-containment balance 

of children.in middle childhood. In Phase I, 20 home 

schooled and 20 public schooled families were administered 

Faces III to assess their family interaction patterns. In 

Phase II, one child in each family was administered the 

Separation Anxiety Test to assess their overall emotional 

openness. 

Chi-square analyses were used to determine the 

differences in the level of mothers' scores on cohesion and 

adaptability between the home schooled and public schooled 

groups. Four separate T-tests were conducted to compare 

the means of the two groups for the perceived and ideal 

cohesion and the perceived and ideal adaptability scores. 



Discrepancy scores, differences between husbands' and 

wives' ideal and perceived scores for family interaction, 

were also compared for the two groups. None of the 

comparisons between the groups were found to be 

statistically significant. 

For Phase II, a series of separate-variance T-tests 

were conducted to determine differences between childr~n 

from balanced and extreme families and between the home and 

public schooled children on the overall emotional openness 

score. No significant differences were found in any of the 

comparisons. 

In general, the findings did not support the notion 

that families who home educated their children re~resented 

closed systems and that such closure in family functioning 

was dysfunctional. 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

There are many individuals that gave a part of 

themselves to me, so that I might succeed in this research 

project. Special appreciation and thanks are due to the 

following people: 

Dr. Janet Sawyers, my major professor, who planted the 

first seed of this endeavor, and saw me through with her 

unending support, ideas, editing skills and encouragement. 

My committee members, Dr. Linda Thompson and Dr. 

Victoria Fu, who first introduced me to the world of 

attachment. Thank you for your helpful suggestions, 

constructive criticisms, and tolerance for the numerous 

revisions. 

The parents and children who participated in this 

research project. Without their time and input this study 

would not have been possible. 

Dr. Jim Moran for awarding me the James D. Moran 

Memorial Thesis Award. I felt honored and very grateful 

for the financial assistance to help offset the fuel 

expenses for all those miles I covered collecting data. 

My fellow graduate students, and co-workers (a warm 

fuzzy for Fran) who gave their encouragement and support, 

and made things seem better by sharing their own problems. 

Mary Manning who courageously assisted me with scoring 

iv 



and coding. 

Lisa Godwin and Marilyn Cavell who patiently helped me 

translate my language into computer language and vice 

versa. 

Pete and Dave who have been wonderful housemates. 

Without their support, computer help and nights at home so 

I could put in some all nighters I could have never 

finished. 

My dear friends, Julie and Paul, whose hugs, late 

night talks and confidence pulled me through the rough 

spots. 

Anita, Marcia, and Fred whose lasting friendships over 

the many years have given me insight, hope and love. 

Finally, to the most important and special people in 

my life, my family. An immeasurable amount of graditude to 

the late Catherine Marshall who made it possible for me to 

extend my educational career. My grandmother, Leonora 

Wood, who has always given me her wisdom, unconditional 

love and the faith to believe in myself. My Mom and Dad 

and Lynn who gave me their love and support which provided 

me with the strength to keep on keeping on. 

And most especially, Rachel, whose love, laughter and 

light helped my dream come true. I could have never done 

it without her incredible patience, understanding, and 

reminders to 'keep that zip-a-dee-doo-dah in my heart'. 

Yes, now we can play. 

V 



ABSTRACT 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

LIST OF TABLES 

CHAPTER 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE 

LITERATURE 

Attachment 

Systems Theory 

Home Schooling 

Summary 

II. METHODS 

Phase I 

Purpose 

Subjects 

Instrument and Scoring 

Procedures 

Research Question 

Results 

Phase II 

Purpose 

Subjects 

Instrument 

ii 

iv 

viii 

1 

2 

9 

13 

17 

20 

20 

20 

22 

24 

24 

24 

29 

29 

:30 



Procedures 

Scoring 

Research Question 

Results 

III. DISCUSSION 

REFERENCES 

APPENDIX A: Faces III Questionnaire 

APPENDIX B: Cover Letter and General Information 

Sheet 

APPENDIX C: Follow-up Letter 

APPENDIX D: Separation Situation Pictures 

APPENDIX E: Solutions Scoring System 

APPENDIX F: Overall Security Scoring System 

APPENDIX G: Transcript Example with Identified 

Scoring 

VITA 

32 

35 

37 

37 

41 

45 

49 

52 

55 

57 

60 

69 

78 

86 



Table 

1 

2 

LIST OF TABLES 

Frequency Distributions of Mothers' 

Cohesion Scores by Group 

Frequency Distributions of Mothers' 

Adaptability Scores by Group 

3 Means and Standard Deviations of 

Mothers' Faces III Scores by Group 

4 Means and Standard Deviations of 

Overall Security and Collaborated 

Solution Scores 4 by Family Type 

5 Means and Standard Deviations of 

Overall Security and Collaborated 

Solution Scores 3 and 4 by Group 

viii 

26 

27 

28 

38 

40 



INTRODUCTION 

Optimal family functioning and individual development 

have been associated with a temporal decrease in the 

emotional dependency of the child on the family and a 

concommitant increase in the importance and influence of 

relationships outside of the family. Piaget (1968), for 

example, attributed much of the child's social and 

cognitive development to the influence and interaction with 

peers. 

A functional and healthy attachment relationship 

between a child an~ his/her parents depends on the 

establishment and maintenance of a self-exposure and 

self-containment balance. "It is the capacity to maintain 

a balance symbolically between seeking support from 

attachment figures and relying on oneself in times of need" 

(Kaplan, 1985, p. 1). The dynamic balance is achieved 

between the internal attachment system within the attached 

person and the external system of the organization and 

exchange of interactional patterns which occur between the 

attached person and the attachment figures. Thus, the 

attachment system within the individual or the internal 

working model (Bretherton, 1985) represents a dyadic 

relationship. It is possible to examine the internal 

working model by assessing the emotional bond or level of 
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cohesion that exists between parent and child from the 

perspective of both the parent and the child and the 

behavioral and symbolic levels. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

-The issue of attachment has been addressed in both the 

family system and child development literature. Minuchin 

(1985) for example, noted the similarity between the 

concept of attachment used in the field of child 

development and the family system concepts of cohesion, 

boundaries, homeostasis, emotional bonding, the circularity 

of interactional patterns, and coalitions. Yet, to date no 

research has been conducted to clarify the relationship 

between the attachment concepts used in the two fields. 

Attachment 

Attachment is no longer viewed as a static trait, but 

rather as an organizational construct, to be evaluated for 

its integrative power (Sroufe & Waters, 1977; Waters & 

Sroufe, 1983): Attachment has been defined as the 

affective tie between two people and to a behavioral 

system. Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980) viewed attachment as the 

organization of a system within the attached person. It is 

this system of thoughts and expectations regarding 

separations "within the individual that represents the 
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dyadic relationship" (Bretherton, 1985, p. 9). Epstein 

(cited in Bretherton, 1985) also viewed the construction of 

the self system as based on dyadic processes. 

Previous definitions of individual differences in 

attachment organization have relied on the infant's 

nonverbal behavior toward a particular parent in structured 

separation-and-reunion observations (Ainsworth, Blehar, 

Wat~rs, & Wall, 1978; Sroufe & Waters, 1977). However, the 

reconceptualization of organization of attachment as a 

mental representation (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985) 

permits the investigation of attachment not only in infants 

but also in older children and adults. This new focus is 

an expansion of Bowlby's notion of internal working models 

and extends our knowledge of attachment behavior to the 

symbolic level. Bowlby (1969, 1973) defined an internal 

working model as a mental representation of 

"attachment-relevant" events in relationship to the world, 

others, self, or relationships to others that is of 

significant importance to the individual. Through 

continued interaction with the world and people, the child 

constructs an internal working model of that world and of 

important persons in it. Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy (1985) 

expanded the definition of the internal working model of 

attachment as "a set of conscious and/or unconscious rules 

for the organization of information relevant to attachment 

and for obtaining or limiting access to information, that 
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is to information regarding attachment-related experiences, 

feelings, and ideations" (p. 67). 

The conceptual framework of an internal working model 

helps to clarify the definition of attachment. The 

adjective "working", exemplifies the dynamic aspects of 

representation characteristic of the internal working 

model. This notion of action and change are the dynamic 

components associated with attachment. Construction, and 

hence development, is implied by the term "model". This 

view takes into account the increased complexity of the 

working model observed as a child develops (Bretherton, 

1985). 

Bretherton (1985) noted that event schemas (Mandler, 

1979, 1983), active structural networks (Norman & 

Rumelhart, 1975) and scripts (Schank & Abelson, 1977) 

contribute to the construction of internal working models. 

Bretherton also stated that "event schemas developed in 

interaction with specific persons are the raw material 

from which young children construct internal 

(affective/cognitive) working models of the self and of 

significant others, including attachment figures" (p. 32). 

To help understand Epstein's (cited in Bretherton, 

1985) self theory, Bretherton suggested that the internal 

working models of the self and of attachment figures be 

viewed as a "multilayered hierarchical network of 

representations" (p. 33). Epstein (cited in Bretherton, 
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1985) proposed that: 

an individual's self theory consists of a 
hierarchy of major and minor postulates, a 
notion that can also be conceptualized in 
terms of event schemas. At the bottom of the 
hierarchy are basic-level event schemas, 
derived from significant repeated experiences 
with specific attachment figures. From these 
basic-level representations, multiple levels of 
ever-more general schemas regarding attachment 
figure and self are abstracted (p. 33). 

With development, the schemas which comprise the 

internal working model become more complex and 

sophisticated, replacing the earlier, simple version and 

attachment behavior becomes more subtle (Bretherton, 1985). 

In older children the attachment system is visible only in 

stressful situations. Bowlby (1969) for example, found 

that attachment behavior is "most obvious when the attached 

person is frightened, fatigued, or sick" (p. 668). In 

older children, verbal representations of "children's 

responses" to significant ev~nts are assumed to be the 

mental representation of the attachment relationship (Main, 

Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985). 

