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The influence of theoretically prominent family 

processes on late adolescent college student identity 

development was the focus of this study. The primary 

purpose was to test a model of adolescent identity 

development. This model proposed that family health 

variables would predict identity development, and that 

attachment and separation-individuation would each make 

unique and additive contributions to identity development. 

The second purpose was to identify instruments which 

discretely measured the family processes. The third purpose 

was to better understand family influences by measuring the 

processes of exploration and commitment. 

Participants were 150 male and 150 female college 

students, between the ages of 18 and 23, and from intact 

families. Questionnaires completed measured family 

functioning and identity development. Family functioning 

measures covered three domains (family health, attachment to 

parents, and separation-individuation) which formed the set 

of independent variables. The identity measures (ego 

identity status and identity process) comprised the 



dependent variables. A hierarchical regression design was 

employed where family health variables were entered first, 

followed by attachment variables, then separation-

individuation variables. 

The results indicated mixed support of the model. 

First, the proposed model was statistically supported for 

females as all domains predicted identity achievement and 

diffusion. For males, only family health predicted identity 

achievement, and only separation-individuation predicted 

identity diffusion. Other important findings were that the 

attachment and separation-individuation domains both 

assessed forms of connectedness, suggesting only one domain. 

Thus, the separation-individuation component of the model 

was not supported. Second, similarity of attitudes 

consistently predicted identity achievement, diffusion, 

exploration, and commitment. Third, despite the use of 

rigorous criteria to obtain discrete scales representative 

of the theoretical constructs, overlap was discovered within 

and across domains. 

The roles of similarity of attitudes between adolescent 

and parent, and the family environments associated with 

identity achievement, diffusion, exploration, and commitment 

are discussed. In addition, methodological and measurement 

issues, limitations of the study, and implications for 

future research are examined. 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The author wishes to acknowledge Vicki Campbell, Ph.D, 

for her consistent example of rigorous thought and passion 

for excellence toward the goal of the scientific advancement 

of knowledge in psychology and Jan Nelsen for her assistance 

in the arduous task of manuscript preparation. 

111 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES vi 

LIST OF ILLLUSTRATIONS viii 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 
Theoretical Literature 

Identity Development 
Exploration Process Domain 
Commitment Process Domain 

Family Processes 
Attachment Theory 
Separation-individuation Theory 
Family Systems Theory 
Summary 

Empirical Literature 
Role of Family in Identity Development 

Attachment Variables 
Separation-individuation Variables 
Multiple Family Process Variables 
Summary 

Family Processes and Identity Exploration and 
Commitment 

Attachment Variables 
Separation-individuation Variables 
Multiple Family Process Variables 
Summary 

Family Processes and Adjustment 
Attachment Variables 
Separation-individuation Variables 
Multiple Family Process Variables 

Final Summary and Conclusions 
Rationale 

II. METHOD 128 
Participants and Procedure 
Family Health, Attachment, and Separation-

individuation Constructs 
Instruments 
Research Design 
Research Hypotheses 
Analyses 

IV 



TABLE OF CONTENTS—continued 

III. RESULTS 151 
Description of the Sample 
Description of the Set of Family Process 
Variables 

Description of the Set of Identity Variables 
Selection of Independent Variables 
Principle Analyses 

IV. DISCUSSION 175 
The Consistent Influence of Shared Values 

Identification 
Implications of Identification 

Family Connectedness: The Context of Identity 
Development 

The Family Health Domain 
The Attachment Domain 
The Separation-individuation Domain 
Connectedness and Identity Development 

Gender Differences 
Identity Exploration and Commitment 
Methodological and Measurement Issues 
Limitations of the Study 
Recommendations for Future Research 

APPENDICES 213 

REFERENCES 288 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Subject Characteristics 257 

2. Means, standard deviations, and ranges of family 
family process variables 259 

3. Means, standard deviations, and ranges of identity 
variables 260 

4. Correlation matrix for all variables - combined 
sample (N = 300) 261 

5. Correlation matrix for all variables - male 
sample (n = 150) 262 

6. Correlation matrix for all variables - female 
sample (n = 150) 263 

7. Correlation matrix for all variables in the 
regression model - combined sample (N = 300) 264 

8. Correlation matrix for all variables in the 
regression model - male sample (n = 150) 265 

9. Correlation matrix for all variables in the 
regression model - female sample (n = 150) 266 

10. Multiple regression test for multicollinearity 
displaying R squared: series one 267 

11. Multiple regression test for multicollinearity 
displaying R squared: series two 268 

12. Multiple regression test for multicollinearity 
displaying R squared: series three 269 

13. Multiple regression test for multicollinearity 
displaying R squared: series four 270 

14. Multiple regression test for multicollinearity 
displaying R squared: series five 271 

15. Multiple regression test for multicollinearity 
displaying R squared: series six 272 

VI 



LIST OF TABLES—continued 

Table Page 

16. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity achievement - male sample (n = 150) 273 

17. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity diffusion - male sample (n = 150) 274 

18. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity exploration - male sample (n = 150) 275 

19. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity commitment - male sample (n = 150) 276 

20. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity achievement - female sample (n =150) 277 

21. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity diffusion - female sample (n =150) 278 

22. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity exploration - female sample (n =150) 279 

23. Summary of regression analyses predicting score on 
identity commitment- female sample (n =150) 280 

24. Hierarchical regression comparisons 281 

VII 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure Page 

1. The proposed model of adolescent identity 
development with sixteen original variables 284 

2. Revised model of adolescent identity development 
based on multicollinearity analysis 285 

3. The model of adolescent identity development for 
males supported by regression analysis 286 

4. The model of adolescent identity development for 
females support by regression analysis 287 

v m 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In popular thinking the term adolescent conjures up a 

multitude of stereotypic images. On one hand, adolescents 

are viewed as loud, vulgar, ill-mannered, immoral, 

ungrateful, irresponsible, promiscuous, rebellious, and 

lazy. On the other hand, these same adolescents may be 

attentive, passionately loyal, hard-working, helpful, 

considerate, and loving. These fluctuations in behavior may 

account for adults' dislike and mistrust of adolescents more 

than any other age group (Willis, 1981). However, these 

fluctuations appear to also represent experimentation in 

life alternatives as the adolescent metamorphoses into an 

adult. This task, achieving adulthood, is the most 

important at this stage of life (Rice, 1992). 

