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ABSTRACT

This 3-part study explored a phencmenolcgical apgroach to
family experience in order to deterasine whether a meaningful
and useful factor structure would emerge from individual
family descriptions. In Stage 1, perscnal descriptions of
families were gathered (n=220) to form a family descriptor
checklist. In Stage 2, factor analysis of these descriptions
(n=158) produced a 4-factor solution with factors
tentatively labelled Positive-Evaluative, Tension-Dynanmic,
Traditional-Conservative and Problem-Oriented. Stage 3
investigated the stability of the original sclution over
three sample fpcpulations (total n=443). All factors shcwed
some degree c¢f stability ranging frcm a highly stable
Positive—-Evaluative factor to the 1least stable Prctlem-
Oriented factor. The @meaningfulness cf the results is
discussed in relation to major dimensicns in current family
literature, to the semantic differential components and to
the polar, hierarchical and dynamic features of descriptive
relations in general. The cverall usefulness of the findings
is yet to be determined. Replicaticn with a larger sanmple
size 1s necessary to refine and stabilize the factor

soluticn. Investigation of specific hypotheses regarding the



effects of particular sample characteristics as well as
social perceptions of these characteristics can then be
examined. The most important implications are for
researchers attempting to describe the higher levels of the
family system hierarchy and for therapists in the clinical
situation. Although the wunit of analysis and 1level of
reference may vary, the fundamental features of relations in
general do not and they thus may be an important basis for
developing more adequate ways to describe and assess family

interaction.
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INTRODUCTICN

Statement of Purgose

The endurance of the family as the tasic
social wunit in the history of mankind has generated a
considerable amcunt cf theory and research into its nature
and function (Burr, 1979). Numerous disciplines 1in the
social and behavioural sciences have developed frameworks,
dimensions and variables to define, describe and classify
families and of particular interest here are +the fields of
history, sociclogy and psychclogy. Despite a conmon frame of
overlapping perspectives on which current descriptions cof
families and their interacticn [Locesses are based,
researchers in general have not examined the individual's
personal and unigque experience of his or her family frcm a
phenomenclcgical pecint of view ——that 1is descriptions of
one's family experience without any attempt at explanation.
The present study is therefore explcratory in nature and its
purpose 1is two-fold. First, it will gather perscnal family

descriptions from naive subjects (unfamiliar with family



literature) and by means of factor analysis, determine
whether or not a meaningful pattern or underlying structure
emerges from the data. The seccnd purpcse of this study is
dependent on the results of the first and will determine
their usefulness in developing a framework or measuring

instrument to help describe and assess families.

Historical Perspective

The study of the social histcry of the family is a
relatively new phenomenon and the resource materials for
these investigations are primarily found in cemsus records,
wills, deeds, church records, house plans and tax records as

well as cther available documents (Broderick, 1973).

The term *'family' as wused 1in cemnsus Treports usually
refers to a group of two or more people related by klced,
marriage or adoption'and residing tcgether (Eshlevan, 1¢73).
Hareven (1977) rlaces particular emgphasis cn the distinction
between family cf origin and family of procreaticn. Since an
individual fulfills a number of roles at any given time and
can be simultaneously members of each, this <complexity cf
affiliations may produce overlapping and possibly even
conflicting roles which continue to vary with the passage of

time. Wrigley (1978) suggests that a venn diagram —--using



interconnecting circles to represent different family
affiliations would cffer a more erncompassing or wholistic
description of an individual's family structure. He further
suggests that the structure of relationships betvween
individuals who share membership of a family is fparalleled
by a psychclcgical structure within individuals --the
result of internalizing the rules by which family and sccial
life is conducted. Wrigley stresses that an attempt to cone
to grips with this 'mentalite' is as impcrtant as to examine

more directly measurable aspects of family life.

As family history has developed, the early preoccupation
with classification of households and family structure has
broadened to a wider range of subjects including the past
role of the family, its internal dynamics and interaction
with other =sccial processes and institutions (Hareven,
1979) - Gordon and Hareven (1973) stress that the social
history of the family has outgrown the nuclear vs extended
family debate and focuses instead «c¢n relationships and
processes of interaction and interchange in the family and
society such as kinship and migraticn, changing patterns of
parental authority, filial autoncmy, patterns cof family
adjustment to urkan 1l1life and changing practices and

concepticns of social space in family life.



one of the most important corntributions which sccial
history investigators have made to date is their emphasis on
taking tooc short a time perspective when locking at sccial
change and the necessity of approaching social gquestions in
their historical context. Miscalculation of the dating cf
the sexual revoluticn became evident when historical
research on bridal pregnancies and illegitimate children
provided data which seriously questioned the Kinsey dating
and explamnaticns for such a develcpment (Gordon and
Hareven, 1973). The idealized notion that the family had
greater stability and ccnfcrmity 1in the earlier decades of
this century and in past centuries has been found tc be
untrue (Hareven, 1977). More recently, Cogswell (1979)
discusses the 'myth'of the idealized traditicnal nuclear
family and its far-reaching effects on the current lecal,
social and eccnomic status of numercus variant family fcrms
such as single-parent families, reconstructed families
(second, third and fourth wmarriages of previously divorced
or widowed partners), cohabitating couples, open marciages,

communes and homosexual unions.

Freeman {1976) claims that the work of sociologists
Parson and Bales had a strong influence cn the view of the
nuclear family as a 2-generaticnal urit and that current

framevorks and assessment methods of family functicning have



generally not taken into account the unique and unusual
structures of family forms which have developed to allow
families to 'get their Jjob done.' Social historians ‘tFave
thus provided substantial evidence that varieties of family

experience existed well before the present decades.

Small group reseach has provided a major foundation for
studies of group interaction both 1in psychclogy and
sociology. Hare [1976) outlines three different traditions
represented by Moreno, Lewin and Parsons and Bales, who
dominated the field from the 1930s to the 1960s. Mcrenc's
(1960) socicmetric approach develcped from his psychiatric
work 1in Germany with psychodrama, sociodrama and the
spontaneouns theatre. Socicmetry was the first and most
prominent methed for gauging group status and esteem and
other attributes of group members (Bass, 1981). By means of
a pictoral diagram of circles and arrcws, each nmember is
asked to list other group members cn scme criterion e.g. who
he or she likes best. The overall chcices wusually gather
around a few members and in this way scme idea of the group

structure is determined.



Hare attributes the early ppsychological study of group
dynamics to Lewin (1947) who was primarily interested in the
life space or total situation of the individual and whose
work focused on the influence of authoritarian and
democratic leadership as well as ccnforaity in groups. The
third tradition --that of small group research-- is
associated with ParSon, Clds, Zelditch, Slatter and Bales!
{1955) investigation cf group properties and the
'Interaction Process Analysis' (IPA). This coding system has
proved to be the most common instrument for investigating
group interaction and the dynamics cf group prcblem-sclving.
A unit act 1is defined as a bit of behaviour which provides
enough stimulus to elicit a meaningful response. Twelve
categories based on four general activity types (positive
reaction, negative reaction, problem-sclving and guesticns)
are used to classify each unit act. A closely related scheme
developed by Bion (1952) and Thelan (1956) scored every
statement or action for some element of work and emcticnal
response. The work category focused on statements cr actions
towards the group goal (high or 1lcw) and the emoticmal
response category scored individuals on whether or not they
became dependent on the leader, raired with one another or

exhibited a fight or flight response.



Hare (1972) has alsc traced the develcpment and use of
coding instruments designed to derive a minimal number of
categories or dimensions to describe group interperscnal
behaviour and his =surmary outlines four dimemsions which
account for most of the variance in small grcup research.
The first dimension labelled DCMINANCE-SUEMISSION developed
primarily from Chapplet's (1953) wcrk based on only two
categories of action and silence. The second dimension
labelled POSITIIVE-NEGATIVE developed frcm leary's (1957)
work on the relationship between 1€ types of interperscnal
behaviour. Bales' (1970) work 1linking task orientaticn to
conformity provided a SERIOUS-EXPRESSIVE dimeansion and
Couch's (1960) factor analytic work on interperscnal

behaviour developed the CONFCRMITY-NCNCONFORMITY dimensicn.

Bales (197Ca) has also develcped a three dimensicnal
schema for social evaluation based on the IPA as well as the
work of Couch as follows: UPWARD-DCWNWARD (as in dominant-
submissive), POSITIVE-NEGATIVE and FORWARD-BACKWARD (as in

task-oriented vs deviant).

Small group research has thus frovided a basis for the
power (DCMINANT-SUBMISSIVE), support (EXPRESSIVE-
INSTRUMENTAL) and evaluative (POSITIVE-NEGATIVE) dimensions
as major group properties and their importance is primarily
reflected in the extensive use of Eales' IPA as teported by

Hare.



Straus and Brown presented two major referent axes which
they consider to be reflective of an implicit theory
underlying family interaction studies. Based on Straus'
(1964a) factor analytic work reviewing studies cf =small
group transactions, parent-child relaticns and personality
traits, a 1lcve or support axis ard arn authority or power
axis are presented as perpendicular axes within the
framework c¢f a circumplex mocdel. These two axes bear a
striking similarity to the power and support dimensions

derived frcm small group research.

A number of literature reviews attempting to summarize
and evaluate the status of family theory and research in
sociolecgy have been presented (Berardo, 1980; Hclman and
Burr, 1979; Burr, Hill, Nye and Reiss, 1979). Burr et al.
presented five categories of thecretical orientations listed
as follows: choice and exchange theory, symbclic
interaction theory, general systems thecry, conflict theory
and phencmenclogical theory. Cf these, general systems
theory and phencmenclogical thecry are of particular
importance to the present study as they well illustrate the
close affiliaticn of sociology and psychclogy in family

research.



The phencmenolegy of family experience has received
theoretical attention but little empirical study. From this
perspective, ‘'family' as a phencmena 1is apprcached as it
appears or 1is experienced in the <ccnsciousness of the
individual. MclLain and Weigert (1979) stress that an
exhaustively ccmplete and adequate description of family is
an unending task and that the description mneed only be
adequate for the purpose of the investigation. Cnce
descriptions of family are obtained and scmehow classified,
the investigator can then proceed to develop seccnd crder
constructs derived from the 1living experience cf the
individuals. These second crder constructs can then be
subject +to interpretive understanding because they are
grounded in the individuvual's awareness cf his or her family.
Mclain et al. stress that this approach steps away from the
understanding of family in terms of biography and as a
purely social phencmencn in corder tc gain some understanding

of the meanings for the individuals themselves.

Although the study of the individual has often Leen
considered the primary domain cf Esychology, little
systematic work has been undertaken to explore the

phenomenclegy of the individual's family experience.

Ackerman (1958) refers to the central role played by an

individual's conception of his or her family:
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Each parent, each child has a fpicture of what
the family stands for, its expectations, its
standards, its strivings and its value ex-
pectaticns. Family identificaticn is an evolving
thing, it emerges out of certain competing
representations of identity within the group.

Holland (1970) describes the 'familizaticn prccess' by
which family members develop a universe of meaning relevant
to the family and its members. Similar to the more general
socialization process, though more affectively blased,
Holland claims that a shared meanitg structure is developed

by means of consensual validation and bcund Dby the centext

of interperscnal relationships within the family.

One program of research on disturbed families refrorted by
Van der Veen (1979), used the 'family ccncept' which was
defined as a heuristic construct for ccnceptualizing and
investigating the individual in relation to his family.
Analogous to the self concept, it is described as being a
cognitive-emotional schena ccmpesed of interrelated
perceptions, attitudes, feelings and experiences regarding
one's own family unit. It was assumed that the family
concept develops over an extended period of time, exerts a
potent and lasting influence on behavicur and is subject to
change and revisicn as are other asjpects of an individual
in relation to his famlily e.g. the self concept, marital

concept and role concepts. In order to obtain a guantifiable
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description of the family concept, Van der Veen and his
associates developed the 'Family Ccncept Test' ccnsisting
of 80 of an criginal 200 one-senterce item descriptions of
social and emctional aspects of family life e.g. 'He are
considerate of each other,' formulated by staff members at a
family-oriented child guidance clirnic. Studies using this
test have mainly focused on global-type variables such as
family cecngruence, satisfaction and adjustment or
effectiveness. Although Van der Veen makes no claim as to
the comprehensiveness of the test items, a content analjysis
produced two major second order factors entitled FAKILY
INTEGRATION and ACAPTIVE COPING which Van der Veen relates
to the expressive-instrumental distircticn of Parsons et al.
(1955) and the support and power axes proposed by Straus et

al. (1976).