Bowlby (1969) stated that the attachment phenomena can 

be examined on the symbolic as well as the behavioral level 

with older children. School-age children have the 

cognitive capacity to use symbolic representation of their 

parents even in their absence. Based on the internal 

working model or expectations they have developed gradually 

during infancy and early childhood they have the ability to 
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foresee the potential danger of certain situations. 

A secure or insecure attachment relationship cannot be 

determined from any single behavior but rather it must be 

inferred from the pattern of behaviors. Even the 

"hallmarks" of attachment, separation protest and proximity 

seeking in infancy, are indicative of the quality of 

attachment only in a given situational context and in 

relationship to other behavior. Amount and degree of 

proximity seeking in a single context or solution cannot 

index the quality of attachment (Sroufe & Waters, 1977). 

The quality of the attachment relationship has been 

associated with the child's adaptive or maladaptive 

behaviors in numerous studies. A considerable body of 

research supports the claim that mastery motivation is 

associated with secure attachment. (Arend, Gove, & Sroufe, 

1979; Erickson, Sroufe, & Eneland, 1985; Lieberman, 1977; 

Londerville & Main, 1981; Matas, Arend, & Sroufe, 1978; 

Pastor, 1981; Sroufe, 1983; Sroufe, & Waters, 1977; Sroufe, 

Fox, & Pancake, 1983; Waters, Wippman, & Sroufe, 1979). 

Securely attached preschoolers have been found to be active 

explorers of the environment, to show more positive 

relationships with age mates, to display a richer quality 

of play, to use more sophisticated modes of communication, 

and not to display anxious behavior around adult strangers. 

On the other hand, children classified as insecurely 

attached did not actively explore the environment, were 
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incompetent in their relationships with peers and adults, 

displayed ineptness in their transactions with peers. and 

were seen as self-isolates with low self-esteem, chronic 

low-level dependency, and social hesitancy. 

Klaus and Kennell (1976), from an ethnological 

framework, viewed the bonding process as an automatic or 

maternal response initiated by the mother~ Whereas, 

Ainsworth (1972) saw the affective bond or secure-base 

concept based on the infant attaching itself instinctively 

to its mother and their shared interactions. However, the 

issue is not who does the initiating first, but rather the 

natural reciprocating behavior patterns between the 

attachment figure and the attached person. This notion of 

reciprocity regarding the formation and maintenance of the 

internal working models of attachment relationships has 

been widely recogized in the literature. Sroufe & Fleeson 

"recently postulated that, in the course of continuous 

interaction, an individual learns or internalizes both 

sides of a relationship" (cited in Bretherton, 1985, p. 

12-13). 

Hinde (cited in Bretherton, 1985) suggested t~at the 

attachment relationship can be best characterized as a 

multi-dimensional construct including: 

(1) content of component interactions; 
(2) diversity of component interactions; 
(3) reciprocity versus complementarity of 
interactions; (4) qualities of the component 
interactions (meshing, mutual goal alignment); 
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(5) relative frequency and patterning of 
component interactions; (6) multi-dimensional 
qualities; (7) each partner's level of morale 
and cognitive functioning; and (8) penetration 
or degree of mutual disclosure, openness, and 
intimacy (p. 5). 

The dimensions dealing with reciprocity, qualities of 

component interactions, and boundaries are of particular 

importance to this study. In reference to the third 

dimension, Hinde (cited in Bretherton, 1~85) stated that 

the parent-child relationship is ''neither exclusively 

reciprocal nor exclusively complementary" (p. 5). The 

fourth and eighth dimensions are relevant due to their 

direct link to the systemic concepts of enmeshment and 

boundaries. 

The expanded internal working model framework of 

attachment appears to incorporate attachment theory as an 

organizational construct, the notion of reciprocity, and 

several principles of systemic theory (to be delineated 

later in the discussion). Early in a child's life, the 

psychological tether binding the infant and caregiver 

together, establishes reciprocal behavior patterns 

providing a mutually supportive system. The repeated 

interactions form stable behavior patterns. A 

bidirectional or systemic process has begun; neither the 

child's temperament nor the parenting style act in 

isolation. Children influence parents and vice versa, 

providing feedback to one another. These stable behavior 
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patterns form the family system and establish patterns for 

the formation of attachment relationships outside the 

family. 

Systems Theory 

Systemic theory is used in this study to provide the 

theoretical framework for studying the internal working 

models of attachment of families and children. Using the 

systemic concepts of boundaries and reciprocal interaction 

or circular causality differences in children's internal 

working model of attachment relationships (specifically 

emotional openness) can be explored in relation to maternal 

perception of family cohesion and adaptabllity. 

P. Minuchin (1985) outlined six basic principles to 

systemic theory. These were: 

(1) any system is an organized whole, and 
elements within the system are necessarily 
interdependent; (2) patterns in a system are 
circular rather than linear; (3) systems have 
homeostatic features that maintain the stability 
of their patterns; (4) evolution and change are 
inherent in open systems; (5) complex systems 
are composed of subsystems; and (6) the sub-
systems within a larger system are separated 
by boundaries, and interactions across 
boundaries are governed by implicit rules and 
patterns (pp. 289-291). 

Several of these concepts specifically relate to this 

study. 

The second principle stated that behavior patterns of 

interaction are more correctly conceived of as being 
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circular, as opposed to linear, and involve a "spiral of 

recursive feedback loops" (Minuchin, 1985, p. 290). Thus, 

the notion of cause and effect is nonexistent. There is 

not a beginning or end to the stable behavior patterns and 

cycle of interaction; it is circular. This concept of 

reciprocating patterns of interaction relates directly to 

attachment and indicates the need for research into the 

formation and maintenance of attachment relationships from 

a bidirectional, or systemic framework. Even though most 

attachment relationships are circular, Hinde {cited in 

Bretherton, 1985), stated that there are developmental 

stages and situational instances when the relationship 

functions at a more optimal level with a linear or 

unidirectional interaction. For example, a newborn is 

definitely more dependent upon the mother than vice versa. 

Furthermore, as Minuchin {1985) pointed out although 

researchers of attachment acknowledge the reciprocity or 

bidirectionality of interaction, they continue to research 

attachment as if linear relationships exist at all times 

and for all relationships. 

The third and fourth systemic principles, homeostatic 

features which maintain stable patterns and the inherent 

evolution and change of open systems, both related to 

attachment theory. Bowlby (1973) viewed attachment as a 

group of behaviors which functions to "maintain a 

relatively steady state between an individual and his/her 
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environment" (p. 149-150). Such homeostatic behaviors may 

be regarded as an "outer ring" of life-maintaining systems 

complementary to the "inner ring" of behaviors that 

maintain physiological homeostasis (Bowlby, 1973). Once 

organized, internal working models of attachment figures 

and self tend to function outside conscious awareness. For 

this reason, and because newly acquired information is 

assimilated to existing models, the models have a tendency 

to resist dramatic change (Bowlby, 1980). However, to 

remain functional, internal working models of attachment 

must continually evolve and expand, especially in childhood 

when development is rapid. 

The sixth principle dealt with the concept of 

subsystem boundaries. Olson, Portner, & Lavee (1985) 

related boundaries to the dimension of cohesion. Olson et 

al., (1985) defined cohesion as the emotional bonding that 

family members have toward one another. In his Circumplex 

Model he further delineated familial system boundaries into 

internal (time, space, and decision making) and external 

(friends, interests and recreation) dimensions. Olson 

stated that for healthy family functioning the family must 

maintain a set of interactional and emotional boundaries 

that are balanced somewhere between enmeshed and 

disengaged. 

Bowen (1976) also addressed the concept of boundaries 

between individuals in his notion of emotional fusion and 
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differentiation (a balance between thinking and feeling). 

He referred to an "undifferentiated family ego mass as the 

emotional 'stuck togetherness' of families with inadequate 

interpersonal boundaries" (p. 83). Bowen also claimed that 

unresolved emotional attachment (attachment formed and 

maintained on dependency) to one's family must be resolved 

before one can differentiate. 

Bowen's concept of lack of differentiation is similar 

to S. Minuchin's (1974) construct enmeshment. In 

Minuchin's framework, interpersonal boundaries vary from 

being rigid to diffuse or enmeshed. Systems or subsystems 

with rigid boundaries are overly restrictive and permit 

little contact with other systems, resulting in 

disengagement. Enmeshed subsystems, on the other hand, 

offer a heightened sense of mutual support, but at the 

expense of independence and autonomy. 

Using the Klagsbrun-Bowlby (1976) adapted version of 

the Hansburg's Separation Anxiety Test (1972), Main, 

Kaplan, & Cassidy (1985) assessed the emotional openness of 

6-year-olds in response to pictured separations compared to 

early security of attachment to each parent. These 

researchers assumed that the children's internal 

representations of the accessibility of their attachment 

figures would be reflected in response to imagined 

separation experiences. An easy balance between 

self-exposure and self-containment was found for children 
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who received high scores on emotional openness. Whereas, 

children scoring low on the measure expressed extreme types 

of insecurity including various degrees of passivity, overt 

depression, irrationality, and disorientation. It was 

found that the child's emotional openness rating at age six 

was related to the security of attachment to the mother but 

not to the father. The attainment of a balance between 

self-exposure and self-containment is comparable to the 

interactional and emotional boundary balance sought between 

enmeshment and disengagement thought to be necessary for 

healthy family functioning. 

Home Schooling 

The traditional public school education of elementary 

school age children has been challenged by a small but 

growing number of parents who are choosing to educate their 

children at home. This rapidly growing trend raises some 

interesting questions in regard to both the family system 

and the consequences for the child's development of an 

internal working model of attachment. 

A thorough search of the literature revealed that 

little empirical research has been done in the area of home 

schooling. However, descriptive articles, critiques, and 

case studies have covered various aspects of home schooling 

(Bumstead, 1979; Divoky, 1983; Holt, 1983; Lines, 1982; 

Ritter, 1979; Rust & Reed, 1980). What follows is a 
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summary of those articles. 