The word adolescence comes from the Latin verb 

adolescere, which means "to grow" or "to grow to maturity" 

(Golinko, 1984). By definition then, adolescence is an 

intermediate stage, a period of growth between childhood and 

adulthood (deBrun, 1981; Matter, 1984). Thus, adolescence 

may be viewed as a bridge, over which the adolescent must 

cross in order to take a place in society as a "mature, 

responsible, creative adult" (Rice, 1992, p.32). 



One essential aspect of making the transition to 

adulthood is the development of a sense of identity. The 

tasks of adolescence are peppered with such phrases as 

"finding oneself," the "search for meaning," "finding your 

niche," and "discovering who you are." In each case, 

adolescence is pictured as an adventure into unknown 

territory. The individual is pictured as leaving behind 

much of what is familiar and comfortable about oneself to 

discover what is essentially unique about the self. In so 

doing, the adolescent is thought to find " a place in the 

world" and achieve a sense of solidity about the self that 

will stand for a lifetime. 

Theoretical formulations (Erikson, 1968; Josselson, 

1987) and empirical investigations (Lopez, 1993; Rice, 1990; 

Waterman, 1982) have stressed the importance of identity 

development in adolescence. Bosma (1993) called identity 

development the "main task" of adolescence. The period of 

late adolescence, especially during college years, appears 

to be a dynamic time in which identity is forged (Waterman, 

1982). Clinically, identity development has been identified 

as a core therapeutic issue (Enns, 1991; Hamacheck, 1988). 

The formation of a distinct sense of identity appears 

to be correlated with a number of other intrapersonal and 

interpersonal indices of self-development and maturation. 

Intrapersonal dimensions include personal adjustment 

(Waterman, 1982), academic achievement (Grotevant & Adams, 



1984), self-esteem (Marcia, 1967), autonomy (Orlofsky, 

Marcia, & Lesser, 1973), vocational behavior (Blustein, 

Devenis, & Kidney, 1989), locus of control (Francis, 1981) 

and cognitive development (Weiss, 1974). Interpersonal 

dimensions include cooperation and competition (Podd, 

Marcia, & Rubin, 1970) and intimacy (Orlofsky et al., 1973). 

Adolescents do not make the transition to adulthood or 

form an identity in a vacuum, but within the multiple 

contexts of the world, country, community, and family. 

Theorists have increasingly emphasized the significant 

influence of the social context (Bandura & Walters, 1963; 

Bronfenbrenner, 1977). Rice (1992) suggests that in 

contemporary U.S. culture adolescents experience 

unprecedented and virtually unrestrained technological 

change which becomes the basis for social transformation. 

Rice makes two important observations concerning the impact 

of this social transformation on adolescents. First, as the 

future becomes more uncertain and unpredictable, the 

adolescent feels less secure about a personal future. 

Second, cultural confusion with shifting beliefs and values 

results in greater stress and personality disturbance in 

adolescents. Third, rapid societal change appears to be 

weakening the role and function of the family. 

The disturbance of family functioning is especially 

crucial to the adolescent, since the family has been 

identified as an especially powerful contributor to 



individual development. Popular wisdom seems to intuitively 

accept the power of the family to influence individual 

development. Theorists have increasingly emphasized the 

importance of family dynamics as a crucial influence on 

adolescent development (Bowen, 1966; Grotevant & Cooper, 

1986; Haley, 1979; Minuchin, 1974; Teyber, 1981). However, 

the results of family disturbance are of more than 

theoretical interest. Stone and Archer (1990) point to 

evidence suggesting that the presenting problems of college 

clients are becoming increasingly influenced by dysfunction 

in the family. 

Thus, the emergence of identity, a solidified sense of 

self from the dynamic milieu of society and the family, has 

increasingly captured the attention of theoreticians and 

empirical researchers. However, understanding the influence 

of family dynamics on adolescent identity development is 

only in its infancy (Lopez, 1992). The college years appear 

to be especially important in that the greatest gains in 

identity formation appear to occur during this period. 

Apparently, college environments provide a diversity of 

experiences that can serve both to trigger consideration of 

identity issues and to suggest alternative resolutions 

(Waterman, 1982). Thus, the broad question of this study 

emerges, "How do dynamic family processes influence identity 

development in late adolescence?" 



Theoretical Literature 

This theoretical review of the literature will overview 

key concepts within identity and family process theory. The 

study of identity development accelerated with Erikson's 

formulation of identity and ego-identity theory (Erikson, 

1950, 1956, 1968, 1980). Identity theory will be surveyed 

to describe Erikson's conceptualization of identity. 

Special emphasis will be placed on the underlying identity 

development process constructs, exploration and commitment. 

Second, three prominent family process theories address 

development and have been applied to late adolescent. 

Attachment (Bowlby, 1969, 1980) and separation-individuation 

(Bios, 1967) are relatively circumscribed theories that 

target two basic developmental processes. Family systems 

theory (Bowen, 1966; Haley, 1979; Minuchin, 1974) addresses 

a number of dynamic family processes that form the context 

in which attachment and separation-individuation occur. 