Before presenting further dimensions used to describe
families, the development and influence of the family

therapy perspective will be outlimned.

Family Therapy Perspective

The emergence of family therapy as a major field in
clinical werk and social science research has been traced to

its roots in the applied areas of psychiatry, clinical
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psycholcgy and social work as well as 1in the more fcrmal
theoretical frameworks of systems and ccmmunicaticn thecry.
(Broderick and Schrader, 1981; Segal and Beavin Bavelas, in
press). Historically, the family therapy movement tegan in a
number of different places at once among therapists and
researchers —--the majority of whom were psychodynamically-
trained psychiatrists working with individuals (Guerin,
1976; Broderick and Schrader, 19€1). lack cof change and
improvement in individual therapy gprompted clinicians to
begin viewing the individual in his larger sccial context.
The applied rccts of family therapy thus began without any
well-develcped theoretical frameworks in which to view the
family ccntext of the identified fpatient. The practical
need for both family theory and assessment methcdclcegy
prompted the adaptation of systenms and communicaticn
concepts tc family functioning and most schocls of famrily
therapy incorporate these principles tc a greater cr lesser
degree (Steinglass, 1878; Boszcrmenyi-Nagy and Ulrich,
1981) - The following discussion will ocutline the tasic
contributions and influence of the clinical +tradition and
the systems and communicaticn perspectives on current

methods of investigating and assessing families.
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The most fundamental classificaticn in the family therapy
literature has been the distinction between the normal or
healthy family and the abnormal, wunhealthy or pathological
family. As a carryover from the individual treatment
modality (with strcng emphasis o¢n intrapsychic dynamics),
the fanrily nosology came to be based on the chief diagncstic
label used to identify the patient in a particular family
€s Je schizoghrenic, delinguent, alcchclic etc.. This
classification of families according to individual ncsclogy
proved weak and inappropriate fcr a number of reasons
(Doane, 1978; Riskin, 1970). There was often disagreenment
among clinicians atout a particular diagnosis, symptoms and
presenting problems changed over time, multiple symptoms
were frequently manifest within a family at c¢ne time and
with the development of family systems theory, the family
was coming to be viewed as more than the sum of its fparts.
An even strcnger objection to the individual nosology
classifying pathological families was the lack of
homogeneity between families with =similar diagnoses as well
as within the 'normal' control groups with whcm they were
often ccmpared (Oliveri and Reiss, 1981). In most research

studies, the normal or healthy contrast grcups are not
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selected for optimal health the way that problen families
are selected for their disorder and contrast groups more
accurrately represent various mid-range families with no
evidence of being especially healthy or pathological
(Skynner, 1981). The problems inherent din this healthy vs
unhealthy distinction have been discussed by a numker of
authors (Jackson, 1977; Riskin, 197C; Bodin, 1981; Stanton,
1981; Beavers, 1977) 1in terms co¢f the inadequacy c¢f the
traditicral medical 'health is abserce of disease' model and

the mutual cancelling effect of the dichctony.

The 1lack cf systematic work on ncrmal families which
characterized early family research resulted from the
minimal operational criterion of no problem ccming to
attention (Framo, 1981). This 1is the <first of four
perspectives from which to view health cr normalcy outlined
by Offer and Sabshin ({1966) —--that is the absence of an
emotionally disturbed member. The second is that cf coptimal
functioning determined by a theoretical system and the tkird
is statistical --the average or normative range of behaviour
in a pcpulation. From this viewpoint, optimal or healthy
families are as deviant from the average as the severely
disturbed families at the other extreme. Cffer and Sabshin's
fourth perspective is that of a prccess view of health --
viewing growth adaptation and <change over time as health

promoting.
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The ceoncept of family functioning on centinuum dimensions
ranging from severely dysfuncticnal to cptimal, is reflected
in a number of studies investigating non-clinical families
(Steinglass, 1979; Lewis et al. 1976; Riskin, 1976; Cliveri
and Reiss, 1981) and directs attenticn towards the
theoretical contributions to the understanding cf family
interaction. Before discussing the systenms and communication
perspectives, brief mention will be made of the
developmental life <cycle approach to the family which has
also developed from the individual emphasis rcoted in the

clinical tradition.

Family Life Cycle Perspective

A number of reviews of family therapy have placedé varying
degrees of emphasis on the role of family history and the
utility of historical reconstruction for treatment purpcses
(Foley, 1974; Guerin, 1976; Gurman, 1578). The developmental
life cycle of the family --with its reliance on historical
information has become an increasingly impcrtant paradigm in
both research and clinical work (Barnhill and loango, 1€78;
Solomon, 1%81). This framework was originally develcped by
the sociologists Duvall and Hill and 1later revised by

incorporating Erickson's concepts o¢f developmental tasks.



16

Each stage 1is based on nodal events relating to shifts in
family @membership e.g. marriage, birth, raising and
departure of children, retirement and death. Life cycle
events that are predictable (marriage, birth of a child) and
unpredictable (untimely death, illress and war) are
contrasted with transgenerational stresses or family myths
and patterns which are transmitted down though generations
in a family with the consequence that an emotional system of
three gemeraticns may be operaticmnal at any given time

(Carter and McGoldrick, 1980).

A primary distinction is made between the sociological
approach which views a nodal event as autcmatically shifting
a family from one stage to the next and the family therapy
approach wherehby these shifts may not occur autcomatically
because the emotiocnal patterning cf the family does nct
permit the move to the next stage (Carter et al., 19€0).
Solcmon (1973) for example, has jproposed a 5-stage
clinically-criented system which relates certain types of
family pathclegy to inadequate ccrpleticn of developmental

taskse.
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General systems theory evolved in response to the reed
for a body of ccncepts and theory which would provide a
common framework and language for interdisciplinary
communicaticn in all fields of science (Bertrand, 1972) <
The majocr promotor was Von Bertalanffy -a theoretical
biologist, whc was later joined by Boulding -an econcmist,
Miller -a psychclogist and psychiatrist, Ashley -a
bacteriologist and Rapaport -a mathematician (Berrien,
1968). The principles and sets of related definitions which
evolved were descriptions of isomorphic {analcgous)
processes in biological, chemical, mechanical ard sccial
systems althocugh the various fields differ greatly in their
concepts and operational definitions of ftasic terms (Miller,
1978) . Social systems theory in particular ——-whose influence
has been felt in all areas targeting human sccial
organizations -is considered to be more ambiguous than cther
fields (Miller, 1978; Berrien, 1968) . Because family
systems +theory was 1initially developed by clinicians who
adapted systems concepts directly to dysfuncticnal family
situaticns, the intermediate conceptual step through social
systems theory did not receive as much attention as it has

in community and organizaticmal psychclcgy.
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Systenmic [frcperties are the orgarnized aspects or
regulatory processes of any ongcing system and as such are
difficult to observe or measure. They have, hcowever, teen
clinically inferred in family systems by observing the
structure and process of repeated segjuences and patterns of

interaction between family members.

Miller (1978) defines structure as the arrangement cf a
system's compcnent parts in 3-dimersiconal space at a given
moment in time. Buckley (1967) argues that a very fluid and
thin conceptual 1line exists between the structure and
process of any social system and as an abstract concept,

structure 1is not distinct from the ongoing processes of

interaction. It is the way in which moving reality is
translated for the observer at one pcint in time. At a
concrete level, the structure may refer to the seating

arrangement of family members at nealtine which is
relatively stable over a long period and thus fairly easy to
observe. At a more abstract 1level, the structure of
mealtime conversation would reflect the family ncims and
rules which are responsible for the repeated patterns of

ccnversatiocn.

The change over time of energy or informaticno is the
process cf communication. It is the patterned sejuences and

ways of relating to each other which occur regularly.
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Process refers to the communicaticn, both verbal and
nonverbal, between family members. The ncrms, rules and role
relationships thus provide the structure within which the

processes CCCUr.

It has been argued that individual and systems thirnking
are two distinctly different ways ¢f ccnceptualizing human
behaviour and that attempts to mix them reflect a failure to
appreciate their true differences (Kerr, 1581) « Most
distincticons between individuals and systems hcwever, are
arbitrary and probably even artificial in that frcm the view
of general systems theory, individuals are a subsystem of
the family system and these subsystems themselves contain
subsystens e€.g. levels of awareness such as conscious and
unconscious experience (Duhl and <Tuhl, 1981; Gurman and
Kniskern, 1981). A more useful distinction is that within
the family therapy perspective, the psychodynamic apprcach
of an individual 1is a comparitively weak system when
confronted by the multigeneratioconal organization of the
family system and the power of its committment to the status
quo (Robimnson, 1979). This misccncepticn towards levels of
analysis is further stressed by Segal and Beavin Bavelas (in
press) who note the repeated pairing of family systenms
theory with gereral systems theory and re-emphasize Eouwen's
(1976) declaration that the former fits intc the trcader

framework of the latter.
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This ccncept of hierarchy not c¢rnly places family systenms
theory within the broader framewcrk <¢f general systems
theory, it also provides an introducticn toc the structural
organizaticn cf any system in general. Fach level or unit
at a particular level represents both a wholistic systerm at
that level as well as part of a larger, sore complex sjystem
at the next level (Tcmm, 1980). Each new or higher level of
a family system is defined by the emergent gprcperty which
does not exist at the preceeding level. The defining
parameter or boundary of any particular subsystem within the
family is described as the rules or norms within which a
range of behaviour is limited. These rules act as invisible
lines which define the degree of openess to anything cutside
the subsystem and are more often implicitly than explicitly
stated. The rules regarding a child's relationship to his or
her parents for example, may range from the extreme rigidity
and contrecl c¢f a harsh and over critical father tc the
blurred and diffuse boundary which may characterize an

overly intense mother-son relationship.

Closely related to the cconcept of bcocundary or rules is
the steady-state or homeostatic process of maintaining
balance within the systen. This steady-state status is
maintained by feedback processes which determine the manner

in which information is received, interpreted and
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transmitted tetween the subsysten bocundary and the
environment. It is referred to as the input - thrcughgput -
output model c¢f goal-directed furcticring. Rather than
operating by means of linear causality orly, the system has
a circular state of functioning sc that any point in the
sequence may ke fed back into the system in a circular loop
--resulting in a highly complex and purjoseful relatedness.
Negative feedback refers to tke hcmeostatic wmechanism
whereby stability is maintained e.g. parents may repeatedly
force a «<¢hild to clean his plate at mealtime despite his
feeling ill. Positive feedback occurs when cutput is re-
introduced as new informaticn to the system with the result
that there is a loss of stability or equilibrium --thus
leading to change e.g. a child 1is excused from dinner when

she is not feeling well.

Bowen's (1¢78) description of the 'emctional triangle!' as
the basic building block in a family hcmeostatic syster is
one example cf a cocmplex abstracted level 1in the family
system hierarchy. Wwhen a certain level of emcticnal
intensity is reached between parents for examgle, a third
member is needed --most often a child-- cn whom attenticr is
focused 1in crder tc maintain the balance 1in the spousal
relationship. The child may therefore become the scaregoat
or focus for parental ccncerns and thus relieves the

pressure on the marital relations.
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The principle termed 'equifinality' asserts that the same
results can be determined by different causes since the
systemic parameters predominate cover the initial conditioans.
In the family system, rather than focus on the antecedent
conditicns or what has been labelled as the cause of the
family prcblens, focus is placed c¢n the communication

process between all family members.