A subversive activity until recent legislation, home 

schooling has become a national movement with its own 

gurus, nationally distributed publications, and extensive 

support networks. A small but growing number of parents 

are choosing to educate their children at home. Estimates 

by home schoolers put the number at about 10,000 nationally 

(Divoky, 1983). 

Divoky (1983) viewed home schooling as being both 

revolutionary and reactionary. Revolutionary because it 

"flies in the face of established social order and 

reactionary because it means turning one's back on the 

larger society and on the time-honored assumption that 

parents and society share in the rearing of the young" (p. 

397). 

Perhaps the most difficult aspect of home schooling is 

the nonstop, year-in, year-out job itself. Even in the 

rare cases where two parents share the work, it is a 

psychologically and physically demanding task which can 

lead to feelings of isolation. Most often, however, the 

mother alone becomes the unpaid teacher in uncharted 

territory. One home educator says, "It is not a step taken 

lightly. Most parents are grateful to use the schools as a 

babysitting service. But because I am both educating and 

caring for my children, I have no time for myself, no 

break" (Divoky, 1983, p. 397). Another mother stated, 
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"service is the highest priority ... there's not much that I 

do alone" (Christian, 1985, p. 28). In regard to the issue 

of isolation, some home educators voiced the view that 

public school education is isolated or unrelated to "the 

reality of home, society, or real work" (Christian, 1985, 

p. 9). 

Despite the possibility of expensive and time 

consuming legal battles fraught with emotional stress, the 

parents remain a tough, determined group with a real 

pioneer spirit. These parents share a need to have some 

control over their childrens' learning and development. 

They are willing to be different, to take a socially 

unorthodo~ route to rearing the kind of children they want. 

Holt (1981) identified three primary reasons behind 

the home school movement including: parents assume that 

the responsibility for raising their children is theirs and 

not the governments; parents want to keep their child safe 

from mental, physical and spiritual harm; and parents enjoy 

being with their children and watching them learn and thus 

do not want to relinquish them to others. Other reasons 

given by parents for deciding to home educate their 

children are varied, as reflected in statements such as: 

"the school system is too rigid", "society and the schools 

are too technical and institutionalized", "my children can 

pick up dangerous ideas from sex education classes" and 

"public schools squash creativity and foster dullness" 
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(Divoky, 1983, p. 396-397). 

Still another reason given by parents to educate their 

children at home was negative peer influence. Many parents 

felt that the standards of conduct for interaction among 

children, which they believed are mainly set by the 

children themselves, allowed peer pressure to influence the 

children's lives to an unhealthy extent. One mother 

referred to peer influence as "peer dependency". She 

stated, "peer pressure has the overall effect of 

degenerating behavior". Another mother limited her 

daughter's contact with her peers, because she saw a marked 

decline in her daughter's ability to get along in the 

family after extended periods of timP with her peers. 

Other parents stated that experiences with siblings can 

replace interaction with peers. They expressed the view 

that the closeness which develops among siblings is much 

more important than the typical peer friendships. A mother 

stated, "siblings are all children need". These parents 

want the family members to depend upon one another rather 

than outsiders (Christian, 1985, pp. 13-38). 

The reasons for home schooling were varied and 

appeared to stem from the parents' own political, social or 

religious orientation. Although the various viewpoints 

tended to be either on the far "left" or far "right" of the 

mainstream, they were similar in that they expressed a 

desire to maintain control of their children's lives. One 
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home educator stated, "I want to have more control over my 

children's learning and development (social, emotional and 

moral)" (Divoky, 1983, p. 396). Another parent said, "we 

want individual authority, more control in what we consider 

our private lives - the education of our children" 

(Christian, 1985, p. 7). It appears that home educators 

have chosen to insulate their children from the mainstream 

of society by educating their children within a closed 

family system. 

Summary 

Although some researchers have alluded to the link 

between traditional theories of attachment used in child 

development and applicability of systems theory to this 

existing body of attachment research, no one has yet 

directly applied systemic principles to the study of 

attachment. Researchers typically have not looked at 

attachment from both the parental and child perspective. 

In addition, the importance of attachment in middle 

childhood has been overlooked, therefore, very little 

research involving attachment has been conducted during 

this stage of development. 

From infancy on, normal attachment development moves 

in a direction toward an ever-increasing degree of 

autonomy. This growth toward increased individuation leads 

to an independent attachment system instead of a dependency 
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attachment based upon parental approval. Therefore, it was 

anticipated that children from families with high levels of 

cohesion would display a high degree of dependency 

attachment whereas children from families with balanced 

levels of cohesion would display a functional balance 

between self-exposure and self-containment. 

If one assumes developmental changes in attachment 

come about through the interaction between changes within 

the child and/or the environment, then children who live 

and learn within a closed family system, with little 

opportunity for environmental or social stimulation, would 

be deprived of optimal attachment development. A more open 

family system, with flexible boundaries allowing for 

environmental input, would appear to enhance a child's 

chances of developing a balance between self-exposure and 

self-containment. 

The hypothesis of this study was that highly cohesive 

families could be viewed as a closed system and that this 

closure might be dysfunctional in that it fostered a 

dependency attachment for the child during middle childhood 

as opposed to a functional balance between.self-exposure 

and self-containment associated with optimal development. 

The first phase of this study assessed the level of family 

interaction patterns perceived by parents of home schooled 

children as well as parents of public schooled children 

from the same communities. Families that have elected to 
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home school their children were selected as a sub-sample 

population that would likely exhibit extreme levels of 

cohesion and adaptability and thus make it possible to tap 

the full range of cohesion. The second phase of this study 

assessed and compared the self-exposure and 

self-containment balance of children as related to the 

level of family cohesion perceived by mothers. 
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METHODS 

This research represented the first effort to study 

the influence of family interaction patterns on 

parent-child attachment in middle childhood. The study 

consrsted of two phases. In Phase I, Faces III was used to 

asse~s family interaction patterns. The self-exposure and 

self-containment balance of school-age children in these 

families was assessed in Phase II. 

Phase I 

Purpose 

The purpose of Phase I was to assess and compare the 

family interaction patterns of families who home educate 

and those who send their children to public schools. The 

interaction patterns included the dimensions of family 

cohesion and adaptability. 

Subjects 

The following criteria were established for 

participating .subjects/families: intact families, 

children in the age-range of 6-11, and home educated 

children must have been home schooled for at least one 

year. 

The Faces III questionnaire was mailed to a total of 

57 home schooled families. Twenty-four of these families 



- 21 -

were contacted through a home education association located 

in Virginia. The remaining 33 families were obtained 

through a purposive snowball technique. Seven families 

from the home school sample did not meet the criteria: 3 

families were not homeschooling at the present time; 2 did 

not have children in the designated age-range; and 2 were 

single parents. Thirty families refused to participate. 

Twenty families who currently educated their children at 

home returned their questionnaires and participated in the 

study. The fathers' and mothers' educational background 

were as follows: 2 mothers and 2 fathers completed high 

school; 6 mothers and 6 fathers had some college education; 

12 mothers and 10 fathers had a college degree(s) and the 

educational background for 2 fathers was unknown. The 

average number of years that each child had been home 

schooled was 2.6, with a range from 1 year to 5 years. 

Three of the families who were educating their children at 

home lived in urban areas. The remaining 17 families lived 

in several rural, southwest Virginia counties, with the 

majority residing in Floyd County. 

The public school sample was also obtained through a 

purposive snowball technique from the same geographic areas 

in which the home schooled children lived. Out of the 32 

families originally contacted for the public school sample, 

2 did not meet the criteria: 1 did not have children in 

the designated age-range and 1 was a single parent. Ten 
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families refused to participate. Out of the 32 Faces III 

questionnaires originally sent to families whose children 

attended public school, 20 questionnaires from the mothers 

and 18 questionnaires from the fathers were returned. The 

fathers' and mothers' educational background were as 

follows: 1 father had not completed high school; 5 mothers 

and 2 fathers completed high school; 7 mothers and 6 

fathers had some college education; 7 mothers and 9 fathers 

had a college degree(s) and the educational background was 

unknown for 1 mother and 2 fathers. 

Instrument and Scoring 

Faces III, developed by Olson, Portner, and Lavee 

(1985), was used in this study to measure the dimensions of 

family cohesion and adaptability from the parents' 

perspective (see Appendix A). Family cohesion, defined as 

the emotional bonding that family members have toward one 

another, assessed the degree to which family members were 

separated from or connected to their family. Specific 

concepts used to diagnose and measure the cohesion 

dimension included: emotional bonding, boundaries, 

coalitions, time, space, friends, decision-making, 

interests and recreation (Olson et al., 1985). 

Family adaptability (change) assessed the extent to 

which the family system was flexible and able to change. 

Family adaptability was defined as ''the ability of a family 

system to change its power structure, role relationships, 
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and relationship rules in response to situational and 

developmental stress" (Olson et al., 1985, p. 4). Specific 

concepts used to diagnose and measure the adaptability 

dimension included: family power (assertiveness, control 

and discipline), negotiation style, role relationships and 

relationship rules (Olson et al., 1985). 

The internal consistency and reliability, reported by 

Olson et al. (1985) for each dimension was .77 for cohesion 

and .62 for adaptability. The construct validity for Faces 

III, improved from earlier versions of the Faces 

instrument, was reported to be r=.03 between cohesion and 

adaptability. 

The scoring and administra~ion of Faces III followed 

the standardized procedures. The respondents were asked to 

determine, on a scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 

(almost always), how frequently the described behaviors 

occurred in his/her family. 

A perceived (how family members currently saw their 

family) and an ideal (how family members would like it to 

be) score for both cohesion and adaptability were obtained 

for both parents. Cohesion and adaptability scores were 

further categorized, according to Olson et al. (1985), into 

four possible response levels or areas of functioning. The 

categories and ranges of scores for cohesion were 

disengaged (10-34), separated (35-40), connected (41-45) 

and enmeshed (46-50). Adaptability categories included 
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rigid (10-19), structured (20-24), flexible (25-28) and 

chaotic (29-50). 