Each theory will be overviewed to identify theoretically 

prominent variables which may facilitate or impede late 

adolescent development. 

Identity Development 

Erik Erikson, perhaps more than any other theoretician, 

focused attention on adolescent identity development. His 

theory represents a dramatic shift in conceptualizing the 

forces which contribute to adolescent identity development. 

Erikson asserted that the primary organizing mechanisms for 



adolescent development were psychosocial influences, in 

contrast to Freudian thought which stressed the impact of 

psychosexual forces (Matteson, 1975). 

Erikson conceptualized individual development occurring 

across the life span by progress through distinct, 

epigenetic stages. Normative development was thought to 

occur as an individual successfully negotiated the tasks 

required in a particular stage. Completion of the tasks 

required at any stage became the genesis for entering and 

embracing the tasks of the next stage. Unsuccessful 

negotiation of a stage was thought to impede or inhibit 

movement into the next higher stage, thus stalling 

individual development. Most often, however, the individual 

was thought to move sequentially through each of the eight 

stages. 

Development of identity is the task of the fifth stage 

and is based on successful negotiation of the previous five 

stages. In the first stage the infant faces the central 

task of trust versus mistrust. In early childhood, the 

central issue of authority versus shame and doubt is 

negotiated. Initiative versus guilt is negotiated during 

play age. Then, during school age, the task becomes 

industry versus inferiority. Successful achievement of 

trust, authority, initiative, and industry prepares the 

adolescent to successfully negotiate the identity versus 

identity confusion task. It is upon successful achievement 



of a sense of identity, of fidelity to one's sense of self, 

that the next three stages, intimacy versus isolation in 

young adulthood, and generativity versus stagnation in 

adulthood, and integrity versus despair in old age are 

negotiated. 

Erikson identified two underlying processes to explain 

how identity develops in adolescence: crisis and commitment. 

The crisis process represents a period in which decisions 

must be made about the adolescent's place in society. The 

crisis is precipitated by societal expectations that require 

the adolescent to make "commitments for life" concerning 

one's place in society (Adams, Bennion, & Huh, 1989). 

Crisis is a normative life event: "a necessary turning 

point, crucial moment, when development must move one way or 

another, marshalling resources of growth, recovery, and 

further differentiation" (Erikson, 1968, p.16). During the 

period of crisis, the adolescent may try on different 

alternative commitments to see which seem best suited. 

Erikson (1968) states: 

Societies offer, as individuals require, more or less 

sanctioned intermediary periods between childhood and 

adulthood, institutionalized psychosocial moratoria, 

during which a lasting pattern of 'inner identity' is 

scheduled for relative completion. (p. 66) 

Thus, the adolescent period provides young people with 

the optimal opportunity to define a sense of identity. Not 
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yet firmly tied by adult commitments, the young adult 

"adolesces" by trying out a variety of possible commitments 

ideologically and interpersonally, eventually adopting a 

more or less permanent sense of self (Patterson, Sochting, & 

Marcia, 1992) . 

Although society offers the opportunity for exploration 

in the crisis period, not all adolescents will necessarily 

explore. Some, due to family influences, may forego 

exploration for premature commitments. The absence of 

actual exploration is thought to inhibit identity 

development. Those adolescents who do explore are thought 

to negotiate this stage most successfully and gain a stable 

sense of personal identity which is recognized subjectively 

by the adolescent and objectively by others. Although these 

commitments are expected by society to be relatively firm, 

they are also flexible and dynamic. The individual is 

thought to fine-tune a sense of identity across the life-

span. 

Erikson's (1980) conceptualization of identity was 

multifaceted and complex. However, two important tiers of 

identity may be described: personal identity and ego-

identity. Erickson states personal identity is: 

The conscious feeling of having personal identity is 

based on two simultaneous observations: the immediate 

perception of one's selfsameness and continuity in time 

(subjective); and the simultaneous perception of the 



fact that others recognize one's sameness and 

continuity (objective). (Italics added; Erikson, 1980; 

p. 22) 

Personal identity, then, embraces the "fact of existence" in 

the subjective and objective (intrapersonal and 

interpersonal) domains. 

Upon the foundation of personal identity Erikson builds 

the construct of ego identity. To the intrapersonal and 

interpersonal domains of identity he adds the concept of ego 

synthesis or the awareness of the unique way in which the 

individual masters experience. This ego synthesis is "in 

accord with its space-time and life plan" (Erikson, 1980, p. 

21), that is, individual mastery successfully fits into the 

objective society. Physical mastery generates functional 

pleasure derived from social recognition which in turn 

produces realistic self-esteem. This "self-esteem grows to 

be a conviction that the ego is learning effective steps 

toward a tangible collective future, that it is developing 

into a defined ego within a social reality. This sense I 

wish to call ego identity." (Erikson, 1980, p. 22, italics 

added). Erikson (1968) states: 

Ego identity then, in its subjective aspect, is the 

awareness of the fact that there is a self-sameness and 

continuity to the ego's synthesizing (mastery) methods, 

the style of one's individuality, and that this style 

coincides with the sameness and continuity of one's 
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meaning for significant others in the immediate 

community, (p. 50, italics in original, bold added) 

Thus, ego-identity transcends, but includes personal 

identity. Awareness of self-sameness and continuity in the 

intrapersonal and interpersonal domains (personal identity) 

combines with functional mastery in society, leading to 

self-esteem, which solidifies into ego identity. 

Erikson identifies two possible extreme outcomes of 

identity development: identity and identity confusion. 