Communication Perspective

Investigators focusing cn the relaticnal dynamics between
individuals and within families have placed a heavy emptasis
on the process of communicaticn rather than the content.
This emphasis is similar to the structure/gprccess
distinction in that the content <¢f ccmmunication is the
structure for the communicaticr [rocess, Although this
distincticon is crucial, there is scme evidence that ccntent

alone can lead to relationship inferences (Chovil, 19€0).

Three major contributions to the understanding of
communication processes are Heider's balance theory (19%8),
the double-bind theory (Bateson et al. 1956) and the levels
theory of communication (Watzlawick et al., 1967). Balance
theory provided a framework fcr viewing relaticnships in

terms of their being positive or negative in value and led
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to the development of dyad typclcgies which differentiate
between symmetrical, complementary and parallel
relationships (Watzlawick et al., 1S67; lederer and Jackson,
1968; Sluzki and Beavin, 1977). The significance of the
number of family members in determining the total number and
size of relaticnships possible e.g. dyadic, +triadic, etc.
has also been investigated (Lindsay, 1976). Taylcr (1970)
proposed that relatively few cf the tctal possible
relationship ccmbinations in families are actually used and
that one deviant (scapegoat) individual may nmaximize the
mean proporticn of positive dyads --what he terms ‘'the

average emotional income' for other group members.

The double-bind theory provided a major impetus to the
develogment of family therapy and demonstrated its
fundamental grcunding in communicaticn and systems theory.
Clearly demonstrating the simultaneous and contradictory
messages often experienced by schizcphrenic rpatients, the
five conditions necessary for a doutle-bind situaticn are as
follows: 1) two or more individuals; 2) a repeated pattern
of experience; 3) a primary negative injunction enfciced
with punishment; 4) a secondary conflicting injuncticn also
enforced with punishment; 5) a tertiary negative injunction

which prchibits escaping the field.
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Watzlawick et al. (1967) outlined a major framewcrk for
investigating the unspcken [fprocesses involved 1in human
communication. The emphasis on different levels is
demonstrated in their three axioms --the first cf which
states that a person cannot nct ccomunicate when in
interaction with another even though there may nct te verkal
interchange., The second axiom states that there 1is both a
report and command aspect to any verbal ccmmunication. The
report aspect pertains to the content cf the message and the
command aspect pertains to the relaticnship between the two
persons involved. The third axiom states that a sequence of
interchanges ftetween two perscns beccmes punctuated so that
over a period of time, it is implicity understccd that one
member beccmes the initiator, is dcminant or always has the
last word. On the first level therefore, some kind of
content statement is made. On the rext level, the command
aspect reveals the relationship between the twe individuals
and on the third level, from a broader view of the sequence
of interchanges, details of punctuaticn c¢r fpatterns of
relation can be okserved. The strength and complexity of
these unspcken 1levels of communication precessing and
patterning have fprovided majcr implications for family

interaction studies.



The hallmark of both marital and family therapy is
treating problems within a relationship context (Olsen,
1980) and the major means of investigating families for
either treatment or research purpcses has been observation
of family interaction. Riskin and Faunce (1972) fprovide a
comprehensive review cf family interaction research
encompassing variables, <coding strategies and levels of
analysis ranging from minute, direct measures cof cbjective
data to higher—order abstractions and constructs mcre glchal
in nature. The overall target of analysis may vary frcm the
individual or couple (spouse, sibling or parent-child pair)
to a partial or whole family group. The unit cf analysis may
range from specific unit acts e.g. length of speech, to
ideas, themes and segential arnalyses of content cr action
outcomes as well as overall style of ccmmunication. The
situation may vary frcm cbserving a natural situatiocn to a
task oriented situation such as gprcblem—solviag, game-—

playing, rlanning something or drawing.

A thorough review of the variables and dimensions
assessed in family interaction studies could quickly Lecone
a matter of juggling with existing categories and a mass of

variables. Fisher (1982) outlines the initial fprocklem of
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terminology where a term or terms may have one &reaning in
one context and different meanings 1in another context and
the resultant confusion in levels cf reference. The outconme
of this ccnfusion is a contradiction whereby families are
being conceptualized in what Fisher calls transacticnal
terms and assessed with individual or relational methcds.
In transactions for example, the individvals do not exist
outside of their relational definition e.g. a marriage, and
are so interrelated that cause and effect can be isclated
only out ¢f context. In interacticns c¢n the other hand,
individuals are connected to each other but dc not depend on
each other for definitior and exist separately from the
relationship e.g. a dyad. Fisher stresses the inpcrtance cof
developing more adeguate measures cf the higher abstracted
levels of the family system processes rather than inferring

transactions from relaticnal or individual data.

Freeman (197€¢) notes the assumpticns and myths about
family systems with which both clinicians and researchers
are identified and the resultant difficulty in separating
the perscnal point of view frcm what actually exists.
Because personal experience is often the frame of reference
for viewing others, awareness cf this fpcssible source of
bias 1is crucial in both self and cbserver repcrting of

subjective or behavioural measures. Mischler and Waxler
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(1965) noted that when a relaticonshifp is described frcm an
cbserver stance, messages which appear to be incongruent may
carry implicit meanings which allow the o@message tc be
congruent tc the participants. A number cof prcblems of this
sort which are inherent in cbserver assessment of
interaction are discussed in Olsen's (1572) review of the
double-bind hypothesis which, he concludes, 1lacks empirical

validaticn despite its conceptual elegance.

A notable issue in current family interacticn literature
is whether any particular study is research or clinically
oriented (Hill, 1970; Riskin and Faunce, 1%72; Bodin, 1981).
Although treatment implications do determine the framewsork
within which family interaction is assessed to some extent,
the number and description of primary dimensions found in
major reviews of family interaction research are nct as
different as might be exrected. In a review of direct
observation studies of family interacticn, Jacobs (1875)
looked at four categories of variables entitled dominance,
conflict, affect and communication clarity. Dcane (1978)
also reviewed family interaction studies with a particvular
emphasis on finding dimensions tc¢ differentiate betvween
disturbed and normal families. O©Of the two major categories
found, the first was labelled cornflict and dcminance and

included pure process variables such as structure, harmcny,
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coaliticn patterns and flexible vs rigid boundaries. The
second category was labkelled ccmmunication deviance and
included such variables as acknowledgement, clarity,
conflict and the corrective parent. Two family ccnstructs
of prominance (power and control) and interpersonal distance
(coaliticns, disengagements, enmeshments and fusicn) have
also been shown tc be valid dimensions for descriting

families (Klopper, Tittler, Friedmar arnd Hughes).

Three major research programs directed towards assessing
families with direct treatment implications are the
circumplex model, the MNcMaster Model and the Timkerlawn
Research Prcject (Clsen, Russell and Sirenkle, 1979, 1S80;

Epstein and Bishop, 1981; Lewis et al., 1976).

The most useful of these is the circumplex model. Ttree
dimensicns entitled cohesiverness, adaptability and
communication emerged from the conceptual clustering of
concepts from six scocial science fields. The <cohesive and
adaptability dimensions, placed at right argles toc e€ach
other in a circumplex model, identify 16 types of marital
and family systems ranging from enmeshed to disengaged at
the extremes cf the cohesive dimension and from chactic to
rigid at the extremes of the adaptability dimensions. Clsen
et al. claim that the potency of their model lies in its

ability to diagnose the type of family system in operation
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rather than fccus on the presenting problem. In a study of
four families with an alcoholic member, for example, e€ach
family had a different system diagnosis and consequently,

different implications for treatment.

Both +the McMaster model and the Timberlawa project
developed six areas of differentiaticn although not the =ame
six. The McMaster model describes families in terms of

strengths and difficulties encountered on each of six

dimensions entited problem-sclving, ccmmunication, roles,
affective responsiveness, affective involvenment and
behaviour control. The Timberlawn Research Prciect

differentiated families in terms cf types of disorder, pcwer
structure, differentiation of menkers, cemmunication,

relationship, reality sense, affect and attitude to change.

A comprehensive review of existing family classificaticns
has been presented by Fisher (1979) whc organized a large
variety of schemas derived from clinical and =rTesearch data
into five categories differentiated on the basis of their
general approach to the family. The groupings are made on a
purely descriptive level and illustrate the influence cf the
clinical tradition and the systens and communication
perspectives con the frameworks used to describe and assess
families. Mcst family studies <clearly fit into ome or

another cf Fisher's groupings.
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His first categcry is labelled 'STYLE of ADAPTATION' and
is defined as the family's general apprcach toc the world and
its patterns of dealing with stress and crisis tLoth
internal and extermal to the family. This cateqgory includes
Gehrke and Kirschenbaum's (1967) description ct the
repressive, delingquent and suicidal family types. In the
repressive family, exfpression cf feeling is threatening and
experienced as tension with the result that childrer ternd to
manifest internalized aggressive synptcms. In the delinguent
family, the identified patient acts out the unexpressed
impulses of a spouse and in the suicidal fawmily, fanily
role boundaries are blurred, conflict is eliminated with
disqualified interaction and communication and unless the
family remains whole, nc member can survive. A second
study by Richter (1574) contrasted disturbed families
characterized either by a symptom neurosis in which a family
member drains cff tension by beccming 'sick' cr a character
neurosis which occurs when the family as a group creates and

maintains distcrted perceptions and ideas.

The third study in this category, by Reiss (1971akc),
related family 1interacticn to individual +thinking and
presents family types based on a shared view of the
environment and three principles of interacticn which te

terms problem-sclving efficacy, coordination and closure.
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The envircnment-sensitive family sees the world as
predictable, manageable and urderstandable while the
consensus—-sensitive family sees the world as unorganized and

threatening.

Fisher's second category is labelled CEVELCPMENTAL FAPFILY
STAGE and includes both the develcpmental stage of the
family in its life cycle as well as the developmental level
of the individual. This approach has been nmenticned

previously and need not be discussed further.

Fisher labels his third category 'THE PRESENTING FRCELEHM
OR DIAGNCSIS OF THE IDENTIFIED PATIENT' and classifies
families con scme aspect of the identified patient. Three
schemas are presented based on descriptions of adolescent
behaviour which serves to keep the family stabilized. The
first distinguishes four groups differentiated in terms of
infantile, childish, juvenile and rreadolescent
malad justment reacticns tc the parental relationship
(Serrano, McDonald and Goolishan, 1¢62). The seccnd schema
is based on internal or external locus cf conflict and cvert
or covert activity (Goldstein et al., 1968). The third
differentiates four groups on variables such as [pcwer
structure, mythology, goal-directed regctiation, autonomy
and family affect. 1In addition, Riskin and Faunce's (1970)

5-grouping schema based on severity and rumber of presenting
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problems ranges frcm severe nulti-prcblem families to normal

or well-functioning families.

Fisher's fourth category is labelled 'FAMILY THEME OR
DIMENSION'., Examples here include studies by Ackerman (1S5§)
and Ackerman and Behrens (1956) who developed seven family
types on the basis of clinical data. The externally
isolated and extrenely integra ted families are
differentiated on boundary or directicnal 1issues, the
internally unintegrated and disintegrated or regressed
families are differentiated in terms of family crgénizaticn
and structure, and the uninternded, immature and deviant
families are differentiated in terms of parental maturity,
egocentrism and conflict. Fallding (196 1) used the
dimensicn of external or internal focus tc¢ distinguish
between adaptation, identification and false-identificatiocn
family types. Voiland (1962) was corcerned with psychosocial
family dysfunction based on individual, scocially tased
dynamic factors and identifies the perfectionist,
inadequate, egocentric and unsccial family types with
varying prognestic indications. Markowitz and Kadis (1964)
distinguished between father-centered, mother-centered,
child-centered and family-centered families in terms of the

person around whom the family revolves.
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Also included in this <category are Wertheim's (1973)
eight family types based on the response to fagmily
treatment on three dimensions latelled morrhestasis
(stability rprcmoting), morphogenesis (change promoting) and
family systems which refers to open and closed systems Lkoth

within and outside the family.