Procedures 

Both the mother and father were asked to complete the 

perceived and the ideal versions of the mailed 

questionnaire (see Appendix B for initial cover letter and 

general information sheet). The respondents were asked to 

return the questionnaire to the researcher in a 

self-addressed stamped envelope. Approximately three weeks 

after the initial contact was made, a follow-up letter was 

mailed to those who had not yet returned a completed 

questionnaire (see Appendix C). 

Research Question 

The specific question addressed in this phase of the 

study was: Do families of home schooled children differ 

from families who send children to public schools on the 

family interaction dimensions of cohesion and adaptability 

as measured by Faces III? 

Results 

Frequency distributions of the mothers' cohesion and 

adaptability scores for the home school and public school 

groups are shown in Tables 1 and 2 respectively. The 

rationale for using mothers' scores was based in part on 

the Main et al. (1985) finding that the child's emotional 

openness at age six was related to security of attachment 

with the mother, but not with the father. In addition, 
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Lewis, Beavers, Gossett, and Phillips (1976) reported that 

mothers were the first and the most likely family member to 

respond to problematic family interaction patterns. 

For purposes of analyses the disengaged and enmeshed 

(rigid and chaotic) categories were combined to form an 

extreme category and the separated and connected 

(structured and flexible) categories were ~ombined to 

create a balanced category. As discussed previously, the 

balanced levels of cohesion have been seen as being the 

most viable for healthy family functioning and the extreme 

categories as indicative of dysfunctional family 

interaction. 

Chi-square analyses revealed that the two groups did 

not differ significantly from one another on ideal or 

perceived cohesion nor on ideal and perceived adaptability. 

Four separate T-tests were conducted to compare the 

means of the two groups on the perceived and ideal cohesion 

and the perceived and ideal adaptability scores. None of 

the comparisons were statistically significant. Means and 

standard deviations are shown in Table 3. 



Disengaged 

Separated 

Connected 

Enmeshed 
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Table 1 

Frequency Distributions of Mothers' 

Cohesion Scores by Group 

Home School 

(N=20) 

Perceived Ideal 

0 

4 

10 

6 

0 

2 

8 

10 

Public School 

(N=20) 

Perceived Ideal 

2 

5 

9 

4 

0 

3 

13 

4 



Rigid 

Structured 

Flexible 

Chaotic 
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Table 2 

Frequency Distribution of Mothers' 

Adaptability Scores by Group 

Home School 

(N=20) 

Perceived Ideal 

3 

3 

5 

9 

0 

1 

4 

15 

Public School 

< ~1=20) 

Perceived Ideal 

2 

6 

8 

4 

0 

2 

2 

16 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Mothers' 

Faces III Scores by Group 

Ideal 

Cohesion 

Perceived 

Cohesion 

Ideal 

Adaptability 

Perceived 

Adaptability 

Home School 

(N=20) 

45.15 (3.23) 

43.45 (3.30) 

32.05 (4.58) 

27.45 (6.13) 

Public School 

(N=20) 

43.95 (2.40) 

41.80 (4.24) 

31.80 (4.81) 

25.10 (5.02) 
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Discrepancy scores were also calculated using the 

formula, 

~ (He-wet+ (HA-WA)"'-

provided by Olson, Portner, and Lavee (1985) where HC was 

husband's cohesion, WC was wife's cohesion, HA was 

husband's adaptability and WA was wife's adaptability. 

Two, separate-variance T-tests were conducted to 

compare the means of the 20 home school families' and the 

18 public school families' ideal and perceived discrepancy 

scores. The means for perceived discrepancy scores (x=5.50 

home school, and x=6.07 public school) did not differ 

3ignificantly. The comparison of the home school ideal 

discrepancy score (x=4.93) and the public school ideal 

discrepancy score (x=6.86) approached significance, ~=<.06. 

Phase II 

Purpose 

The purpose of Phase II was to determine the influence 

of family interaction patterns on the self-exposure and 

self-containment balance of children in middle childhood. 

Subjects 

Forty children from the 20-home schooled and the 

20-public schooled families participated in Phase II. In 

families with more than one child in the appropriate age 

range, only one child was selected as the subject. A total 
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of 18 boys (8 public schooled, 10 home schooled), with a 

mean age of 8.2 participated in this study. The total 

number of girls was 22 (12 public schooled and 10 home 

schooled) with a mean age of 9 years. 

Instrument 

The Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy version of the 

Klagsbrun-Bowlby (1976) adapted version of the Hansburg's 

Separation Anxiety Test was used to assess the child's 

overall self-exposure and self-containment balance. This 

test consisted of a series of six trace-drawings (from the 

original Klagsbrun-Bowlby stills from films made around 

1940) that depict children undergoing separations from 

their parents. The instrum~nt consisted of two 

corresponding sets of drawings, one for boys and one for 

girls. The sex of the child in the drawings differed to 

facilitate subject identification with the pictured child. 

Expressions were drawn to be neutral (See Appendix D for 

drawings). 

Three of the situations were considered mild and three 

strong. The specific situations portrayed and order of 

presentation are as follows: 

1. Parents go out for the evening leaving child at 

home (strong). 

2. The parents go away for the week-end, leaving the 

child with the aunt and uncle (strong). 

3. Child's first day at school; moment of parting 
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from parents (mild). 

4. Parents are going away for two weeks; prior to 

their leaving they give the child a gift (strong). 

5. While in the park the parents tell the child to 

run off and play for awhile. They want some time 

alone together to talk (mild). 

6. The parents tuck the child in bed and leave the 

room (mild). 

Responses to imagined separation experiences were 

designed to assess the child's internal representations of 

the presence or absence of the availability of his/her 

attachment figures. Just as infants have been found to 

take risks in exploring their environment with less fe~r 

when they are confident that their attachment figure is 

available, it was assumed that older children would be able 

to remain relaxed as they discussed potential separations 

if they had a secure "internalized" image of their 

attachment figures as accessible (Kaplan, 1984). 

Using this measure Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy (1985) and 

Kaplan (1984) demonstrated a high correlation between the 

secure attachment phenomenon in infancy and the security in 

attachment relationships (especially to the mother) 

implicit in emotional openness in 5-and 6-year-olds. 

No reliability or validity information was reported 

for this instrument by the authors, Main et al. (1985). 



Procedures 

Warm-up 
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Prior to administering the test the researcher and 

child spent some time (approximately 10-15 minutes) talking 

casually. This was done in the child's home away from the 

other family members. During this time the child played 

with a puzzle game called Shape Up. The casual 

conversation and fun activity helped establish rapport so 

the child felt comfortable enough to openly discuss 

feelings about separation with the examiner. The session 

was audiotaped and the tapes were transcribed. 

Test Introduction 

The researcher gave the child the following 

introduction: These are a bunch of pictures of boys and 

girls who are about your age, and their Moms and Dads are 

going away for different periods of time. I found a lot of 

parents worry about how their children feel when they go 

away and I thought it would be a good idea to ask childrP.n 

how they think children feel when their parents go away 

(Kaplan, 1985). 

Jest Administration 

"In order to create an atmosphere which was not 

test-like, the procedure was done slowly and conversational 

style was followed. This allowed the emotionally 

expressive child to add feelings spontaneously and help the 

shy child to feel more at ease with the researcher" 
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(Kaplan, 1985, p. 12). 

Children were shown the pictures, one by one, and were 

told the situation pertaining to each picture. Following 

the presentation of each picture the children were asked, 

"How do you think the boy/girl in the picture feels?". If 

children said they did not know or were silent, the 

researcher asked again in various ways (e.g. "take a guess, 

or, "have any ideas?"). Usually children gave at least one 

spontaneous response. The researcher gave at least three 

prompts when the child failed to respond to the question 

(Kaplan, 1985). 

Next, the examiner presented the 15 questions 

regarding f~eling responses suggested by Klagsbrun and 

Bowlby (1976). The researcher explained that there were no 

right or wrong answers. The specific "feeling" questions 

were as follows: 

1. Does the boy/girl feel lonely? 

2. Does he/she feel sad? 

3. Does he/she feel his/her parents are mad at 

him/her? 

4. Does he/she feel that if he or she had been a 

good boy/girl it would not have happened? 

5. Does he/she feel angry? 

6. Does he/she feel it's someone else's fault? 

7. Does he/she feel fine? 

8. Does he/she feel it's not really happening? 
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9. Does he/she feel like hiding away? 

10. Does he/she feel that he/she just doesn't care? 

11. Does he/she feel like something bad is going to 

happen? 

12. Does he/she feel afraid? 

13. Does he/she have a tummy ache? 

14. Does he/she feel hungry? 

15. Does he/she feel like he/she is going to have a. 

good time.? 

The "feeling" cards were given in random order for 

pictures l, 2, 4 and 6. Pictures 3 and 5, both of which 

are milder separation experiences, were not used during 

this part. The cards were usually reshuffled by the 

children to facilitate further involvement and comfort. 

After the above "feeling" questions, the researcher 

then asked, for each of the six separation situations, 

"What does the little boy or girl in the picture do?". If 

the child said he/she did not know or was silent, the 

researcher asked again in various ways (i.e., "Well, what 

do you think he/she might do?", or "Just take a guess on 

what he or she will do."). 

These administration procedures differed from Kaplan's 

procedures (1985). Kaplan presented each picture only 

once, first asking the open-ended feel question (part 1), 

then asking the 15 "feeling" response questions on the 

cards (omitting the cards for pictures 3 and 5)(part 2) and 
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finally asking the question, "What would the girl/boy in 

the picture do?" (part 3). 

To alleviate any anxiety the child may have 

experienced during the separation task he/she was given the 

opportunity to hear his/her own recorded voice. This 

almost always brought about much laughter that the child 

and researcher shared. 