Respectively, each is an outcome of successful or 

unsuccessful negotiation of the identity stage and previous 

psychosocial stages. He also identified a foreclosure 

category; these individuals were thought to accept the 

values and beliefs within the family and not engage in 

exploratory activity. 

James Marcia (1966) expanded on Erikson's three 

identity outcomes (identity, identity confusion, and 

foreclosure) by operationalizing four types of identity 

status based on the presence or absence of crisis and 

commitment. Because not all adolescents appear to face a 

"crisis," this period was reconceptualized by Matteson 

(1977) as a continuum of exploration that emphasized 

experimentation with alternatives. This conceptualization 

of four identity statuses based on commitment and 

exploration is probably the most widely employed 

operationalization of identity (Bourne, 1978). 
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Identity statuses are both outcomes of the process of 

identity formation and structural properties of personality 

that determine an individual's mode of experiencing the 

world (Patterson et al.f 1992). The four identity statuses 

are identity diffusion, identity foreclosure, moratorium, 

and identity achievement. Identity diffusion is the least 

developmentally advanced status, although, like all of the 

statuses, it has adaptive aspects, and may be the most 

adaptive mode of function under certain conditions. 

Commitment to an internally consistent set of values and 

goals is absent, and exploration is either missing or 

shallow. People in identity diffusion are thought to follow 

the path of least resistance and may present as having a 

carefree lifestyle, being empty and dissatisfied, or both. 

Identity foreclosure represents a high level of commitment 

following little or no exploration. For some, identity 

foreclosure is a developmental starting point, from which a 

period of exploration will follow, however, foreclosure is 

considered to represent a less developed state than 

moratorium or identity achievement. People in foreclosure 

are thought to adopt a single set of values and goals, 

usually of their parents. Moratorium represents a high 

level of exploration, of examining alternatives and actively 

working toward commitment. This period of forging an 

identity in ideological and interpersonal domains may take 

many years. Identity achievement represents a resolution of 
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identity in which a set of commitments are adopted following 

a period of exploration. It is hypothesized that the 

exploration during the moratorium period imbues the identity 

achieved individual with a flexible strength that 

distinguishes it from the rigidity of the identity 

foreclosed individual (Patterson et al., 1992). 

These statuses are dynamic rather than static and 

movement from one status to another is expected (Waterman, 

1982). The developmental timing and sequencing of these 

statuses have been the subject of several longitudinal 

studies and cross-sectional studies (Marcia, 1976; Meilman, 

1979; Waterman, Geary, & Waterman, 1974; Waterman & Goldman, 

1976; Waterman & Waterman, 1971). Although no set 

progression is inevitable, in general, identity status 

change in late adolescence has shown a decrease in 

Foreclosure and Diffusion positions, accompanied by an 

increase in the frequency of Moratorium and Identity 

Achievement statuses (Kroger & Haslett, 1988). 

In sum, Eriksonian theory posits two fundamental 

processes, exploration and commitment, upon which identity 

development is contingent. Adequate exploration which leads 

to commitment will likely result in appropriate identity 

development. Inadequate exploration will likely impede 

commitment and stunt identity development. Thus, those 

processes in society which encourage exploration and 

commitment are likely to promote identity development. 
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Exploration process domain of identity development. 

Developmental theorists and researchers (Erikson, 1968; 

Marcia, 1980; Matteson, 1977, 1975) have stressed the 

critical role of the exploration process in identity 

development. Exploration is widely accepted as an essential 

precursor to full identity formation. Lack of exploration 

is thought to inhibit or stall identity formation by 

limiting the adolescents spectrum of choices, possibly 

excluding those alternatives that may best fulfill that 

individual's natural gifts. 

Originally, Erikson (1968) proposed the necessity of a 

period of crisis, during which the adolescent explored 

identity alternatives. More recently, researchers (Bosma, 

1992; Grotevant, H.D., Thornbecke, W.L., & Meyer, M.L., 

1982; Matteson, 1977) have emphasized the exploratory nature 

of adolescence, since many individuals do not appear to 

experience this period as a crisis (Offer, 1969). 

Exploration is now considered a life-long process rather 

than limited to adolescence (Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; 

Grotevant, Thornbecke, & Meyer, 1982; Phillips 1982). 

The importance of exploration lies in the fact that it 

provides the individual with crucial information about self 

and the world from which the individual can formulate ideas 

and plans relevant to identity development (Jordaan, 1963). 

Completion of the task is considered essential for 

successful development of identity. 
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Jordaan (1963), seeking to develop a theoretical model 

of vocational development, provided a general and 

comprehensive theoretical framework for describing and 

analyzing adolescent exploration. Two themes emerged from 

Jordaan's work which are of particular importance for this 

study. One is Jordaan's theoretical notion about extending 

child developmental models of exploratory behavior to 

adolescents, and the other is the discussion of factors 

which might serve to influence exploratory behavior. These 

themes highlight the importance of earlier developmental 

experiences in the formation of exploratory behavior. 

Jordaan's (1963) model included suggestions about 

possible intrapsychic motivations to engage in exploration. 

These motivations included uncertainty about a plan of 

action, a need to meet other's expectations, anxiety, 

boredom, and a need for more information about self or 

environment to make decisions about future career 

activities. 

Jordaan (1963) also suggested outside factors or life 

circumstances which might facilitate, hinder, or inhibit 

exploratory activities in the individual. Of particular 

importance was the role of the family in providing support 

and encouragement in the exploratory process. Jordaan 

hypothesized that individuals who came from homes which did 

not encourage independence and exploratory behaviors would 

be unlikely to engage in fruitful exploration. 
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Many of Jordaan's (1963) notions about potential 

influences in the development of exploratory behavior are 

suggestive of the importance of parent-child relationships. 