Ford and Barrick (1974) distinguished five types of
families ©on the basis of unstated family rules which reflect
the overiding 1life style of the family and the @manner in
which it approaches the world as follows: children «cone
first; two against the world; share and share alike; every

man for himself; and until death do us part.

Finally, Minuchin ([1974) wused the disengaged vs enmeshed
dimensicr toc describe the boundary features or rules of

entire families or parts of families.

A scheme which Fisher does not @mention is provided by
Moos and Moos (1976) who presented a cluster of eight fansily
types based on the farily's =social envircnmente. Using
relationshig, personal growth and system maintenance
dimensions. Moos and Moos descriked the following family
types: experience oriented, structure criented, independence
oriented, achievement oriented, moral/religious oriented and

conflict oriented.
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Fisher's fifth major category 1labelled *'TYPES OF MARITAL
RELATIONSHIPS is divided into three grcupings under the
headings individual dynamics, ccnflict and power and normal
couples. The focus is on schemas attempting to classify tte
marriage relaticonship alone without reference to the brocader

family issues and systenms.

From the forgoing schenas, Fisher derived six family
subtypes or clusters based purely on descriptive
similarities tetween the various schemas. The constricted
family types are characterized by excessive Ttestriction of
emctional expression and affect is internalized into
anxiety, depression or somatic complaints. The internalized
family types tend to view the world with fear and hostility
and thus have a well-defined 1rcle structure and strong
family lcyalties. Object-focused families are characterized
by excessive reliance on children, the cutside ccmmunity or
the self. Impulsive family types display adolescent
delinquency and anti-social aggressive behaviour. Child-like
family types are differentiated Ly needy, dependent advlts
who have never thoroughly separated frcm their family of
origin. Chaotic family types are characterized by chrcnic
psychosis and delinguency of particular menbers and the
families in general are pecerly structured and

decompensating.
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Related Area of Research

—— S =

The task of defining variables and dimensions used to
classify families in a comprehensive manner 1is remarkalcly
similar to¢ the massive amcunt <¢f thecry and research
directed towards personality assessment. Three nmethcds of
research which developed descriptive censtructs or
dimensicns by quite different means are Cattell's (1965)
trait factor—-analytic approach, Kelly's (1955 perscnal
construct theory and repertory grid technigue and Csgood,
Suci and Tannerbaum's (1957) semantic differential
technique. Brief mention o¢f these methcds is warrented as
they bear relevance to the procedures selected for use in

the present study.

Cattell's (1965) approach used persornality traits as the
major conceptual unit and his initial research began by
collecting over 4000 words used to descrike behavicur which
were then reduced to less than 200 by the eliminaticn of
synonyms. Further analysis of subject ratings c¢f these %crds
uncovered 42 bi-polar variables which were then rated ty a
large subject sanmfple. Factor analysis froduced 12 bi-pclar
factors which appeared to account for mest ¢f the original

behaviours listed.
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Kelly's (1955) view of man as a scientist with a capacity
to represent his environment rather thar merely respond to
it is reflected in his use of the ccrstruct as the Kkey
structural ccncept. Kelly defined a fpersonal construct as
the way an individual constructs or defines his weorld and
maintained that all constructs are dichctcmous —--each having
a similarity and contrast pole. Of the three elenents
necessary tc form a construct such as fat-slim, twc must be
perceived as similar to each other e.g. Jim and Jchn are
fat, and the third must be perceived as different than these
two, e.qg. Jeff is slinm. Kelly noted that fpecple rated
others more extremely cn ccnstructs elicited by themselves
as opposed to constructs supplied by the investigator and
that inferences made aktout cthers revealed more about the
perceiver than the stimulus person. Kelly alsc maintained
that regularities 1in references rade by various perceivers

indicate a shared implicit personality theory.

Osgood, Suci and Tannerbaumr (1¢57) demcnstrated that
there 1is a limited number o¢f dimensions of meaning
underlying descriptive data and that evaluation, activity
and potency are the three most stable factors or dimeﬂsions
of meaning which people use in their percepticns and
descriptions. Studies using the semantic differential

technique usually employ bi-polar adjective vpairs supplied
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by the investigator e.g. pleasant-unpleasant, active-passive
and strong-weak, to represent the evaluative, activity and
potency dimensions respectively. Factor analysis of
semantic differential data consistently denonstrates the
existence of these three major factors on which a wide
variety cf scales are loaded (Burmns, 1976) as well as other
factors which appear with particular types of rating scales
and concepts (Csgood, 1962). Osgood et al. alsc noted that
the greater the emctional or attitudinal lcading of a set of
concepts, the greater is the tendancy for the semantic

differential tc collapse intc a single ccmbined dimensicn.

In an overview of 20 years of research with the semarntic
differential technigue, GCsgood (1576) claimed that the
universality of evaluation, rotency and activity as the
dominant affective features of meaning for humans is well
demonstrated and that because the semantic differential
technique 1literally forces metaphorical usage «c¢f ternms
defining bi-polar qualifier =scales, it amplifies nmore
affective features at the expense cf denotative features.
Osgood's more recent develcpment cf the semantic interaction
technigque is based on the rules of usage e.g. suitakility
and acceptability of words in syntactic combination and he
claims it has greater application tc semantic domains than

the semantic differential technique.
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Both Cattell and Osgcod et al. as well as numercus other
investigators used factor amalysis to =substantially reduce
and simplify a large amount of descriptive data. It is
particularly suited to a programatic series of
investigations rather than a one-shot deal as it allcws the
investigator tc redefine and stabilize the factor structure
as well as assess 1its reliability and validity (Gorsuch,
1974) . This technique seems well suited tc the purposes of
the present study as it makes =sense to see what, if any,
structure may appear in the data gathered from individuvals

about their families.

Empirical investigations of the phencmenolcgical appicach
to an individual's family experience have generally not feen
well represented in the social history, scciolcgical and
family therapy literature on the family. Current family
classifications are primarily based on distinctions and
concepts derived from the clinical traditicon as well as
general systems and communicaticn thecries and the major
method of investigating families has thus been cbservation

of family processes in action frcm a systems orientation.
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The focus of attention in the fpresent study is not family
interaction but family as it 1s experienced by the
individual. Although the content features of the interaction
processes have not been entirely neglected, no systematic
investigations have focused on the ccntent features cf
personal family descriptions. A rumber cf research methods
involved in fpersonality assessment provide a framewcrk for
exploring the subjective nature of cne's own family
experience in terms of obtaining a large guartity of unigue
descriptive information and, by means of factor amalysis,

determining what underlying dimensions may emerge from it.

Geerstma (1980) outlines accumulating evidence that
variables such as sex and age c¢f <c¢child and family sccial
class have an effect on family interaction and enmnphasizes
the importance of comsidering demcgraphic variables as wuell
as religious, social, community and educaticnal pursuits
when examininrg experimental vs ccntrcl groups of families.
Controlling for such effects 1is absolutely crucial when
investigating specific hyrotheses. However, at this
exploratory stage, empirically estatbtlishing the existence of
global types of variables or dimernsicns from spcntaneous
personal descriptions of family experience is the initial
task at hand ard subjects will therefore be asked toc self-

define their families. In keeping with Van der Veen's (13979)
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rationale to avoid the complexity 1in assessing every
rossible relaticnship structure in the family, it is assumed
that the qualities most salient for each individual will
receive mcst emphasis 1in his or her description of the

family as a whole.
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BETHOD AND RESULTS

Stage One

The ipitial stage consisted of a survey-type
questionnaire administered on a vcluntary basis to students
enrolled in Introductory Psychology at the University of
Victoria. The students were asked to use up to 10 words or
phrases to describe their own family and, 1if possible, to
cite an example of the particular word or words used [see
Appendix A). In response to ccncerns regarding descriptions
cf family of origin or present family, students were advised
to make their own choice. 220 guesticrnraires were obtained
and subjects' mean age was 20.2 years (ranging from 17-40
years). The information was collated to yield a 245 wcrd-
item list (see Table 1) which was reduced to 152 word-items
by elimination of one of a pair of obvious syncnyms €.g.
industrious-hardworking, and =single frequency idiosyncratic

words e.g. lbackstabbers, late ard short.
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TABLE 1
. . .
| Original 245 Word-Item List |
l ' :
l I

accepting fragmented - frejudiced
' achievers fricticn grivate l
acting friendly froper
active - firm greud l
l. admirable funny quarralsoae
advanturous generous quiet |
l affecticnate gregaricus relaxed
ambiticus grovn=-up reliatle I
I anipal-criented happy religious
antagouistic hard-vorking reserved
' apathetic barecricus resourceful I
argimentative healthy respectful
anxious kelpful respensitle I
' backstatbers bigh expectaticrs LE€EECNELIVE
bigoted righ hcpes restless
l booky high stancards rural l
business-sinded bistcry-criented sad
I busy honest sarcastic ]
brilliant bestile secure
| caring humorous self-centered '
changing jspertant selfisn
charitable incomflete sensitive I
I christian independent separatad
close industricus sexist
l close-ninded inguisitive sharing l
cohesive intelligent shert
I cold intence favouritisa |
confortable interesting shy
' commuricative introverted cimple
confpatible inventive sincere I
I conpetitive inverted single-parent
concerned isolated smckers l
conflicted dealovs snobtish
' confusing just scker
congenial kind sccialist |
I conservative lacks directicn sccialite
considerate large special needs
I content late spiritual l
cooperative lateblccsers split
l crazy lazy spertsoinded l
creative literal spread-out
critical literate statle I
I crustling lcnely stiffling
X culturally diverse loving stingy |
l demanding lcud strassiul
1 parant dcainated ioyal strict |
l democratic mnale strcrg
depsndent rale-dcrinated stubkern
I deviated aature suturtan I
dichotorized sediup svccessful
different potile SUFECIt1VE
l dis jcinted scral surviving l
diverging rodern gyompathetic
l diverse notterless talkative
divided susical teracious |
l divorccd naieve tense
disciplined noisy thougyktful
l distant-emcticnally ncn-existent tired '
distant-ph)sically non-vertal tclerant
l drinkers nostalgic traditional l
dynaemics not close in transitico
l easy-going nct ocut-gcing trusting
eats toqgether old typical ‘
I ejotistic cld-fashicned understanding
emoticnal open unhapgy
' encouraging cpinicrated unhealthy l
enaergetic optimistic unigue
l oxcitatle criginal vnorthodox i
exciting outdocr-oriented unprecdictatle
I expectaticns overgrctective unreiiatrle
expansive tastes patient unresfereatle I
I extended peacaful ug.nid.class
l extrovarted penny-pinching vgptigkt
family-criented pertecticrists vclatile l
l farsers permissive saro
fenale-dcwinated pessimistic vealtthy
| financially not OK icky vell-tead l
financially CK politically active vell-travellad
| fira peer sise
fit pover ful wvceen-orierted
' for jetful gractical sCIry-warts
|
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Stage Tuo

The 152 word-item 1list was then alphaketized and
administered as an item check-list tc the =same psychology
class. On this occasion, students were asked to check wcrd-
items which Lest described their family and no 1limit was
imposed on the number of items to te checked (see Aprerdix
B). 158 check-lists were obtained which matched the subjects
involved in stage 1 and Takle 2 presents the resultant wcrd-
items in order of frequency. The data were then rur thrcugh
the Statistics Library Factor Aralysis Program at the

University of Victoria.
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TABLE 2 |

|

152 vord-items Ly frequency ]