Scoring 

All transcripts were scored by two raters working 

independently, one being blind to the hypothesis of this 

phase of the study. A Pearson product-moment correlation 

of the overall security scores was conducted. The result 

was r=.85, ~=<.0001. Discrepancies were resolved by 

discussion. The collaborated scores for each child were 

used in analyses. 

The scoring procedure followed Kaplan's (1985) system 

of using two scales: the Solutions Scale (see Appendix E) 

and the Overall Security in Response to Imagined Separation 

(see Appendix F). The Solutions Scale was used to assess 

the ways in which children coped with imagined separations. 

The Overall Security Scale assessed the degree to which the 

child maintained "a balance between attachment and 

self-reliance, a balance which is expressed in the 

qualitative pattern of a child's verbal response to the 

entire test experience" (Kaplan, 1985, p. 9). 
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Solutions Scale 

The Solutions Scale was scored prior to the Overall 

Security Scale because the latter presumed knowing about 

constructive and unconstructive responses. It was coded 

from verbatim transcribed answers to the question, 'what 

would a child do?' in response to four of the parent-child 

separation situations. Responses were scored only for 

those separation situations which emphasized parental 

departure (pictures 1-4). Separation situations which 

allowed parental proximity were excluded, e.g. picture 5 -

'child is asked to play in the park with parents present 

and picture 6 - 'child is tucked into bed'. 

The scale, ranging from 1 (low level solution) to 9 

(high level solution), was organized into three response 

categories: constructive solution, no solution and 

negative solution (see Appendix F). 

The Overall Security Scale 

The Overall Security Scale was coded from verbatim 

transcribed answers to the question, 'how do you think the 

girl/boy in the picture feels?' for all six of the 

parent-child separation situations. The Overall Security 

score reflected the entire transcript, including how well 

the child attended to the test, interruptions, sighs and 

long silences. 

A 9-point scoring system, with midrange points (e.g. 

7.5), for the Overall Security in Response to Imagined 
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Separations, was organized into five categories: very 

secure, secure, neither secure nor insecure, insecure, and 

very insecure. A sample transcript from this study (see 

Appendix G) illustrates the scoring procedure. 

Research Question 

The specific research question addressed in Phase II 

of this study was: 

Is there a difference in the self-exposure and 

self-containment balance of children whose families were 

classified extreme as compared with children from families 

with balanced interaction patterns? 

Results 

To determine the influence of extreme and balanced 

family types on the overall emotional openness and the 

two-week separation solution scores of the children, two, 

separate-variance T-tests were used. As shown in Table 4, 

the group means did not differ significantly. 

Overall Security scores ranged from 1.5 to 8.5 for 

extreme family types and 5.5 to 8.5 for balanced family 

types. The range for Collaborated Solution for the 

two-we~k separation score was 3.0 to 8.0 and 6.0 to 9.0 for 

children from the extreme and balanced family types 

respectively. 

A separate-variance T-test was used to determine if 

childrens' Overall Security scores differed according to 

the level of discrepancy (based on a median split) observed 
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Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations of Overall 

Security and Collaborated Solution Score 4 by Family Type 

Overall Security 

Scores 

Collaborated 

Solution for two-

week separation 

Extreme 

(N=12) 

6.08 (2.49) 

6.92 (1.93) 

Balanced 

(N=28) 

7.36 (.93) 

7. 63 ( . 69) 
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between mothers' and fathers' perceived family functioning. 

The analysis revealed that the groups did not differ 

significantly. Children from families with high 

discrepancy scores had a mean overall security score of 

7.24 whereas children from families with low discrepancy 

scores had a mean of 6.68 for overall security. 

The discrepancy scores of the 12 families classified 

as extreme were ranked. Children in the families scoring 

below the median for the discrepancy scores had an Overall 

Security mean score of 6.33. Whereas, children whose 

parents' discrepancy scores were above the median had a 

mean score of 5.83. 

A series of separate-variance T-tests were conducted 

to determine differences between the home and public 

schooled children on the overall emotional openness score, 

the solution score for the school separations situation and 

the solution score for the two-week separation. As shown 

in Table 5, the group means did not differ significantly. 

Overall Security scores ranged from 1.5 to 8.5 for 

home schooled children and 2.0 to 8.5 for public schooled 

children. The range for tollaborated Solution for school 

separation score were 3.0 to 9.0 and 6.0 to 9.0 for the 

home schooled and public schooled children respectively. 

The Collaborated Solution score for the two-week separation 

ranged from 3.0 to 8.0 for home schooled and 6.0 to 9.0 for 

public schooled. 
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Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations of Overall 

Security and Collaborated Solution Scores 3 and 4 by Group 

Overclll Security 

Scores 

Collaborated 

Solution Score for 

school separation 

Collaborated 

Solution Score for 

two-week separation 

Home School 

(N=20) 

7.03 (1.77) 

7.25 (1.43) 

7.18 (1.53) 

Public School 

(N=20) 

6.93 (1.54) 

7.68 (.80) 

7.65 (.76) 
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DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the first phase of this study was to 

compare interaction patterns of families who educated their 

children at home and those who sent their children to 

public school. Based on the literature it was predicted 

that home school families would display more extreme levels 

of cohesion and adaptability than families who sent their 

children to public school. Although the differences were 

not statistically significant, the frequencies and the 

direction of mean scores found jn this study support this 

notion. 

It appears that even though the home school subjects 

shared the characteristic of educating their children at 

home they were not a homogeneous group on the family 

interaction variables and thus did not differ greatly from 

other families in the same community. It may be that the 

area from which most of the sample was drawn has attracted 

families who value close family relationships regardless of 

whether or not they chose to send their children to public 

school. Future studies are needed to clarify this finding. 

Such studies should be expanded to include urban 

populations and those who elect to send their childre11 to 

private schools (another form of closure). 
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Furthermore, the high refusal rate among the home 

schooled families may have contributed to the 

nonsignificant findings. The families who refused may have 

held quite different views and values. Their refusal to 

participate may have been indicative of closed family 

systems. Therefore, the range of the home schooled family 

functioning scores may have been restricted. 

The purpose of the second phase of this study was to 

assess the influence of family interaction patterns on the 

self-exposure and self-containment balance of children in 

middle childhood. The primary comparison was between 

extreme and balanced family types on the self-exposure and 

self-containment balance of school-age children. Although 

the mean differences were in the predicted direction with 

children from balanced families scoring higher there were 

no statistically significant differences between the two 

groups for the Overall Security score or for the 

Collaborated Solution for the two-week separation. As the 

standard deviations indicate the extreme group displayed 

greater variability. A possible explanation for lack of 

difference between the extreme and balanced groups comes 

from Olson et al. (1985) who stated that extreme type 

families can possibly function effectively, developing and 

maintaining healthy familial relationships if all family 

members are in agreement. The finding which involved the 

ranking of the 12 families classified as extreme and the 
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childrens' Overall Security mean scores paired with their 

parents' discrepancy scores confirms Olson et al. (1985) 

statement that extreme type families can function well if 

all familiy members agree. 

Still another reason for the lack of statistical 

significance may have been the global nature of Faces III. 

Incidental observations by the examiner of the families 

indicated parenting styles seemed to differentiate between 

the children scoring high and low on overall security. 

Future studies need to systematically assess the parents' 

style of interaction (e.g., authoritative, authoritarian 

and permissive) with their children. 

In general, these findings did not support the notion 

that families who home educated their children represented 

closed systems and that such closure in family functioning 

was dysfunctional. 

However, the results of the study must be interpreted 

with caution because of the previously discussed difference 

in administration procedures and the ages of the children 

in this sample. It is possible that the difference in the 

administration procedure altered the responses given by the 

children. Further, given the Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy 

(1985) version of the Separation Anxiety Test was designed 

for children between the ages of 4 and 7 years of age it is 

possible it was not appropriate for children ranging in age 

from 6 to 11. However, the Main et al. adaptation of 
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Hansburg's Separation Anxiety Test (1972) was primarily in 

the form of omitting the most severe separation situations 

(e.g. the death of the parent) and the original Hansburg's 

Separation Anxiety Test was designed for adolescents, 11 to 

17 years of age. To determine if age was a factor, post 

hoc analysis of age differences (using a median split) 

revealed that, in this study, the younger childrens' mean 

(x=6.48) and the older childrens' mean (x=7.48) scores for 

overall security differed significantly at the .05 level. 

Thus older childrens' scores may have altered the findings. 

In all likelihood attachment in middle childhood 

extends beyond the separation situation and the family. 

That is, parentAl separation anxiety may not have been a 

developmentally appropriate measure of attachment in middle 

childhood and may have resulted in the lack of significant 

differences between the groups compared in this study. 

Efforts to further an understanding of attachment in middle 

childhood need to focus on the development of expanded 

measures of attachment including peers and additional 

contexts. 
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PLEASE READ THE STATEMENTS AND DECIDE FOR EACH ONE HOW FREQUENT, DNA 
SCALE THAT RANGES FRON 1 I ALMOST NEVER) TO 5 (ALMOST ALWAYS), THE 
DESCRIBED BEHAVIOR OCCURS IN YOUR FAMILY. 

IT IS IMPORTANT THAT BOTH PARENTS COMPLETE BOTH VERSIONS OF THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE INDIVIDUALLY. 

2 5 1 
ALMOST NEVER ONCE IN AWHILE SOMETIMES 

4 
FREQUENTLY ALMOST ALWAYS 

DESCRIBE YOUR FAMILY NOW: 

1. Family members ask each other for help. 

2. In solving problems, the children's suggestions are 
followed. 

~. We approve of each other's friends. 