In particular Jordaan's ideas suggest that problematic 

parent-child relationships which do not encourage 

exploratory behavior or the development of self-confidence 

and independence will impede adequate development. 

More recently, Grotevant and Cooper (1988) expanded on 

the developmental nature of exploratory behavior and the 

role of the family in its facilitation. Families are 

believed to facilitate exploratory behavior by providing an 

optimum balance of closeness and separateness which will 

offer the adolescent both support and independence 

(Grotevant & Cooper, 1988). 

Commitment process domain of identity development. The 

identity commitment process, unlike identity exploration, 

has received minimal attention by theorists and researchers. 

In optimal development commitment is thought to occur 

following exploration. Thus, from a fairly wide range of 

experienced and examined options, the adolescent embraces 

those that seem most appropriate and congruent. Although 

some fine-tuning across the life-span was expected, Erikson 

(1968) proposed that the commitments made would form a 

stable identity recognized by the individual and others. 

Erikson's (1968, 1980) stress on commitment is 

unmistakable. During adolescence, the last stage of 
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childhood, childhood identifications are subordinated to a 

new reorganized identity. 

These new identifications are no longer characterized 

by the playfulness of childhood and the experimental 

zest of youth; with dire urgency they force the young 

individual into choices and decisions which will, with 

increasing immediacy, lead to a more final self-

definition, to irreversible role pattern, and thus to 

commitments for life. (Erikson, 1980, p. 119) 

There is a "final identity" at the end of adolescence that 

includes all significant previous identifications, "but it 

also alters them in order to make a unique and reasonably 

coherent whole of them" (Erikson, 1968, p. 161) 

Although negotiating the identity stage is 

characteristic of adolescence, and a point in which a fairly 

stable identity is formed, that identity does not represent 

an unchangeable self-definition; it is open to refinement. 

Identity formation is a lifelong process, "largely 

unconscious" to the individual and society, and neither 

begins nor ends with adolescence (Erikson, 1980). "The 

process of identity formation emerges as an evolving 

configuration—a configuration which is gradually 

established by successive ego syntheses and resyntheses 

throughout childhood" (Erikson, 1980, p. 125). Beyond 

adolescence, individuals are likely to experience 

"discontinuities" which bring crisis "and demand a decisive 
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and strategic repatterning of action, and with it compromise 

which can be compensated for only by a consistently accruing 

sense of social value and increasing commitment" (Erikson, 

1980, p. 123). The processes of reevaluating identity and 

establishing refined or renewed commitments are part of 

ongoing identity formation. Thus, in spite of the original 

theoretical depth of Erikson on commitment, theorists have 

not pursued the distinctive properties of the commitment 

process. 

Family Processes 

Theorists and researchers agree, almost axiomatically, 

that multiple family processes influence adolescent 

development. Three theories of dynamic family process are 

selected to review because of their prominence in both the 

theoretical and empirical research. Attachment and 

separation-individuation theory emerged from psychoanalytic 

theory. Respectively, each of these developmental theories 

stressed movement toward and the movement away from parental 

figures. Developmental progress was understood primarily 

from an individual and intrapsychic point of view. Somewhat 

independently, family systems theory began stressing the 

contextual and structural properties within which the entire 

family functioned. Systems theorists understood 

developmental progress within multiple dyadic and triadic 

relationships within the family unit. Family systems 

theorists have significantly influenced developmental 
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theorists to frame individual development as the result of 

simultaneous family processes. All three schools of 

thought agree on the general effects of well-functioning and 

poorly functioning families. Well-functioning families are 

thought to encourage development by meeting the adolescent's 

needs. Conversely, poorly functioning families are thought 

to impede or block the fulfillment of the adolescents' needs 

and thus impair development. 

Attachment theory. Attachment theory, developed by 

Bowlby (1969), postulates that strong bonds of attachment, 

strong affectional ties, form between an infant and primary 

caregiver, usually the mother, in the earliest days of life. 

The theory was initially applied to infant development, but 

has since been extended and applied to adolescents and 

adults (Sroufe & Waters, 1977). Both Bowlby (1982) and 

Ainsworth (1989) now suggest that the effects of attachment 

are exerted across the life span. 

Bowlby (1969) postulated that the attachment system 

was one of a number of instinctual systems that contributed 

to the survival of the species. The attachment system 

functions to promote survival by protecting from predation 

(Bowlby, 1969) and encouraging infant exploratory behavior 

which, in turn, promotes growth and development (Bowlby, 

1977). The infant develops a secure base through attachment 

to a primary caregiver, and therefore, is able to explore 

the environment in the absence of fear and anxiety. 
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Exploratory behavior in Bowlby's theory is essential for 

proper growth and development. In the absence of adequate 

attachment, anxiety will interfere with the ability to 

explore. 

Bowlby (1969) distinguishes attachment from attachment 

behavior. Attachment is a strong affectional bond between 

certain individuals and is highly motivational in that it is 

expressed in a propensity to seek physical or psychological 

proximity. Attachment behavior is the actual means by which 

proximity is achieved and will differ with the maturity of 

the individual. For example, a child will run to the mother 

for security when the thunder crackles, but an adolescent 

may place a phone call home when a threatening exam 

approaches. 

Attachment theory speaks not only to the family 

environment, but also to the individual's representation of 

the environment. Bowlby (1969, 1982) and Ainsworth (1969) 

advanced, respectively, an "internal working model" or 

"intra-organismic" structure, as a mechanism to explain the 

durability of attachment relations. The internal working 

model forms the core of intrapsychic object representations 

which guides the emotional and cognitive development of the 

child. Thus, the child's relationship with others is 

influenced across the life span. To the extent that these 

internal representations are secure and supportive, the 
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child can depend on them when distant from attachment 

figures, especially the mother. 