: |

|

caring (12%) emotional (S1) distant- |
concerned (118) optimistic({S1) rhysically (2C) ]
financially ck (114) patient (£3) strict(20) |
intelligent (113) proud (55) gregaricus (21) |
accepting (109) strcng (49) worrywarts (1¢) |
humourous (10%) mcdern (48) different (18) {
healthy (101) musical (47) rural (18) |
close (99) excitable (43) mobile (1€) |
affectionate (98) animal-oriented (46) dynamic (18) ]
honest (8) disciplined (4€) tense (17) |
ancouraging (¢7) cpirnicnated (44) transiticn (1€) |
respcnsible (97) traditicnal (44) dependent (15) i
friendly (95) democratic (42) emot. distant (13) |
supportive (9§) firm(41) . intense (15) i
ccmfortable (90) diverse (40) ncn-verkal(11) |
reliable (90) tusiness-minded (40) spiritual (14) |
active (€9) suburkban (40) single parent (14) |
considerate (89) stubkorn (39) unpredictakle (14)]
communicative (87) adventurous (39) wealthy (14) |
fun (8%) competitive (3€) close-mincded (14)|
happy (385) just (37) antagcnistic(1z) |
genercus(&1) critical (395) shy (13) |
sociable (80) private (37) divcrced (12) |
helpful (78) cutdocr-oriented (3€) forgetful (12) |
varm(78) inquisitive (3€) lateblcomers (11) |
family-criented (77)critical (3%) polit. active(11)]
respectful (77) rale-dcminated (34) conflicted (1C) |
cooperative (76) peaceful (34) pessimistic (10) |
successful (72) religicus (34) jealcus (€) |
sincera2(72) - ecber(33) incomplate (9) ]
anbitiovs (69) cohesive (33) intrcverted (%) |
loyal (67) demanding (33) axtendad (¢) |
well-travelled (€€) liberal (32) tired (9) |
independent (65) large (32) apathetic(8) |
sympathetic (€5) cver-prctective(3zZ) pcwerful (§) |
easy-going (€E£) crazy(31) restless (8) |
compatiktle (65) seall (29) suffccating (€) i
content (€23) exciting (29) fragmented (7) |
argumentative (66) extroverted (2€) volatile (6) |
conservative (61) stressful (28) csexist (&) |
stable(€1) female-domirated (27)crunbling (5) |
grown-ufg (59) wise (26) isclated (%) |
open (£ (C sarcastic (25) lazy (%) 1
sports-minded (58) smokers (29) lcnely (5) |
well-read (£¢€) loud (25) uncrthcdcx(S{ |
harmcnicus (57) reserved (24) lacks directicr (4)
mature(s?7) anxicus (23) unhealthy (4) |
moral (50) young (22) sad (4) |
resource ful (56) criginal (21) Eoor (2) |
creative (5S¢ guiet (21) cold (2) |
indtvstrious (595) snokkish (2) g
|

energetic (£€

4y
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The 1initial principle component analysis retained 10
factors (eigenvalue=1) and the unrctated sclution provided a
more meaningfal 4-factor structure than the rotated

soluticon. The results are presented in Table 3.

Factor 1 accounted for 13% c¢f the variance and was
labelled POSITIVE-EVALUATIVE because of the highly fpositive
and desireable nature cf all its items e.g. fun, cocperative
and warm. Factor 2 added 5% to the variance accounted for
and was latelled TENSICN-DYNAMIC because of the quality of
strained relations characterizing the highest lcading items
e.g. tense, anxious and critical. Factor 3 added 4% to the
total variance and was labelled TRADITICNAL-CCXNSEEVATIVE as
the items suggested a traditional and authoritariar gquality
€.gJd. Treserved, firm and emoticnally-distant. Cne itemn
[suffocating) appeared to load significantly on both Factocrs
2 and 3. Factor 4 added 3% to the variarnce and was labelled
PROBLEM~-CRIENTED because of the distressful mature of most

cf its items e.g. sad, crumbling ard unhappy.

In order to see 1if factor analyzing itens with a
reasonable nmean cculd tighten «tuf the overall factor
structure, 1items with a mean of .3 or more were extracted.

Only 58 word-items met this critericn and 57 of the 58 were
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r ret—
| |
] TABLE 3 i
| 1
| Stage Two: Factors and Item-Loadings (n=158) |
| ]
| |
| PFactor 1 Item—Loading Facter 2 Item—-Loading]
| |
| fun - 71 tense S5, |
| cooperative w?} anxious « 50 |
| comfortable .68 critical -9 |
| considerate .67 stressful - 49 |
| happy .67 demanding <46 ]
| sincere .67 Ciinicnated . 46 |
| warnm - 66 argumentative ~45 1
| friendly .65 suffccating -4y |
] content .64 excitable - 43 |
| honest «63 . intense «%3 |
| loyal «62 |
| encouraging .62 |
| affectiocnate .62 |
| energetic <61 ]
| helpful .61 |
| |
1 Factor 3 Item-loading Factcr 4 Item-Loading]|
| 1
| conservative .47 single-parent ot | |
| reserved ~ 45 lcnely -« 55 |
| traditional 44 crumbling -e51 |
| gquiet <41 sad -89 |
| firm «38 urhealthy -. 41 |
] introverted w37 female-decminated -.37 |
| moral 35 cenflicted -e 36 |
] suffocating 35 fragmented w30 1
| distant-emctiomally .34 |
| strict -« 30 |
| |

'L




47

highly pocsitive (the one exception being 'arqumentative').

The analysis was therefore not performed.

In order tc determine if the number of factors retained
would affect the resultant structure, three more analjses
were performed retaining 20, 4 and 3 factors respectively.
The results in these analyses were identical to those in the

criginal solution and are therefcre nct fresented.
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Stage Three

In an attempt to determine the stability cf the original
4-factor scluticn, 32 bi-polar pairs of adjectives 1were
derived by taking eight of the highest lcading items for
each of the fcur factors and naming its pclar opposite e.g.
friendly-unfriendly. A 5-point likert-type rating scale was
then develcped between each of the paired oppcsites and the
order and direction of scales were alternated so that no two
items frcm the same factor appeared next to each cther (see
Appendix C). This form was then administered toc the original
psycholegy class (matched ORIG sample n=106) as well as
three @mcre =samples consisting of additional gsychclogy
students frcm the criginal class (ccmbined sample n=213), a
third year psychology <class (3rd-yr sample n=85) and
university open-house guests (C-H sasple n=145) totalling
443 subjects in all. Subjects were asked to rate their
families as a whole on each of the S-pcint scales which were
then scored sc that the original factor item rated 1 and its
bipolar cpposite rated 5. The data from each of the sanmples
were then factor analyzed. To avoid confusing factors with
items, factcrs will be labelled by Roman numerals and itenms
will be labelled as positive, traditicnal, dyramic and
problem-criented to represent the criginal factors. Item
loadings less than .3 are listed in parentheses in crder to

indicate the general trend of the lower lcadings.
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Table 4 presents the unrotated factcr sclution for the
matched CRIG sample. Factor I --the Positive-Evaluative
factor proved highly stable in that the eight original
positive items emerged as the highest lcading items on this
factor. Nine negative items from a mixture of all factors
also loaded highly on this first factor making it bipoclar as
well. Factors 1II, IITI and IV did not prove as stakle as
Factor I. Factor II was most highly lcaded with traditicnal
items and PFactor III appeared as a mixed bi-pcler factor
with both dynamic and conservative items. Factor IV appeared
mixed and bi-polar as well with a mixture of each o¢f the

four factor itenms.

The factor scluticns for the combined sagple are
presented in Table 5. Factor I again proved stakle, Factor
IT appeared as stable with conservative items, Factor III

proved bipclar and mixed and Factor IV proved mixed as well.

In the 3rd-yr sample scluticn (see Table €), Factor I
appeared stable, Factor II was fairly stable with mostly
conservative items, Factor III proved to be Dbi-pclar with
both dynamic ard conservative items and Facter IV appeared
as mixed with both conservative and dynamic items. The nmean
age for this sample was 26.3 years (ranging from 19 tc 52

years) -
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TABLE 4

ORIG Sample (n=106) Unrotated Factor Structure

Factor

encouraging
warm
considerate
happy
comfortable
loyal
sincere
friendly

emctionally
distant
leonely
conflicted
intense

sad

anxicus
crumtling
fragrmented
unhealthy

Factor 3

reserved
quiet
intrcverted
unhealthy

argueentative

opinionated

critical
{traditional
{(demanding

Item-Loading

"t
-.74
—e 12
--71
a1
—=65
-.62

[

—
-

.78
.71
-67
-58
.56
55
«935
.54
<53

Item-Loading

-.60
~«56
=g 20
-.30

.59
.40
.38
.23)
.23)

Factcr 2

traditicnal
firn

strict
ccnservative
reserved
suffocating
intrcverted
demanding

Factcr 4

fenzle dcminated

traditicrnal
warn

tense

considerate

intense
(inticverted
(anxious

ItemLcading

~e B2
-2 99
- 093

cp

- o

~e 50
-. 48
- .44
-=40

Iter—Loading

«25
.2“

-.38
-.33
-.30
-.29)
-.23)
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TABLE 5

Ccmbined Sample Factors and Item—lcadings (n=213)

Factor 1 Item-loading Factcr 2 Item—Loading
comfortable «75 traditicnal .64
encouragirg - 74 strict .61
happy «73 firm «565
warm o2 censervative «50
considerate «12 quiet - 49
sincere -59 suffocating - 47
loyal «59 reserved .46
friendly 55 introverted -45
Factor 3 Item-Loading Factcr 4 Item-Loading
female
argumentative -.50 dominated -70
demanding - 50 single-parent - 45
intense - 42 friendly 34
critical - 41 sad «33
traditional - 30 (varm «27)
(quiet «22)
quiet .50
reserved -36
introverted .30

(fragmented «27)

b e e s e — - — - — s, S g o - s — s s o s s Gkt Wt ddntts, i Gt W i Wb
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TABLE 6

3rd-Yr Sample Factors and Item-Lcadings (n=8%)

Factor 1 Item-Loading Factor 2 Item—Iloading
happy .88 conservative -
warm «82 traditicnal 8.3
comfortakle -70 strict --60
considerate .64 firm - 42
friendly 62 emcticnally-
distant -=30
encouraging «39 (opinionated -<29)
sincere D5 {critical ~ o 20)
loyal «35
Factor 3 ItemLoading Factor & Item—-Loading
quiet ~« 68 demanding .48
intreverted -+50 critical <46
reserved o intense - 40
firm -=45 strict <38
intrcverted .38
(reserved 23)

argumentative -68

intense <43
opinionated «37
conflicted - 34

(critical w2 2)

b s o e s — - — — — — — — i — — - s — — — — — — — — — i G S i S S
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In the O-H sample scluticn (see Table 7), TFactor I again
proved tc be stable, Factors II and III were bi-polar and
mixed and Factor IV appeared mixed. Subjects' mean age was

28.4 years (ranging frcm 11-65 years).

In the total sample soluticn (see Table 8), Factor I
appeared stable with positive itens, Facter II appeared
stable with <ccnservative itemnms, Factcr IIT appeared with
mostly dynamic items and Factor IV was nixed. The mean age
of the total sample population was 25.1 years (ranging from

11-65 years) .

Although the Positive-Evaluative factcr proved tc be nmost
stable across all samples, the +tctal =sample solution
appeared tc be closest to the original structure with the
exception that the Tensicn-Dyramic and Traditicnal-
Conservative factors had switched places. In crder to
examine the yfpossibility that Factcrs II and III reversed
order in Stage 3, a second-order factor amnalysis was
performed on the factor loadings of the 32 word-items cf the
original sclution as well as the 32 bipclar scales of the
five sample solutions cf Stage 3. 1The results are presented

in Table 9.