4. Children have a say in their discipline. 

5. We like to do things with just our immediate family. 

6. Different persons act as leaders in our family. 

7. Family members feel closer to other family members than 
to people outside the family. 

8. Our family changes its way of handling tasks. 

9. Family members like to spend free time with each other. 

10. Parent is) and children discuss punishment together. 

11. Family members feel very close to each other. 

12. The children make the decisions in our family. 

13. When our family gets together for activities, everybody 
is present. 

14. Rules change in our family. 

15. We can easily think of things to do t;gether as a 
family. 

16. We shift household responsibilities from person to 
person. 

17. Family members consult other family members on their 
decisions. 

18. It is hard to identify the leader(s) in our family. 

19. Family togetherness is very important. 

20. It is hard to tell who does which household chores. 
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PLEASE READ THE STATEMENTS AND DECIDE FOR EACH ONE HOW FREQUENT, ON A 
SCALE THAT RANGES FROM 1 I ALMOST NEVER> TO 5 (ALMOST ALWAYS> 1 THE 
DESCRIBED BEHAVIOR OCCURS IN YOUR FANILY. 

IT IS IMPORTANT THAT BOTH PARENTS COMPLETE BOTH VERSIONS OF THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE INDIVIDUALLY. 

2 
ALMOST NEVER ONCE IN AimLE 

3 
SOMETIMES 

•1 
FREQUENTLY 

IDEALLY, HOW WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR FAMILY TO BE: 

21. Family members ~ould ask each other for help. 

ALMOST AUJAYS 

22. In solving problems, the children's suggestions would be 
fellowed. 

23. We would approve of each other's friends. 

24. The children would have a say in their discipline. 

25. We would like to do things with just our immediate family. 

26. Different persons would act as leaders in our family. 

27. Family members would feel closer to each other than to 
people outside the family. 

28. Our family would change its way of handling tasks. 

29. Family members would like to spend free time with each 
other. 

30. 

31 • 

Parent ls) and children wculd discuss punishment 
together. 

Family members would feel very close to each other. 

Children wculd make the decisions in our family. 

33. When our family got together, everybcdy would be present. 

34. Rules would change in our family. 

35. We would easily think of things to do together as a 
family. 

36. We would shift household responsibilities from person to 
person. 

37. Family members would consult each other on their 
decisions. 

38. We would kno~ who the leader ls) was in our family. 

39. Family togetherness would be very important. 

40. We could tell ~ho does which household chores. 



APPENDIX B 

Cover Letter and General Information Sheet 

Page 52 



Department of Family 
and Child Development 
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VIRGINIA TECH 
Wallan· Annl·x 

Bl,11.:k.~hurg. Virginia 2·10(1 I · 8299 
('"'O :~ ) <)(1 I--+ '79-+ or -+ -9.:; 

February, 1986 

We are contacting you in regard to your participation in a study 
of the interaction between parents and school age children. Your 
cooperation will help to provide a bette,r understanding of the 
relationships and interactional behavior within the family. 

The questionnaires which are enclosed are about the way your 
family members normally interact. In order for the results to give an 
accurate picture of family life, it is important tb.at every 
questionnaire be filled out completely and retu:rned as soon as 
possible. There are two questionnaires included in this package. 
They are to be completed independently by each parent. 

Also enclosed is a £01:m requesting general information which is 
necessary for the selection of children to be involved in the second 
phase of the study. If selected we wi.11 contact you to arrange a 
convenient time and place to meet with your child. The children will 
be asked to respond to a series of 6 stories with pictures about 
family relationships. 

This study will be caiducted in a way that will assure complete 
privacy and confidentiality. The identity of those who participate 
will be held confidential in all reports of this study. 

Results of the study will be avail.able upon request to all those 
who participate. 

If you have any questions or desire more inf onnation prior to 
your participation, please contact the researcher through the 
Department of Family and Child Development (961-6148) and ask for 
Freddie Howell or Dr. Janet Sawyers. 

If you choose to not participate in this research, please return 
the questionnaires to me in the enclosed envelope. 

Respectfully, 

Freddie Howell 

Dr. Janet Sawyers 

Virginia Polytcdmic lnstitutc and 5c2te University 



MOTHER'S NAME: 

FATHER'S NAME: 

HOME ADDRESS: 

- 54 -

GENERAL INFORMATION 
(please print) 

--------------------
--------------------
---------------------

PHONE (home): ---------
(business) : ---------

WHAT IS THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED BY MOTHER (years 
completed or degree received): 

WHAT IS THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED BY FATHER (years 
completed or degree received): 

PLEASE UST THE AGES OF ALL CHILDREN CURRENTLY LIVING AT HOME: 

BOYS: GIRLS: _______ _ 

IF CHILD(REN) WERE PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM WHICH 
SCHOOL WOULD THEY BE ATTENDING? 
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Department of Family 
and Child Development 

Dear Parents, 
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VIRGINIA TECH 

February 26, 1986 

Wallat:1: Annex 
Rl:1t:kshurg. Virginia l-106 I · 8l99 

c-o:n 961--+79-+ or-+-9:; 

We are writing to you about our study of the interaction 
between parents and school age children. We have not yet 
received your questionnaires. In the event that your question-
naires have been-mailed recently, please accept our sincere 
appreciation. 

The number of parents who have returned the questionnaires 
is very encouraging. But, whether we will be able to describe 
accurately the relationships and interactional behavior within 
the family depends upon you and other parents who have not yet 
responded. This is because our past experiences suggest that 
those of you who have not yet sent in your questionnaires may 
hold quite different views of family relationships than those 
who have. 

This is the first study of this type that has ever been 
done. Therefore, the results are important to many people like 
yourselves who educate their children at home. The usefulness 
of our results depends on how accurately we are able to describe 
the interactional behavior between parents and home schooled 
children. 

Your contribution to the success of this study will be 
greatly appreciated. 

Most sincerely, 

Freddie Howell 

Dr. Janet Sawyers 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
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Separation Situation Pictures for Girls 

GIRL 1 

GIRL 3 

GIRL 5 

-·---- ·- ·---
~~ fJ 

- I 
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GIRL 2 

GIRL 4 

GIRL 6 
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BOY 1 · BOY 2 

BOY 3 BOY 4 

BOY 5 BOY 6 
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SOLUTIONS SCORING SYSTEM 

The child's response to "What will the pictured child do?" 

This entire system of scoring is taken verbatim from 

Nancy Kaplan (personal communication, April, 1986). 

Children can attempt to solve this problem by 

preventing the separation or by imagining constructive or 

positive activities during the parents' absence. They can 

also imagine only passive activities, respond that they do 

not know what the child could do, or show real difficulty 

in r~sponding to the problem or providing a solution at 

all. Finally, they can imagine negative activities in 

which they will engage during the parents' absence, imagine 

actions which will increase the distance between parent and 

child or decrease the parents' accessibility or even 

imagine death of child or of parent. 

Constructive Solutions. The child presented with the 

problem of parental leavetaking is imagined as 1) acting to 

prevent it or to decrease its likelihood through an 

immediate exhibition of attachment behavior or through an 

attempt to alter the parents' plans, or 2) the child is 

imagined as engaging in complex or simple activities which 

are positive in nature. Thus, either the child shows 
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classic attachment behavior, receiving in this case the 

highest score (Bowlby, 1969) or the child shows a developed 

or imagined tolerance for enduring the separation from the 

parent with confidence and with a continuing capacity for 

enjoyment (Bowlby, 1969). 

9. Regain or attempt to regain parents, or attempt to 

prevent leavetaking. 

The child acts to decrease the likelihood of the parents' 

leavetaking, or attempts to prevent it. This includes 

direct and immediate exhibitions of attachment behavior 

("Cry", "Cry and stamp feet"), acts which might alter the 

parents' plans ("He'll ask if he could go with them, and if 

they say yes, he will", "Just ?.s they are going out the 

door, she'll say 'Mom and Dad, my stomach hurts'"), and 

other acts which accept the existence of the problem of 

parental leavetaking, but which prevent separation ("She'll 

just hide in the back of the car, and when they are gone 

away, they'll find her there with 'em"). 

Note this is distinguished from "Magical Solutions" in 

which a child avoids the problem of separation by denying 

its existence (see score 4). 

8. Complex constructive activities in which no attempt to 

regain the parents or prevent separation is made. 

The child engages in complex or simple multiple activities 

which are positive in nature. These may be independent 

("Run out to the woods and build a fort") or may involve 
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others (Get her aunt to come in and play card games with 

her for a few days" ) . 

Note that a child of this age may be imagining activities 

which are beyond the reach of a 5-year olds developmental 

level (building a fort alone, taking cable cars across the 

city), but if these are positive, a high score is given for 

the child's sense that a happy or positive internalizen 

independence will help the child throughout the separation. 

7. Simple activities which are positive. 

The child gives a brief, simple answer such as "Play". If 

multiple positive answers are given, score as 8. Other 

simple positive answers include "Probably get a babysitter" 

and "Do anything, just anything he could think of". While 

imagined actions are not complex, the child is still seen 

as active. 

No Solution. The child's "solution" to parental 

leavetaking is overtly passive; the child responds "I don't 

know" or the child exhibits difficulty with the question 

through any of several means. These responses cannot be 

termed constructive solutions of any kind nor can they be 

considered destructive activities involving negative 

outcomes. 
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6. Passive response. 

The child's response, although superfically an attempted 

solution, suggests substantial passivity with respect to 

parental leavetaking. This includes responses such as "Lay 

down", "Do nothing", "Just stay home and watch T.V.", "Go 

to sleep", etc. It also includes responses to separation 

which are sheerly emotional in nature ("Be sad", "Be 

happy"), or which suggest no action at all with respect to 

activities during separation ("Say goodbye"). 

5. Child states he/she has no solution. 

These are largely simple responses of "I don't know". The 

child persists responding that he/she does not know, or has 

no answer, or may alternate stating "I don't know" with 

silence. 

4. Difficulity in stating solution or in recognizing 

problem. 