Bowlby (1980) and Ainsworth, Blehar, Water, and Wall 

(1978) stated that the type of attachment either provided or 

failed to provide an adequate base from which to engage in 

exploratory behaviors. The focus of the classification 

system is on the child's ability to use the mother as a 

secure base from which to explore a novel environment. 

Ainsworth et al. (1978) classified attachment styles into 

three categories: avoidant, ambivalent, and securely 

attached. The avoidant child does not explore prior to 

separation from the mother and upon reunion with the mother 

ignores her. The ambivalent child engages in minimal 

exploratory behavior and seeks proximity in minimal stress 

situations prior to separation from mother. On reunion the 

child remains unsettled and mixes contact-seeking behavior 

with resistance. The securely attached child can readily 

separate from the mother and engage in exploration in 

situations of minimal stress. The child seeks the mother in 

stressful situations, but can return readily to exploratory 

behaviors. 

Sroufe and Waters (1977) refined the conception of 

attachment in advancing the notion that the goal of 

attachment behavior was "felt security" (not just survival) 

which provided the secure base from which exploration could 

proceed. Further, they posited the "continuity of 
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adaptation" hypothesis which explained how attachment 

relations become the basis of subsequent adaptive 

functioning and mastery of the environment. 

Guidano and Liotto (1983) make some connections between 

family variables related to attachment and later adolescent 

development. They offer some interesting hypotheses about 

the potential effects of pathological attachment on later 

cognitive growth and development in adolescence. They 

suggest that pathological attachment will have a negative 

impact on the development of self knowledge, and the 

establishment of a stable self image. "Parents act as a 

mirror which orients and coordinates children's self 

perception until they are able to perceive themselves in 

keeping with image that is supplied to them" (p. 103). This 

mirror or image continues to guide the child's development 

of self knowledge beyond childhood, since "the process of 

attachment continues for years, generally way beyond 

adolescence and becomes the basis for identification" 

(Guidano & Liotto, 1983, p.104). 

Provided with the experience of pathological 

attachment, Guidano and Liotto (1983) suggest that distorted 

self perceptions will greatly impact development processes. 

Seen in this light, it is possible to speculate about the 

impact of the attachment process on adolescent exploratory 

behavior. Within this framework, it appears logical to 

suggest that one factor which might influence adolescents' 
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success in exploration of themselves and the world may be 

the nature of their attachment. 

An adolescent's exploratory behavior, is thought to be 

encouraged by secure attachment and inhibited by insecure 

(avoidant or ambivalent) attachment. Furthermore, within 

attachment theory three dimensions of relationship between 

adolescent and parent emerge that could be expected to 

influence adolescent development: (1) the quality of 

affection, (2) the nature of parental support, and (3) the 

type of internal working model formed. 

Separation-individuation theory. The study of 

separation-individuation emerged from psychanalytic 

theorists (Bios, 1967, 1979; Freud, 1946; Mahler, 1968). 

Separation-individuation emphasized physical and psychical 

separation, that is, the differentiation of an individual's 

behavior, feelings, judgments, and thoughts from those of 

the parents. Initial theorizing focused on the individual's 

separation and how the individual solidified psychological 

and behavioral independence. Later theorists presented a 

more balanced approach in which movement toward separation-

individuation also involved movement toward growing 

cooperation, equality, and mutuality with parents (Blatt & 

Blass, 1990; Mazor & Enright, 1988). Similar to attachment, 

separation-individuation is now being formulated from a 

life-span perspective (Blatt & Blass, 1990). 
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Bios (1967, 1979) was the first to apply Mahler's 

separation-individuation theory to adolescents. In 

extending Mahler's work with infants, Bios (1967) identified 

adolescent separation as the "second individuation." Bios 

(1979) compared the adolescent's task of loosening family 

ties into order to move into the adult world to the 

toddler's movement away from the mother to explore the world 

beyond the mother. In a "mourning of separation" the 

adolescent withdraws affection from the parents and 

transfers it to peers. In addition, the parental introject 

formed in childhood is relinquished and renegotiated (Bios, 

1967, 1979; Esman, 1980; Josselson, 1980). The primary aim 

at this stage is the development of a separate sense of self 

in which dependency needs are shed and an increasing ability 

to function autonomously is achieved. Inability to separate 

adequately from parents was thought to inhibit individual 

development, by the presence of excessive psychic, possibly 

physical, dependency. 

Since Bios (1967) does not clearly describe the process 

of disengagement from the parents, a clearer sense of the 

"second individuation" may be captured by examining Mahler's 

four stages (1968) of infant separation. In the initial 

autistic phase, the infant is unaware of the external world. 

Symbiosis follows around the second month in which the 

infant and mother are perceived as a single entity. The 

process of separation-individuation begins from this point 
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and is composed of four subphases. Differentiation is the 

first subphase in which the infant gains the physical and 

psychical ability to explore the external world, especially 

the mother. The practicing subphase follows as the toddler 

achieves the ability to physically move away from the mother 

and simultaneously psychically tolerate increasing distance 

from the mother's symbiotic influence. This increasing 

physical and psychical distance triggers anxiety and the 

rapprochement crisis subphase. The toddler attempts to 

return to the symbiotic state, but these efforts eventually 

fail leading to the final subphase of libidinal object 

constancy in which a stable concept of self and other (the 

mother) is introjected into the self. This internal 

representation, if properly formed, will allow the child to 

tolerate separation and master the outside world without 

undue stress (Bloom-Feshbach & Bloom-Feshbach, 1987). 