As expected, the first second-crder factor to emerge was

the Positive-Evaluative factor. The next seccnd-crder factor
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TABLE 7

0-H Sample Factors and Item-Lcadings (n=145)

Factor 1

happy
warnm

considerate
sincere
encouraging
friendly
comfortable
loyal

Factor 3

traditiocnal
strict
demanding
conservative
loyal
critical
suffocating
(firm

single-parent

female-
{dominated
(crumbling
{fragmented

emotionally-
(distant
{unhealthy

Item-Loading

.83
- 71

.63
-59
.58
- 55
<55
.54

Item—-Loading

-.68
-.59
-.54
-.54
-. 34
-.31
-. 31
-.27)

.48
. 24)
. 18)
-17)

. 15)
.11

Factor 2 Item—loading
intense «62
opinionated <54
fenale-

dominated «36
ccnflicted =35
demanding .32
guiet —-.61
reserved =i
introverted - 46
corservative —a U0
{crunmbling —w26)
Factor 4 Item—loading
female-

dcmirated <47
single-parent L4y
strict 37
lonely .36

sad - 34

54

J
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Tcoctal Sample Factors and Item Lcadings (n=U443)

Factor 1

happy
warm

cenfortable
considerate
encouraging
sincere
friendly
loyal

Factor 3

demanding
argumentative
intense
strict
traditicnal
opinicnated
loyal

TABLE 8

Item-Loading

-.80
- W
-.67
~«07
--66
o7
- B
-« 56

Item-Loading

-54
-
- 44
«35
«33
«31
«30

Factcr 2 Iten—Lcading
ccnservative .61
traditicral .60
strict - 54
firm .48
guiet .47
reserved 42
intrcverted =39
suffocating =37
Factor 4 Item-loading
female-
dcminated -1
single-parent -—.44
demanding “e36
guiet - 3
(reserved )
(sad =~ 26)
(warm —. 24)

{-...._.._..__.——._-—-_._..--——._._.—__—-__...._-.......__.._._.-J
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TABLE §

Second-Order Unrotated Factor Matrix

Sample by Factor I Factor ITI Factcr III Factor IV

Factor Loadings

ORIGINAL 1 -90 T & -C0 -.11
ORIG 1 ¥ i) - 04 .02
Combined 1 -96 ~s 25 <03 -.07
3rd-yr 1 - 94 P .04 =~ Q5
0-H 1 -94 T 1 -=01 -.04
Total 1 ~=95 -29 .01 .06
Original 2 ~e67 . 26 ~47 19
ORIG Z T -« 85 --07 -« 26
Combined 2 -30 -84 ~ o 16 «13
3rd~yr 2 “ o217 -.81 v & - 02
O-H 2 -« 18 -e 62 | -« 01
Total 2 - 26 .89 -o 28 +03
Original 3 -t § -86 -<31 =13
ORIG 3 -03 -.04 .90 -.04
Combined 3 -+ 09 ~o 02 -~+92 - 26
3rd-yr 3 =511 -+ 26 .88 ~u Vi
O-H 3 -.33 ~w62 - D2 -+ 30
Total 3 - 12 .04 - 96 gl
Original 4 -438 «53 - U6 -.C4
ORIG 4 w03 - 18 -o28 - 40
Ccmbined 4 .01 -« 45 -.24 .76
3rd-yr 4 " § 11 -l -84
0-H 4 .00 ~w33 --15 .66
Total 4 -=05 -39 -30 - T8
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loaded most highly on the Traditional-Ccnservative factor cf
the ORIG =sample as well as for all other Stage 3 samples.
The third seccnd-order factor lcaded wmcst highly on the
Tension-Dynamic factor of all samples in Stage 3 except the
open-house sample. The final seccrd-crder factor to emerge
loaded on the Problem-Oriented factor for 4 out of the 5

samples in Stage 3.

This seccnd-order factor amalysis procduces a clearer
picture of the stability of the original factor sclution.
The evaluative factor is unguestionably the most stable and
strongest; the Traditiocnal-Conservative factor emerges more
prominently as the second factor in Stage 3 and the Tensicn-
Dynamic and Problem-Oriented factors emerge as well although

with less strength and consistency.
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DISCUSSICN

The highly stable first factor suggests that individuals
in these populations generally describe their families cn a
strongly evaluative dimensiona The strength and prcminence
of this dimension supports Osgood's first compcnent of the
semantic differential as well as the positive-negative
dimensicon found in small group research and the healthy-
unhealthy distinction characteristic of the clinical
tradition. It is also similar tc Straus and Brown's love or
support axis which they found to ke characteristic cf fawmily

interaction research in general.

The second factor to emerge with general statility was
the Traditicnal-Conservative factor. The pcwer and
authoritarian quality of most of its items is similar to the
power or dcminant-submissive dimensicns found in swmall group

research and the family interaction literature.

The third Tensicn-Dyramic factor indicates that

individuals view their families with scme awareness of the
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dynamic-relaticnship aspects of their functiocning. This
factor relates strongly to the prccess types of variakles in
the relationship and ccmmunicaticn dimensions of the family
assessment literature and to a lesser extent to the activity
component of the semantic differential. Although not as
stable as the first two factors, its emergence ir tkird
place is similar tc the order of the three components of the

semantic differential.

The fourth Probtlem—-Oriented factor indicates that =some
individuals do view their families in distressful terms and
it thus appears to be the inverse of Factor 1I. This
reinforces the negative pole of the positive-negative
distinction fcund in small group research, +the healthy-
unhealthy distincticn in the <c¢linical tradition and the
dysfunctional end of the dimensions discussed frcm the

systems and ccmmunication persgectives.

Of particular interest is the presence of two demograghic
variables appearing with mostly distressful items. Althcugh
the overall frequency of these twec 1items 1is not high
(single-parent (14) and female-dcminant (27)), their
appearance directs attenticn tovards the possible
significance cf these properties in current family
situations. Any causal inference would be premature at this

exploratory stage arnd a number c¢f possible explanations



60

present themselves. First, individuals in these situaticns
may be more willing to reveal distressful experience than
those <considered tc be frocm structurally more 1intact
families. Second, a broader view of the context within which
these families are found may reveal what Cogswell (1979
calls the effects of the "myth' of the idealized traditicnal
nuclear family on the social, legal and ecomcnic status of
variant family fcrms. Third, an ideal family sterectype may
underly individual conceptions of what a family is cr shculd
be. Social perceptions of separated and divorced couples,
voluntary and involuntary childlessness as well as family
size might influence family descripticns. Any deviaticn
from an ideal family situaticn cculd thus determine to sonme

extent the distressful nature of the fourth factor.

In general, the most striking feature of the 4-factor
solution is the peclarity inkterenmt within and across factors.
The positive-negative distinction seems to cut acrcss all
factors in that each cone implies its ofposite. The first
three factors also bear a resenmblance to the tlree
components of the semantic differential although the general
quality of Factors II and III is nct as clear as that fcund
in the potency and activity ccmpcnents. The findings also
give overall support to Osgood et al.'s <c¢laim that the

greater the encticnal cr attitudinal 1lcading of the concept
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being judged, the greater is the tendancy for the semantic
differential to collapse into a single, ccombined and in this
case, rolar dimensicn. The strength of this implied
polarity directs closer attention to its pessible

significance in descriptive language in general.

BRelation To Limquistics

Linguists have shown the positive-negative distincticn to
be a pervasive phencrmencn in human language and a number of
authors have offered explanations regarding its function.
Osgood and Richards (1973) suggest that the distinction
should be considered not only in terms of evaluatiocn, but as
a polarity between two forces --the positive and the
negative —-which may reflect basic characteristics of human
cognitive [processes 1i.e. cognition 1is organized along
bipolar dimensicns in which c¢re c¢f the pocles is always
psychclogically positive and the cther is [sychclogically
negative. Osgood et al. suggest that in the early
development of human cognitive processes, the [positive
category can be considered the original unity which beccnmes

differentiated into positive and negative parts.

Deese (1971) also maintains that a ypositive-negative
affective ccmponent is inherent in human cognitive fprocesses

and is reflected in language. He illustrates this feature at
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both the word andéd conceptual level. Greenberg (1966)
discusses the lexical marking feature of words i.e. happy-
unhappy, whereby the positive form is marked in scme way
(usually by the additicn of the affix 'un' or not) to create
the negative or opposite form. The unmarked item (happy) is
identified by the fact that it provides the ncminal form of
the distincticn, came into the language at an earlier date,
is the first to be used by <children and is generaly used

more freguently.

Asch's (1958) work on spatial configuraticns and
affective features illustrates the affective component in
conceptual categories. If, as Asch suggests, abstractions
are considered tc be hierarchical representations i.e.
spatial metaphors, affectivity is present 1if the thicher
levels are seen to dominate the 1lower levels. Deese
concludes that such semantic relaticns are psychological

rather than linguistic in nature.

Deese {1978) also reports the strong hierarchical feature
in naturally occurring language (discocurse) and it is of
interest that this seens tc Dbe a further way of
characterizing the 1implied opposite nature of the 4-factor
solution. The hierarchical feature may thus be seen as a
secondary fundamental to be distinguished from the nore

primary positive-negative polarity.
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To carry this analogy further, cre asgect of the Tension-
Dynamic factoer is its qualitative descripticn of a
relationship. It can therefore be viewed as a nmcre fluid
process type variakle to be distinguished from the secondary

hierarchical feature.

Seen frem the 1linguistic Ferspective, the polar,
hierarchical and to a lesser extent dynamic features
characterize the fundamental ways in which irndividuals
relate to their families. By extension, these features may
also characterize the basic nature of relations in general
--be they between cbjects, concepts, fecple or systems. If
this is the case, it may not necessarily be new infcrmaticn,
but it does draw attention to the manner in which
researchers and «clinicians approcach farmilies. What 1is
suggested is a re-examination of the significance of these
polar, hierarchical and dynamic features at every level of
analysis rather than neglect their existance or disniss

their importance.

Implications for Researchers and Therapists

= _——— —_—

Current family literature has placed a majocr emphasis cn
viewing fanmily functioning on a number of continuous
dimensicns in order to avoid the healthy-unhealthy

dichot omy. However, the over-ridirng pclarity found in the
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present study indicates that this positive-negative
distinction may be even more fundamental than the healthy-
unhealthy dichotcmy amd is possibly the basis from whkich
both the dichctcomy and continuum models are derived. Rather
than discount the importance of this pclarity, researcters
and clinicians may well be advised toc reccgnize that these
features are salient aspects of distincticn in the
individual's family experience. It would make sense then to
explore the meaning and consequences of this possitly glcktal
bias not cnly for target family nmembers but for family

investigators as well.

If these features describe the inherent nature of
relations 1in general and therefore undercut any perscnal
percepticns, assumptions and myths about what actually
exists in families, they may provide a useful crienting
framework for differentiatiocn both within and between any

level of system analysis.

The cperational distinctions nmade at the most tLasic
sound /silence level for example, could incorporate ttese
features i.e. silence can be postive, <strong or tense. At
each higher level, these features may be useful in
describing the emergent gquality which is inherently nore
powerful than the sum of its compcnent parts. Bowen's use of

a spatial metaphor --the emotional triangle--is cre exanmple
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which incorporates all three features in the image it evckes
and the framework it provides for organizing a highly
abstract level cf family functicning. Without claiming that
these features are responsible for the effectiveness of the
metaphor, it is possible tc note their utility at this level

cf complexity.

An important implication can be =seen in relation to
Fisher's discussion of the «contradiction invclved in
conceptualizing fanmilies in transactional terns and
assessing families with individual or relational methcds.
The present findirgs indicate that this contradiction nay,
to some extent, be a futher misccncepticn towards levels of
analysis (Duhl et al., 1981; Gurman et al., 1S81; Rokinson,
1979) . If we are lasically dealing with a hierarchy of
levels in the family system whereby individual and
relational subsystems are relatively weak in ccmpariscr to
the powerful organization of the fawmily =systen, the
fundamental features found in the present study may provide
a common source and tasis for distirction within and between
all levels of analysis --no matter how ccmplex. The unit cf
analysis and level of reference will vary but not the
relations between the units cocr bletween the levels. This
deemphasizes the differences between individual, 1elaticnal

and transactional conceptions towards the family systenm
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hierarchy ard stresses the shared fundamental bases for

description and distinction cf relations in general.