This score contains responses of many types which have in 

common overt or hidden difficulty in responding. Four 

types of responses fit within this category: 

a. Magical solutions. The child denies that a 

problem requiring a solution has been presented. The child 

will say "They're all going together" or "He's going with 

them" implying that the separation would never occur. This 

is different from children who receive a high score for 

acknowledging a separation has occurred and then specifying 

how they may regain contact with the parents, e.g., "He 
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will try and follow his parents in his bicycle" or "She 

will try to get her parents to let her come". 

b. Nonsense verbal additions or interruptions to 

solutions. The child uses nonsense language to accompany 

or to express what the child will do. This includes 

extreme repetition ("play, play, play, play"), nonsense 

words preceding an answer which might otherwise qualify for 

a solution score ("arf, ark, didididi, cry"), or in 

general, nonsense words or "dirty" language which precede, 

accompany or interrupt a solution. Include only where 

these words or nonsense sentence-forms are part of the 

solution response, suggesting difficulty in giving the 

response in itself. A child who, having given a solution, 

sings to himself or imitates noises of toys in the room is 

not given this score. 

c. Contradictory solutions. The child gives 

irrational, contradictory answers. The nature of these 

answers is not simply imaginative (run away and build a 

fort) but illogical in the sense of being contradictory and 

impossible (the child gives co-existing statements which 

could not both be possible). For example, Child: "Get her 

aunt to come in". Examiner: "Get her aunt to come in?" 

Child: "Yeah, stay home alone and go to sleep". Examiner: 

"Stay home alone? With her aunt?". Child: "No. She's 

gonna get her aunt to come stay while her parents are gone 

so she can be alone". 
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d. Overt difficulty in responding which goes beyond 

"I don't know. For example, "I don't wanna answer this 

question" as the first response to the examiner, or, "I 

don't know" followed by "I don't feel like doing this". Do 

not give this score if the child has given a constructive 

solution (or even a passive solution), but says on 

continuing to be presed that he/she does not want to 

continue to answer. What is important here is the 

immediate expression of difficulty or resistance. 

Negative responses. The child's imagined activities during 

separation are negative or destructive; or, the child 

imagines events which will decrease child-?arent proximity 

or reduce access; or, the child imagines the death of child 

or of parent. 

3. Destructive activities which do not directly reduce 

child-parent access, or which do not directly harm the 

parent. 

These include destroying objects; even objects belonging to 

the parent, and being "bad" towards or destructive with or 

towards the substitute caregiver, or simply being 

destructive or "bad" in general (Note: Do not include here 

a child who simply worries about being good, or not being 

bad or misbehaving with the substitute caregiver. 

Statements of this type may be derived from direct parental 

instruction. These negative scores are given only when the 
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child actually describes negative activities.). 

2. Actions which decrease child-parent accessibility or 

increase parent-child distance. 

The child states that the pictured child will be locked 

into the house, or will be locked out of the house, or will 

find a fence surrounding the house, etc. These responses 

suggest difficulty of access. Or, the child states that 

the pictured child will "runaway", but either does not know 

where the child will go, or states that the child will go 

"somewhere, I don't know", or will "runaway to China". 

(These "runaway" responses contain no constructive solution 

indicative of the child's ability to provide its own 

happiness, and simply further the distance between the 

child and parent.). 

1. Pictured child is killed, kills self or parents are 

killed or are killed by child. 

This response is given a still lower rating because the 

imagined separation is permanent. 

*Rules for determining score from multiple responses: 

a. Responses which contain no difficulty and no 

negative solution (i.e., responses which contain no 

statement qualifying for 4, 3, 2 or 1) are given the 

highest score for which they qualify. 

b. Responses indicative of difficulty in responding 
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or which contain negative solutions (i.e., responses which 

contain statements qualifying for 4, 3, 2 or 1) are given 

the lowest score for which they qualify. 

c. "Runaway" responses must be examined carefully. 

Only simple runaway responses, where the child is imagined 

as having nowhere to go or engaging in no activities, 

receive low scores. Responses which begin with "Runaway" 

but which are imaginatively elaborated receive or can 

receive a high score as solution. 
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OVERALL SECURITY SCORING SYSTEM 

This entire system of scoring is taken verbatim from 

Nancy Kaplan (personal communication, April, 1986). 

-Security is reflected within this task by children who 

can verbalize feelings of vulnerability in relation to 

being separated and at the same time imagine resources to 

cope with the stress of such an experience. Seemingly, 

these children can imagine feelings of sadness, loneliness, 

anger and fear without experiencing overwhelming tension or 

conflict. Though they may be distressed, such discomfort 

is not so great as to interfere with the child's ability to 

speak in an elaborate and modulated way. They are able to 

imagine constructive solutions to this stressful experience 

(see Solutions Scale, Appendix E) rather than avoidant, 

disorganized or overly self-reliant ones. In sum, these 

children are able to have access to feelings of needing and 

missing those close to them while maintaining an integrated 

and convincingly independent sense of self-control. 

While secure children are quite similar in that they 

can discuss angry, sad or lonely feelings in a 

well-modulated way, those who are not secure find a variety 

of ways to express their difficulties and insecurities. In 

general, for insecure children, some kind of imbalance 
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between self-exposure and self-containment exists. Some 

seemingly insecure children do express emotional 

vulnerability, but additionally show verbal signs of 

excessive anxiety, conflict or resistance. In other 

insecure children, overt anxiety and conflict seem absent. 

Their responses seem to suggest invulnerabilty. 

There seem to be four primary ways in which a child's 

insecurity manifests itself during this task. Some 

children are markedly withholding. They do not 

spontaneously express any open-ended feelings and 

frequently respond to the examiner in a passive way, saying 

'I don't know' or being silent for long periods of time. 

Other children are actively resistant and simply refuse to 

do the task. They explicitly say they don't want to do it 

anymore, so that the task is terminated. 

Insecure children who are able to complete the task 

without resistance tend to be either extremely self-reliant 

children or merely distressed and disorganized. 

Self-reliant children rarely suggest that the pictured 

child has vulnerable feelings. In combination with 

maneuvers which seem to deny the pain of the situation, 

these children may express a controlled inability to cope. 

Disorganized children also deny the imagined child's 

vulnerability of feelings in response to separation, but 

instead of maintaining control through their denial, they 

become increasingly out of control. Finally, some insecure 
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children use inappropriate language or try to hurt the 

examiner's feelings . 

.a.._ Very Secure. A marvelous sense of security in being 

emotionally open predominates in this group of children. 

They are able to imagine the pictured child's feelings in 

response to separations without becoming distressed or 

disorganized. As such, they possess a balance between 

self-exposure and self-containment, and give the impression 

of remaining relaxed and integrated. Children with a 

rating of (9) are further identified by most of the 

following: 

a. Au ability to verbalize feelings of either 

loneliness, sadness, fear or anger for most of the 

separation experiences and an ability to offer reasons for 

these emotions (Note: It is considered quite appropriate 

to express projected feelings of anger if it is direct, 

limited and focused, and is clearly related to feelings of 

being separated. Only when anger is expressed out of 

context or is intensely violent is it considered 

worrisome.). 

b. The ability to offer constructive ways of coping 

with most of the separation situations. The ways of coping 

can involve play, seeking personal support or parental 

reunification or being mad in a focused contained way. 

c. The child is able to go through the task with 
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minimal resistance, withdrawal or stress. He/she may say 

'I don't know' once or twice, or provide an emotionally 

relevant diversion; or, the experience may be fatiguing and 

the child may say 'How much more', or 'I'm tired' once or 

twice. However, he/she never gives up on completing the 

task in a full and elaborate way. 

d. The child seems easily to share his/her thoughts, 

feelings or own experiences regarding separation with the 

examiner, giving the impression of a strong sense of "I" or 

self. 

1.... Secure. These children still fall within the solid, 

open, secure range. They express feel.ings of sadness, 

loneliness, fear and anger for almost all the separation 

experiences, and their ways of coping with separation are 

mostly constructive. However, these children are somewhat 

lacking in one of the characteristics described above. For 

example: 

a. Some expressions of vulnerability are not fully 

elaborated or justified. 

b. Either subtle signs of insecurity or diffuse signs 

of sadness emerge in the content of their responses or some 

of their solutions are low level or questionably 

constructive. 

c. Some resistance is present in portions of the 

task. The child may say 'I don't know' several times in 
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response to questions and probes and appear periodically 

distracted, making diversions which are not relevant to the 

separation situations. 

~ Neither secure nor insecure. These children may 

elaborate some vulnerable feelings or perform the task with 

minimal resistance, but they are clearly not as secure as 

those receiving higher scores. They may seem emotionally 

open, but combine this openness with signs of real distress 

or with resistance. On the other hand, they may be quite 

cooperative, but an essential poverty of response may be 

present. In sum, the imbalance between openness and 

self-containment is more marked in these children. 

As an example, ratings of (5) would be given when: 

a. The child expresses or elaborates vulnerable 

feelings but does so with marked resistance. The child 

either takes frequent small breaks or one long break, or 

may resist many of the examiner's probes, saying 'I don't 

know' frequently. 

b. The child goes through the task with impressive 

cooperativeness and smoothness but expresses only minimal 

amounts of vulnerability. He/she may express some feelings 

of sadness and loneliness and have moderately constructive 

ways of coping with separations, but there is a 

sterotypical quality to the child's responses. In sum, the 

child's responses, though often appropriate, lack 
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spontaneity and emotional richness. 

c. The child may express or elaborate vulnerable 

feelings and offer constructive solutions for most of the 

separation situations, but the child reveals signs of 

insecurity in both the style and content of his/her 

responses. He/she may also express feelings of anxiety 

which are not appropriate to the situation, or some of 

his/her ways of coping are passive or unconstructive. 