The four subphases of the separation-individuation 

phase most saliently parallel the adolescent experience. 

Through social and cultural forces the adolescent tends to 

explore and increasingly differentiate from parents. 

Entering high school and then college widens the 

adolescent's world, potentially increasing both physical and 

psychical distance. During this time the adolescent is 

involved in a rapprochement-like crisis choosing to embrace 

or disengage from the parental introjects of infancy and 

childhood. Adequate separation results in a reorganization 
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of intrapsychic structure, paralleling libidinal object 

constancy of infancy. For the adolescent the outcome 

represents the successful negotiation of the "second 

individuation." 

One prominent aspect of the adolescent separation-

individuation process is the task of exploration, 

experimenting with new roles, forms of behavior, values, and 

beliefs in an effort to renegotiate the early parental 

introjects. There is a clear suggestion of adequate 

separation from parental figures as facilitative of 

exploratory behavior which enables the adolescent to move 

into the outside world and master new roles. Bios (1979) 

suggested that the manner in which parents respond to the 

explorations of the adolescent may facilitate or impede the 

adolescent's progress in separation. He thought that the 

adolescent's progress in development would be impeded by 

parental failure to maintain a position of authority and 

permitting the adolescent to assume parental roles. 

In sum, adequate separation-individuation is thought to 

be essential to successful adolescent development. The 

appropriate renegotiation of early parental introjects is 

thought to aid the adolescent in transitioning into 

adulthood. Exploration through increasing physical (i.e., 

school, travel) and psychic (i.e., peers, education) 

distance provides the means for this renegotiation. Faulty 

separation-individuation is thought to inhibit healthy 
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adolescent development through failure to renegotiate these 

early parental introjects. Finally, within separation-

individuation theory, three dimensions of relationship 

between adolescent and parent emerge that could be expected 

to influence adolescent development: (1) behavioral 

independence, (2) psychological independence, and (3) the 

composition of the parental introjects. 

Family systems theory. Family systems theorists have 

long recognized the ability of the family to facilitate or 

hinder an adolescent's progress through the developmental 

period of growing up and leaving home. In this framework, 

the family is viewed as a unit which goes through 

developmental states and transitions, similar to those of 

its' individual members (Carter & McGoldrick, 1988). The 

ability of the family to adjust and reorganize itself during 

transition periods provides the emotional context within 

which individual development takes place (Goldenberg & 

Goldenberg, 1991). This context can be growth enhancing or 

growth inhibiting depending on the health of the family. 

One critical stage in a family's development is associated 

with a young adult leaving home. This transition is often 

marked by the adolescent's need to address identity issues, 

which is symbolic of budding independence from the family. 

Family systems theorists assume that individual difficulties 

associated with these tasks are best understood within the 

framework of the family since the negotiation of the tasks 



27 

occur within this emotional environment (Goldenberg & 

Goldenberg, 1991). 

Family systems theory has defined several constructs 

which describe the functioning of the family and offer a 

means to conceptualize the family as healthy or 

dysfunctional. For example, several theorists describe 

constructs which refer to a family's ability to regulate 

closeness and distance among its members (Beavers, 1977; 

Bowen, 1966, 1978; Minuchin, 1974). A consistent theme is 

the well "differentiated" family. In the "differentiated" 

family a balance exists between closeness and distance among 

family members, such that the individual's uniqueness is 

respected and yet familial cohesiveness among individual 

members is experienced (Bowen, 1966). These families are 

described as healthy and able to provide the individual with 

the necessary support and nurturance needed to promote 

individual growth and development (Beavers, 1977). 

In contrast, undifferentiated families often have 

difficulty regulating distance and closeness. Families can 

be overly close and enmeshed (Minuchin, 1974) with 

boundaries that are blurred, which often hamper an 

individual's effort to move into the outside world or to 

express differing beliefs from family members. These 

families are believed to foster dependency and fears about 

leaving home and are thought to inhibit individual 

development. 
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Also, families may be overly distant and disengaged 

(Minuchin, 1974) so that they are unable to provide 

sufficient closeness and emotional support. This lack of 

support may inhibit an adolescent's ability to tolerate the 

anxiety associated with leaving home (Haley, 1979). In 

spite of the lack of support, adolescents in these families 

may accelerate their exploration of the environment. 

However, without an adequate emotional connectedness 

individual development is thought to be hampered. 

Subsequently, the adolescent's ability to adequately 

negotiate the task of moving into adulthood may also be 

impaired. 

Other structural components of functional and 

dysfunctional families have been linked to the facilitation 

and inhibition of individual development (Beavers, 1977; 

Haley, 1979; Minuchin, 1974; Teyber, 1981). One important 

structural component is that of boundaries which delineate 

individuals, subsystems and generations in a family, and 

their relationship to each other (Minuchin, 1974). 

Boundaries enable individuals to define themselves as 

separate individuals with distinct beliefs and values. 

Boundaries also define members of subsystems and help 

clarify the tasks of each subgroup which enables the entire 

system to divide labor in an efficient manner. Well-

functioning families are described as maintaining clear 

interpersonal boundaries with proper hierarchial structure. 



29 

This enables individual members to function within an 

organized structure, with prescribed roles and duties. 

Proper boundaries in healthy families also function to 

maintain an optimum balance of separateness and 

connectedness which respectively fosters individuality and a 

sense of belonging, of adaptiveness and cohesiveness 

(Beavers, 1977; Minuchin, 1974). Thus, adequate boundaries 

are thought to facilitate development of the individual by 

providing a recognizable framework within which a sense of 

belongingness to the family and respect for the individual 

is maintained. 