These features may also be useful 1in the <clirical
situation as an orienting framework fcr bcecth therapist and
family members. By asking each member what he or she likes
or dislikes most about the family <¢r where they see
themselves in relation to the family power structure, the
basis and directicn may be seen for assessing and
intervening in the more complex systemic aspects cf fanily
functioning. The specific content of each situation will
differ but the fundamental relaticnship features will rnot.
The adaptaticn or translaticn of these features to the
immediate situation may thus provide a useful <crienting
framework tc help define the unspcken and powerful rules of

family interaction.

Directions for Future Research

A major strength of the present study is that its data
base 1is grocunded in 1individual descripticns c¢f fanrily
experience. The methed of data gathering is relatively
simple and inexpensive and thus allcws easy access to large
numbers of subjects. Replication using a much larger sanple
size at the level of Stage 2 would thus be the primary means

of stabilizing and refining the c¢rigiral scluticn. This
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would alsc provide the bLasis frcem which a number of
hypotheses can be formulated regarding the degree to «hich
certain sample characteristics e.g. fanily form and size,
developmental stage or «clinical and systems diagncstic
category, may affect the ways individvals relate to and
describe their own families as well as sccial percepticns cf

families in general.

A second means of refining the 4-factor scluticn wculd
entail the insertion of items representirg Osgood's semantic
differential components to serve as anchcrs for three of the
four factors. This would also prcvide the means tc pull

apart the Positive-Evaluative factor which seemns toc cover a

menber of dimensions e.g. warmth, expressiveness and
cohesiveness. Asch's (194b) distincticn between central
(warm and cold) and peripheral or less influential traits

might be useful here as uell as the linguistic feature of
markedness to investigate the content of these descriptiocns

more thorcughly.

An interesting offshoot would irvoclve the investigation
of the ratio of positive to negative words as has fkeen
examined in terms o¢f the golden secticn ratic. This ratio
(-62 :.38) has played an important rcle in aesthetic thecry
and 1its presence has been illustrated in the fcrmal

structure cf werks of art, plant, animal and human fcrms
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(Berlyne, 1971). More recently, its presencs has Leen fcund
in interperscnal judgements wherebky the ratio cf pcsitive to
negative judgements in person percepticn has been found to
egqual the golden section ratio (Benjafield and Green, 1978;
Benjafield and Adams-Webber, 1979). Althcugh not a focus of
attention 1in the present study, exjloration of this
proporticn may further our understanding of the sigrificance
of the polarity feature specifically and the nature of

relaticons in general.

As in most areas of the scocial sciences, methcdological
concerns fpresent numerous limitations when ccnsidering
precision of nmeasurement. A brief overview of the factor
analytic procedure is therefore warrented in light o¢f this

exploratory research.

Sampling of both subjects and variables is an impcrtant
consideration in any factor analytic stage. Imn Stage 1, a
predetermined number of words (variables) was unakle tc be
randomly sampled from the coriginal 245 word list since much
of the unique information sought would have been lost. At
the same time it was necessary to reduce the criginal list
of words in crder to obtain data that cculd be subject to a
statistical procedure. The eliminaticn of syncnyms and
single fregquency idiosyrcratic wcrds seemed to be the test
way to reduce the number of variatles as well as minimize

the loss ¢f unique information.
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Ideally, subjects are also randcmly sampled frcm a
defined population. Ten subjects per variable 1is the
generally accepted rule-of-thumb ratio in factor analjtic
studies. The relatively small sample size used in Stage 2
limits any solid inferences to be made to the pcpulation
sampled frem and indicates that further refining and
stabilizing of the original factor structure must take fplace

with a larger sample size at the level cf Stage 2.

Factor analysis begins with a data matrix and
each variable has a mean, standard deviaticr and
distribution., Gorsuch (1974) ard Ccnrey (1978) stress that
variation in any of these will affect the factor structure
and describe the distortion which beccnes aprparent
especially when wusing dichotomous data. Ideally, factor
analysis would employ continuous variables with ncrimal
distributions., However, if dichctcmous variables are used,
the correlation matrix can be distorted in two gpcssible
Ways. Depending on the split of thke yes/nc responses, any
single correlaticn can be artificially limited o1 grossly
inflated and thus lead to spurious factors. In the first
instance, 1if one item has a 50-50 marginal =split andé a
second item has a 955 split, the wmaximum possible
correlation between the two is limited tc .23. In the second

instance, 1if ocut of 200 cases, 199 Ss did not check two
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items and one S did check tle same twec items, the
correlation between the two items would be 1.C because cf
one deviant individual. Had this cre fperscn not checked the
same two items, the correlation would then become 0.0. For
this reason 5-7 choice items or scales are promcted as rest
in substantially reducing the Ecssibility of gross
distortions. However, this hclds true only if 5 c1r 7
discriminable pcints can be made Lty subjects and this was
cbviously not the case in Stage 2.

The next majer 1issue is the nmethod cf factor
extraction. Rummel (1978) describes the eigen-value-one
(EV=-1) procedure which assumes the principal ccmporents
account for all the variance and therefcre places a 1.0 in
the diagcnals. Each variable has 1.0 as 1its fpotential
communality after all possible factcrs are extracted whether
or not the variable has little co¢r great common variance.
The resultant inappropriately high ccmmon factor variance
for certain variables is likely tc cccur in 2-choice items
since unreliable variables often have lcw correlations with
each other.

The major means of correcting this distcrticn is by
iterating the ccmmunalities which at a conceptual level
assumes that no two tests or items can correlate perfectly
with themselves because they are not identical and thus

there 1is always error variance to consider. Princigple
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components analysis assumes that unique variance dces not
need to be accounted for and factor analysis deals with btoth
unigque and common variance by reinserting +the accumulated
commonalities for the initial number of factors at EV-1. The
process 1is repeated until the compunalities eventually
converge. However, there is no guarantee that they will
converge or that more error is 1rct introduced. In the
present study, the dichotomous nature of the variatles
allows for perfect correlation with each other in theory but
on a practical level, ensures artificial distorticns due to
the splits of the yes/nc responses. Despite these distorting
influences, a meaningful structure did emerge and further
refining and stabilizing of the criginal sclution over a
number of samples would provide the means tc eliminate as

much error variance as possible.

The issues of naming and number cf factors tc be retained
is of primary concern in any factor amnalytic study.
Successive analyses retaining 2C, 10, 4 and 3 factors
respectively ensured stability cf the scluticn within the
present prcgram. The 1issue cof naming factors 1is not so
readily resolved however, and always scmewhat arbitrary.
Replication of both Stages 1 and 2 wculd help clarify the
exact nature of Factors II, IIT and IV and help to estatlish

more reliable criteria for the labelling process.
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The questicn of precisicn of @measurement is also
important in Stage 3 where originally dichotomous data was
doubly transformed intc 5-point bipclar scales. Scale chcice
items have more discrisinating pcwer than dichotomous itenms
and are generally considered to ©Le psychometrically more
manageable. However, twvwo aspects <c¢f concern present
themselves. Only 19 of the 32 wvord-items had readily
available marked opposites and the remainder were selected
by the author. A future study could better manage this
process by asking subjects tc name the cppcosite in a manner
similar to Kelly's (1955) method of eliciting f[perscnal

constructs.

The second aspect is addressed in Eurn's (1976)
discussion cf the concept-scale interaction problen
frequently encountered when factor analyzing 3-dimensicnal
data e.g. subjects/concepts/scales. When one of the
dimensicns is collapsed tc provide a =score for a concept
€.J. a scale score is summed, the procedure tends tc klur
changes in scale factor weightings. Scales with high factor
loadings therefore ought to carry more weight in the
summation process than those carrying lcwer factor loadings.
Clark and Kevick (1967) suggest that straight summaticr is
permissible only if the factor weightings are e€gual. This

problem again pcints to the necessity cf replicating Stage 2
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with a larger sample in crder tc derive more homogeneous
items ~--which can then be weighted apfropriately in

developing the bipclar scales.

Summary and Conclusions

This study has explored a phencmenclogical apfreach to
family experience in order to determine whether a meaningful
and useful factor structure would emerge from individual
family descriptions., The 4-factcr scluticn obtained has been
shown to relate meaningfully to current dimensicns in family
literature and to the linguistic ferspective cn the polar,
hierarchical and dynamic features cf descriptive relations

in general.

The overall usefulness of the findings is yet to be
determined. Replication with a larger sanrple size is
necessary to refine and stabilize the factor sclution. This
would then permit investigation of specific hypotheses
regarding the effects of particular sample characteristics
(family size, form and develcimerntal stage) as well as

social perceptions of these characteristics to be examired.

The @most important implicaticns are for researchers
attempting tc describe the highly ccmplex and abstract

levels of the family system hierarchy ard for therapists in



the clinical situation. Although the unit of analysis
level of reference may vary, the fundamental nature
relations in general does not. The polar, hierarchical

dynamic features may therefore be important links
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and
of
and

to

developing more adequate measures cf the complex 1levels of

family interaction.
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Appendix &

ORIGINAL PAKILY DESCRIPTOR QUESTIONMNAIRE

Psychology - Pamily Study

Name:__ _ oo
Age: _____.

Sexs _ ..

Student No.____

In the toxes below, please put a word cr term that you
believe is a gcod description of- your family as you kancw it.
If possitle, illustrate your dascripticns with a specific
example. Pill in as many boxes as ycu can, using any
categories of descripticn ycu believe are relevanc.
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17.

20.
21,
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31,
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41,
42,
L3,
uu,
45,
4o .
u7.
u8.
49,
50.
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Rppendix B

FAMILY STUDY CHECKLIST

PAMILY STUDY
Ace:
Sexs

Student No.

B

1. Please f£fill in the ccmputer apsver skteet,

specifically ycur age, sex and student nuaber.

2. Pelow ycu will find a list cf words which could te

used to describe your family. If ycu Zfeel the

wecrd

is appropriate in describing jcur cwn family, circle
the numkter and place a wark uzder A ci tae
cerrespcnding number of ycur answer sheet. I cthe
word is nct suitable, leave the ccrrespounding number
an the ansver sheet Llank.
accgpging 51. fem.dcminated 101. pcct
asbitious €2. fipancially ck 102. pcwerful
active 53. fira 103. private
adventurcus 54, fragmented 104, groud
affectionate SE, friendly 105. guizt
anxious 56. fun . 1C6. reliakle
apgttet;c £7. gregaricus 1C7. religious
apim.oriented S8. gemerous 108, reserved
arjumentative 59. grcsn~ug 1C9, resocrceful
antagonistic 6C. hafppy 110. respectiul
bus: minded 61. harmonious 111. respcnsiktle
caring 62. healthy 112. restliess
close ) 63. helpful 113. rural
close-ninded 64, honest 114, scter,
cohesive €. humcurcus 115. smokars
ccld ) ) 66. incomplete 116. sarcastic
ccamunicative 67. independent 117. sexist
ccapetitive €8, indcustricts 118. shy
ccncerned 69. inguisitive 119. sincere
cenflicted 70. intelligent 120. small
cc:for;able 71. intense 121. snctbish
ccaratible 72. introverted 122. scciatle
cecnservative 73. isclated 123, sports-minaeaq
ccnsiderate 74. Zealcus 124, staodle
centent 75. just ) ) 125, strsssful
ccoperative 7€6. lacks directicr 126. strict
crazy 77. large 127. streng
crga;zv? 78. lateblccre:s 128. stuktorn
critical 79. lazy 129. spiritual
c:umbl%nq 30. liberal 130, successtul
demanding 31, lcaely 131, subucktan
g:mccgatlc 8Z. loud 132. suffccating
spendert 33. loyal 133. sugpcrtive
d}ttgregt €4, mature 134, sympathetic
disciplined 35. mnale dcaizated 135. single parent
pbys. distart 36, actile 136. s=ad
amot. distant 37. modern 137. tense
diversae 38, =moral 138. tired
divorced 39. musical 139, traditional
dynamic. 90. non=-vertal 140, in transiticn
easy-ycing 31, criginal 141, unorthodox
encticnal 92. crpen 142, unnealctny
encourayging 93. opinionated 143, ungrecéictiable
ene;gat%c 34, optiazistic 144, unraliacls
excitaktla 9€S, over-prctective 145, veclatile
excitiag 96, cutdccr-criantel 146, wealczkby
axtzcyerted §7. pratient® 147, wara
3xtenuid 98. peaceful 148, <ell-r=ad
fergetful 99, pessimistic 149, welli-travelled
fam.crientad 0C. polit. active 150, wise
1S1. <Ycrry warss
152. ycung