~ Insecure. These children manage to complete the task, 

or most of the task (4-5 pictures), but the judge may find 

the content or style of these children's responses somewhat 

worrisome. They may reveal a quality of unhappiness, 

anger, or defensiveness which, though perhaps provoked by 

the task, far exceeds the vulnerabilities of resistances 

normally expected by it. For example: 

a. The child may express vulnerable feelings for a 

portion of the situations but the content of some of the 

child's feelings responses may reveal a disturbed kind of 

defensiveness such that his vulnerable feelings are 

sometimes denied i.e., "happy" for the severe sepa:i;-ations 

and "sad" for the milder separations, 

and 

most of the child's solutions seem quite unconstructive. 

The child's coping style may be weak ('don't know'), 

evasive ('runaway') or quite destructive ('mess everything 
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up'). These responses seem either passive and lost or 

angry in a violent and extremely aggressive way. 

b. Some children do not provide content which is 

worrisome but exhibit a kind of resistance which expresses 

a desire to avoid doing the task totally. They not only 

frequently respond to the examiner's questions and probes 

with er don't know~. but say er don't want to do this 

anymore' several times. Though they manQge to complete the 

task, these children are qualitatively different from those 

who in the process of doing the task complain and express 

the stress of being open, saying <I'm tired' or show 

reticence to tell all their feelings, such as 'That's all 

on that one'. 

1..... Very insecure. These children are the most worrisome in 

the sample. Their responses indicate an extreme denial or 

struggle to avoid the emotions associated with separation. 

This pattern manifests itself in the form of extreme 

withholding or resistance, exaggerated self-reliance, or 

regressive, out of control behavior. For example: 

a. Withholding children are impenetrable in a quiet 

polite way. They are frequently silent or say 'I don't 

know' in response to all the examiner's questions, and they 

never spontaneously express open-ended feelings or 

solutions. Their resistance is markedly passive. 

b. Resistant children actively refuse to do the task 
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and rarely get beyond 1 or 2 pictures. 

c. Overly self-reliant children hold strongly to a 

position of invulnerability and independence, insisting 

they will be fine in all situations. They never 

spontaneously express vulnerable feelings and go through 

the task with a conspicuous absence of resistance or 

stress. Such children may reveal strain by being unable to 

offer constructive coping solutions. 

d. Disorganized, out-of-control children have great 

difficulty maintaining control during the test. They deny 

the pictured child's feelings, insisting the child 'feels 

nothing' or 'feels good' or 'likes to be alone'. These 

children become increasingly hysterical or disoreanized. 

Their lack of control is often directly addressed to the 

examiner in verbally or physically aggressive behavior and 

is not only contained within the test. 
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COMPLETE TRANSCRIPT 

Picture #1 
E: Feel? 
C: Scared. 

(with all coded scores identified) 

E: Why do you think she'd feel scared? 
C: I'd be afraid I'd get kidnapped. 
E: Get kidnapped? . 
C: ( she nods) 
E: Do you think she'd have any other kind of feelings? 
C: I don't know. 

Picture #2 
E: Feel? 
C: Bored. 
E: Tell me about that. 
C: Well, I don't know, well, they could play games with 

yo11. 
E: Would that make it not so boring? 
C: Yes 
E: So, by being with her aunt and uncle she's probably 

feeling just a little bored? 
C: (nods) 
E: OK 

Picture #3 
E: Feel? 
C: I'd feel excited. 
E: Why would you feel excited? 
C: I don't know, and nervous too. 
E: Tell me about feeling nervous, why would that make you 

feel nervous? 
C: Sorta like if I do something wrong or something. 
E: Doing something wrong at school in the classroom? 
C: (nods) 
E: And that would make you feel nervous? 
C: (nods) 
E: What about excited, you said that you'd feel excited, 

do you know why you might feel excited? 
C: ( shrugs shoulders) 
E: You just think that that's the way you might feel? 
C: (nods) 
E: OK 

Picture #4 
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E: Feel? 
C: (long silence) I don't know. 
E: They are going away for two weeks, how would that girl 

feel? (long silence) You can just make a guess. (long 
silence) What do you think, Anna? 

C: I don't know. 
E: OK 

Picture #5 
E: Feel? 
C: I'd go look for some friends to play with. 
E: Yea, how else might she feel? 
C: I don't know. 
E: OK 

Picture #6 
E: Feel? 
C: T·ired. 
E: Tired? 
C: (shakes 
E: OK 

How else might she feel? 
head) 

Card Questions for Picture #1 
E: Does she feel it's not really happening? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel hungry? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel sad? 
C: I don't know. 
E: Does she feel if she had been a good girl it wouldn't 

have happened? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she have a tummy ache? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel angry? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel afraid? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel it's someone 
C: No 

else's fault? 

E: Does she feel like she is gonna have a good 
C: No 

time? 

E: Does she feel like something bad is gonna happen? 
C: Yes 
E: Does the girl feel lonely? 
C: Yer:. 
E: Does she feel like hiding away? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like she just doesn't care? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel her parents are mad at her? 
C: No 



E: Does she feel fine? 
C: Yes 
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Card Questions for Picture #2 
E: Does she feel her parents are mad at her? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like hiding away? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel that she just doesn't care? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel fine? 
C: Yes 
E: Does the girl feel lonely? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel its's not reaily happening? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel hungry? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel sad? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel it's someone else's fault? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like something bad is gonna happen? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like she is gonna have a good time? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel if she had been a good girl it wouldn't 

have happened? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel afraid? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel angry? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel hungry? 
C: No 

Card Questions for Picture 
E: Does she feel hungry? 
C: No 

#4 

E: Does she feel its's not really happening? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel angry? 
C: No 
E: Does she have a tummy ache? 
C: No 
E: Does the girl feel lonely? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel fine? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel afraid? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel if she had been a good girl it wouldn't 
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have happened? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel like she is gonna have a good time? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like something bad is gonna happen? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel that she just doesn't care? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like hiding away? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel her parents are mad at her? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel it's someone else's fault? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel sad? 
C: Yes 

Card Questions for Picture #6 
E: Does she feel it's someone else's fault? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like hiding away? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel sad? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel her parents are mad at her? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel that she just doesn't care? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel like something bad is gonna happen? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like she is gonna have a good time? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel if she had been a good girl it wouldn't 

have happened? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel afraid? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she feel fine? 
C: Yes 
E: Does the girl feel lonely? 
C: Yes 
E: Does she have a tummy ache? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel angry? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel like it's not really happening? 
C: No 
E: Does she feel hungry? 
C: Yes 

Picture #1 
E: Do? 
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C: I don't know. 
E: Just think about it, you can make some guesses. 
C: I'd try to play a game with myself. 
E: What kind of game do you think that might be? 
C: Checkers, no. Parcheesi. 
E: Oh, Parcheesi. That would be a good game to play by 

yourself. So, you'd think of games to play by 
yourself? 

C: (nods) 
E: OK 

Picture #2 
E: Do? 
C: Ask then to read to you. 
E: Ask her aunt and uncle to read to her? 
C: (nods) 
E: What else would she do? 
C: I don't know. 
E: OK 

Picture #3 
E: Do? 
C: Practice reading her mind. 
E: Practice reading what? 
C: In her mind. 
E: How do you do that? 
C: I don't know. 
E: Practice reading in her mind? 
C: Think of things you can read then practice it in your 

mind? 
E: Is it something in front of you or do you just kinda 

use your imagination? 
C: Use your imagination. 
E: Oh. That's real neat. So, it'd be kinda like a story 

in your head, uh? 
C: MmmHmm. Like a book in your head and you're reading 

it. 
E: That's neat. Do you do that? 
C: I don't know. Sometimes ... (long silence) 
E: Sometimes you do that? 
C: Yea 
E: Yea, OK 

Picture #4 
E: Do? 
C: Open it. 
E: Open the gift, and then what would she do? 
C: I don't know. 
E: You can make some guesses it you want. She'd open the 

gift, what else might she do for two weeks? 
C: If it was night, she'd fix herself some supper 
E: If it was night, OK 
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C: And if it was morning, she'd fix herself some 
breakfast. Same with afternoon. 

E: She'd fix herself some lunch? 
C: (nods) 
E: Ah, do you do that? 
C: (nods) I fix it for Mommy too. 
E: How nice, that's neat. What's your favorite thing to 

cook? 
C: Cookies. 
E: Cookies, what kind of cookies? (long silence) 

Brownies? 
C: Yea 

Picture #5 
E: Do? 
C: Try to find a new friend. 
E: Try to find a new friend. What do you think she might 

C: 
E: 
C: 
E: 
C: 
E: 

do with that new friend? 
Play with her. 
What would they play? 
Games. 
What kind? 
I don't know. 
That kind that 
Parcheesi kind 

Just make-up games. 
you can make up at the park? 
of games? 

Not like 

C: (nods) 
E: Right 

Picture #6 
E: Do? 
C: Try to go to sleep. 
E: What else? 
C: (shakes head) 
E: OK 

Specific Scoring Explanation 

She received an Overall Security Score of 4.5. Even though 
her solutions were generally constructive (Picture #1-7, 
Picture #2-7, Picture #3-6.5 and Picture #4-8) the 
following lowered her score: 

She expressed vulnerable feelings but with marked 
resistance (especially for Picture #4). 

Her coping ability was weak, responding 'I don't know' 
frequently. 

Throughout the entire test there was a total lack of 
spontaneity and emotional richness. 

Offered reasons for only some of her feelings. 
She did not easily share her thoughts and feelings, 

even though she mentioned herself several times. 
She seemed to be very withdrawn and spoke very softly 
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with a great deal of reservation (many long 
silences throughout the test). 

The card questions revealed some signs of her 
insecurities: 

To the question, does she feel if she had been a 
good girl it wouldn't have happened, three 
responses were 'yes' (the 'no' was for Picture 
#6). 

To the questions, does she feel afraid and lonely, 
three responses for each were 'yes'. 

To the question, does she feel angry, she 
responded 'no' for all pictures. 

To the questions, does she feel like it's not 
really happening, and is something bad going to 
happen, she responded 'yes' to both of the most 
severe separation situations (Pictures 1 and 4). 

And to the question, will the girl have a good 
time, she responded 'no' for three of the 
situations. 
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