Appendix C

FARILY DESCRIPTIICN SURVEY

1. Pleace fill in the following.

Age__ _ Sex___

No. c¢f childrer in family _____
2. Flace a mark cn the line tc indicate to what cegree
you wculd describe ycur family cn the following

dimansicns.

i.e.
large . e— e sma.l
very fairly medium fairly vary

friendly I — e e unfriendly
develofing e cruaktling
demandirng e ee—eeemeeme—=—— und=manding
CRANGINGE = tiras
female- zale-
dcminated deminated
relaxed ________ T e T tense
traditicnal _____________ eeeeee-eee——. unccrventicnal
sincere e e e e s emeesenee iNSiCcere
unccemfcrtakle ________ i [ ccafcrtatle
toyether o _________ T fragmented
intense e e S e a AR e e BUEANED
emcticrally egcticnally
clcse B e e e s e e e e T . listact

sad e e e act sad
independent e suffccatirng
incensiderate _________________ e ccnsiderats
well T T a— unnealtk
strict e e e e vermissive
uncritical e e e e ceesomesew. Critical
conservative _____________ e e frejressive
varm e e e e cecceceee—. €cld

YONRLY 0 e e nct icnely
lowd o . Juist
anxicus  _________ T I ——— centidant
happy e G = — Uhhdpgpy
conflicted e ceecmececcteemcemeeseeeme URCSntlictel
outgeing e A e res2cvad

aryumentative 1greeacle

opinicrated Cgen-11nd:d

loyal e e e . e a s JaBleya]
twc-parent P T —— R ee=e SlNjie-parent
intrcverted e e e e extrcverted

ancouraging disccuragang
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BRppendix p

UEROTATED FACTOR BATRIX

FACTORS

VARRL F COMMUNLTY 1 2 3 3
Vabkbnny n_1Q94 ~f o818, -N,110RQO ~N,13Nn4a -N.111494_
Vel ny N, AROT V, PR Rt Nec) IR7 RGN E! 0 4 VY26
Vaknng n,IRT7Y(2 n,6enN339 g.02e1q9 -N,11768 N, 19030
varnns n, 32770 N,31345 e 1 3529 -u.251u1 1) o) 1927
VA=QO0S. ___ 0.63655 —0a529 )5 0,04930 D114 =0, 075001
Vasnnea N, 1477 V. ln2ug N.9N1) 8 Q.QHQIH U ,00NRY
VvaRNN7 N.3A31593 N.N3IREQ N, 16398 N.17934 =0,01%95
VERONG N, PRATA N.13740 VP TRa? =0, 12223 =0,26448
JaLang N,40027Q AR R L) NV, 568G -, N4 3G 1,20102
va~olo Nn,?206un -t atnnl/ NG2TI8T =6 ,13121 D1, 00326
vasng ) CLLhGRA 0,257R7 N,?h764 n,11221 h,)5844
vaonyp nN,S37272 N.R3782 =0, 07775, N,)3345 ~".1047h
Makeld NeR4AQTh . NGROL3H_ =0,1901R_ =0, 09255 NIEICH
Vario ]l a n, MAR3 n,n32nl n,1HRRYA Her?2736G n.?nnqﬁ
Jakknlg n,71a67 N,642183 N, 04308 N,N1198 =0, ,0AAGLY
Vaknla n,3677]) -0, ) ann} 1) URAR] e lavql 0.14u37
iavn) 7 N AAQRQ NLRIAD 2, NQ11N =0, /90 N,Na813s
] n,134G73 W, lman? Ve PRI 1Y =0l 0249 Ve 197 34
Vvarnlg n,248878 f,66n0n7 N.0N97146 N,N3/6He =N, 07096
Yarn20 n,4a/lk8 =0, )a3h/NM h1.3]1 364 N 12409 -i) e 3AG26H
Jaewn2] o . n,83512 VeATALS _ =n,0)0389___ 71,0492  1,]10022
4LNNPD n, 7021 reS756] -u.]PlH1 U.”?L‘? =0, 04HAR
vallnzl n,Wws 39 N, 0L3CKG n, 104600 alban 0n,02389
VARNDG ~fL,R3I2TH N,A7N34  =n,11738"7 n.02714 = VBRTP
YOOGS rLoelakn N ~Rak0 -« 10110 h,14812 ~0 16194
VaR PR N, h2ling AR -0, YR ] 2 Catinme =0 ,720A87
VAITN2T 0,286 r,127791% e 1AhG24 0,341 3 N,024962
Varl i 2R n BT 3A (A A Y V.1437) -0.171u1 -,03007
VARD29 L 0, 46753 23241 - 0..593 10 .0 Aa21566 . 0.14151.
varnln n,aac71 -n,22637 D163 =0 ,01453(0) =0,50044
Va3 n,37487 N, N1 R Ne4HITA ﬂ.“34d8 0N,°h231
vasniyp Nn,330.,9 N,b.)6b2a ). NESRQ Nenlan nN,NRGH41
L0 ) Yoy Yr WG N NS A7 A1 1814 A qan - _YAARDD iV _NSNQA
VARO G An/R3 Uotiddiar 23238 =i0,300821 faNA"24
VA 35 .4700& 3242 1.06033 Ne3lR2] N.0%4627
VAL 036 N,29%4 -0.123732 N, 2696 N,09529 -0, 071917
VAJ“JI “.?QBQI -1 ,25332 Vaesl 05 Ne33B1I N LTREA
VA-038 rfLRT 1A C 221347 Vecalad =0,38714 N,22724
V6036 n,751%4 02193 Jel13001 “N.”371l =0,1A07R
VA=040 o 337764 0.21011 1,13952 =0,22392 ﬂ.?HJ"l
VYA P4 £ Gy 1 S ASS =) j0&CN -(_!11uk G127
Mjkoap D,31026 0.2V 100N Ve AYPAR -“./<f%l =121 06
Vikyas 0,al287 D =202 =0, 184k4 JNellu N,025832
VARDGw CaT611 0.h13ING N.10340 -4.11J7d N,12082
VARDAS 0,a]56R 0.,70anq Va.42903 =0,p0lol 1,10313
VAKOse C,alyr7 U.S!Vlf HaURTINI =0, B0 Ve17536
VAROGT 0,7754 0.31%249 N IBISE =0.,40075 =0,08543
VARQGR 0.22604 N,138102 n.2124d =0.24a]a 001610
YiAenaQ AL 2N - VYT N TannT -anl)uJ -3 ,0Na84
VAROS 0.521%50 VeS57ent  =u.(Gn3la Celdvlo TRELY K
VERORS] 0.32525 0.18457 0.1159 -0.06045 =9,37052
VhROS2 D.24677 0.33025 0.19000 0.14594 0.20447
VAROS33 0D.33877 0.31685 V.25425 0.37731 0.11938

€8
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18982 =-0.30099,

=0

0,00017

FACTAORS
14521

COMMUNLTY
-0

0. 360AQ

VARRKLE.
VARDNS 4
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FACTNRS

VARRLE COMMUNLTY 1 2 3 4
yao1n7 0_3P0H7 n,111133 0.085774 0. 166K24 _=0,13621
VAR 108 n,sa2079 -0 ,N4595 N.25350 Ne4539% N.00261
vaR1ng n.,31147 Nn.3G6113 Ne2704A =0,01806 N.12965
VAR]10 N,46R25 0.54R45 N.l134]6 N,2R438 =0,07262
NAR11) n.32558 0.45398 0.10342 0.06533 =0,.07160
vAR) 12 N, 243 -0,05464 Ne271A3 =0.,0R171 -0,40417
VAR113 0,276])3 Nel66R3 Nel5RPA N, 101086 =0,15740
VAR 14 n,1R7485 N, 17785 N.18011 Nes30272 N,N46389
VaR118 0. 328AQR8 =N, N67483 012130 =0,03043 =0,1002A
VAR 1A N,32G°7S -0,.0c4Q8 Ne28&72 =-0,26293 C.19706
VARI17 n, 45217 -0,17859 0.14235 Ne19406 N,11692
VAR]1A n,a0341 -0,15294 N.12340 n.23614 0,07930
MARILG 0.49%599 0,.67397 0.0327% N.0857) 0,01790Q
VARYIZ20 n,27908 N,01875% 0.21G0A =0,0299% =0,02576
VaR121 n,1R56A ~0. 07443 Ne10750 0.23879 N.03416
var122 n,22034 N.3278] =0,03619 =0,22888 =0,10649
VyR127 N_2A0Q4 N P822¢4 N, . 03”274 -N NS0/ 7 N P2NR[IR
VaR 124 N,6208] T.ANTaS  =0.02207 0. 1RI07 =0,00092
VaR12S n,367203 -0,4164])3 NeaHa12 =0,0453n =0,24742
VAR12A N ,29R38 N,N3171 0,2311% Nn,30303 0,30323
LR 27 A_23749 ‘,uk~1h Nn,1 3”11 -0,12320 N, N070RS
VAR 2R n,37%61 =0.0R35] Nes 1909  =0.15363 ATI8 e
VaR)?2Q n,39356 n,zs?aﬂ n,1n8A% N.N37RA =0,15848
VaR13n n,36455 N.,47110 0.02294 N,12Hh3R N, 07556
vani) n,_1830% N, 25366 002227 1,15083  =n,00AQR
vall]32 NaaH9nh -0 /12 IO EE] Neddl 34 =0,02043
VeR) 3 N, 6h799 N,SRQA47 «=0,09390 «=(N9546 =0,23055
VaR1 34 N.3987n 0,AN3R2 0.04058 0.03738 =0,10606
VAR 3S 0 ,.46449) =N,.0N228% N )Q3S7 =0,161948 =0,569044
Var]36 n,5297a =0,MR5462 .0,37317 =0.03033 S0 eR576
VaR]37 n.s2479 ~0.1Nna22 0.52151 =0,06294 =0,18600
VAR] 383 N, a8304 -Nei3223 )e42363 =0,12495 =0.,08937
yAD112Q n_2RATS n_NRD2AK0 Nn_1nNN7S N 43796 -N . 0SAT74
VAR )4y Nn,127HR8 -0,135954 Ne(0R9072 =0,lunl3 -q.naaxp
Varl4l n,32497 -0,07739 0.,42479 =0,21261 .01372
VAR 42 Nn.22100 -0,0Q350 NeNSGAS =0, N2074 -n 41020
vaRkla? 0.25198 -0,07633 QoPhB2Q  ~0.06711 0.23%933
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VaR 145 rfn,a19AK11 -0 ,07620 N.N8381 «0,26757 0.20077
VaR)46A 8,55137 n,19785 N.2729A N.19754% 0.32207
VAR147 N, 4A/080 0. 558149 =n,1198AR0 =0,030a4 =0,04212
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Appendix E

PACTCR EKEATEIX

STAGE 2

FACTORS
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Appendix F

STAGE 3: OBIG SAMPLE FACTCE BATRIX
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Rppendix G

COHBINED SAMELE FACTOF MATRIX

STAGE 3
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Rppendix H

3RD-YR SAMPLE EACTOF HMATRIX
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Appendix I

O0-H SAMPLE FACTOF MATRIX

STAGE 3
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Appendix J

TOTAL SEBFLE FACTCR MATRIX
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STAGE 2: RAW DATA
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Appendix K cont'd
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