In contrast, unhealthy families are described as those 

in which hierarchial boundaries are violated so that cross 

generational coalitions between parent and child are formed 

(Haley, 1979). These families are characterized by unclear 

role structure, and/or role reversals, with the adolescent 

being placed in the position of assuming parental 

responsibilities inappropriately. Triangulation and fusion 

are two types of dysfunctional coalitions that may emerge, 

the former representing coalitions of three and the later 

coalition between dyads. This lack of adequate boundaries 

is thought to inhibit individual development. Boundaries 

that are too permeable cloud an individual's sense of self 

and boundaries that are too rigid separate the individual 

from needed support. Cross-generational alliances force the 
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adolescent to favor one parent over another creating anxiety 

which is likely to impede development. 

Certain qualities of marital conflict are also thought 

to inhibit adolescent development. It may be that conflict 

between spouses facilitates the formation of cross 

generational coalitions which in turn may inhibit or 

accelerate adolescent development. 

In sum, family systems theory offers several important 

theoretical constructs which can be expected to influence 

adolescent development. A consistent theme throughout this 

literature is the need for family adaptiveness based on 

family differentiation and clear boundaries in order for the 

adolescent to move towards independent functioning. Family 

rigidity, lack of cohesiveness, marital conflict, 

impermeable or excessively permeable boundaries found in 

fused and triangulated parent-child coalitions are thought 

to inhibit development. Thus, family systems theory 

suggests that individual development is best facilitated by 

families which offer support and encouragement from a 

nurturing and secure family base, while at the same time 

encouraging and accepting the emerging separateness of the 

adolescent. 

Summary 

Theories describing identity development and family 

processes represent theoretically distinct bodies of 

literature. Each area has developed its own constructs to 
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represent important dimensions which attempt to explain 

respectively, the formation of identity and the impact of 

family processes on individual development. 

Identity development as conceived by Erikson 

represented a titanic shift from understanding development 

in psychosexual to psychosocial terms (Matteson, 1975). He 

asserted that identity development was a dynamic process in 

which the individual through the process of exploration 

reached a point at which commitments were made in accordance 

with normative social expectations. The exploration and 

commitment processes are thought to operate in two primary 

content areas, the ideological (occupation, political 

beliefs, values, etc.) and interpersonal (sex role, 

friendship, marriage, etc.; Erikson, 1980) domains. 

The importance of exploration lies in the fact that it 

provides the individual with crucial information about self 

and the world from which idea and plans may be formulated 

relevant to identity development and on the basis of which 

commitments may be made (Jordaan, 1963). Jordaan (1963) 

also noted that depending on the nature of the family 

processes exploratory behavior may be impeded or encouraged. 

In contrast, the process of commitment has received 

little attention. What can be said of the effects of family 

processes on identity commitment is generally implicit and 

must be inferred from the literature. Although identity 

development is viewed as a life-long process, which implies 
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the interaction of continual exploration and commitment, the 

relationship of commitment with exploration has not been 

theoretically developed. 

Investigation of dynamic family processes thought to 

influence individual development has advanced along three 

different theoretical trajectories: attachment, separation-

individuation, and family systems theories. Each theory has 

important constructs that are thought to influence 

individual development. 

Attachment theory developed by Bowlby (1977) stresses 

the importance of parental affectional and functional 

support as prerequisites for individual development. Secure 

attachment is thought to promote optimal exploration which 

leads to individual adjustment and functional development. 

Anxious or avoidant attachment is thought to inhibit 

exploration and consequently impair an individual's 

development. Furthermore, cognitive/affective "internal 

working models" based on childhood experience are formed, 

which are thought to affect the individual across the life-

span. Three key dimensions which influence individual 

adjustment may be identified: (1) quality of affect, (2) 

parental support, and (3) internal working models. 

Second, separation-individuation theory (Mahler et al., 

1975) focuses on the physical and cognitive processes of 

separation from caregivers. The child is thought to develop 

an introject of the parents which permits toleration of 
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separation, involvement in exploration, and the facilitation 

of development. Others (Bios, 1967; Josselson, 1980) have 

extended this theory to the adolescent period. Depending on 

the nature of the introject adolescent development will 

either be facilitated or discouraged. Two prominent 

constructs identified with separation-individuation theory 

are psychological independence and behavioral independence. 

Third, family system theorists view family structure 

and environment as either promoting or hindering adolescent 

development. Family systems theorists assert the importance 

of a cohesive and adaptable family structure that can change 

with the development of the adolescent. System-wide 

differentiation, a proper balance between closeness and 

distance, is thought to be necessary for effective identity 

development. A family which lacks adequate differentiation, 

is marked by boundaries that are enmeshed, fused, or 

detached. These poorly differentiated boundaries are likely 

to retard development by inhibiting exploration, or forcing 

exploration without adequate support for the adolescent. In 

addition, marital conflict is thought to exert a significant 

effect on individual development. Marital conflict may both 

facilitate or inhibit exploration variously inducing 

exploration too early or inhibiting its normal expression 

depending on the individual and other environmental factors. 

Thus, attachment, separation-individuation, and family 

systems theories examine dynamic family processes thought to 
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influence individual development. Each theory formulates 

distinct constructs peculiar to the theory which aid in 

explicating the influence of these family processes on 

development. Although each theory emphasizes different 

aspects of family functioning, these theories also display 

similarity if not actual overlap in some areas. For 

instance, each theory approaches emotional closeness and 

distance within the family from a slightly different 

perspective and armed with different labels. However, when 

these constructs are compared the distinctness suggested by 

the constructs' labels fade. What is the difference between 

the securely attached (attachment theory), the enmeshed 

(family systems theory) or the dependent (separation-

individuation theory)? The first is thought to represent a 

well-functioning condition thought to facilitate 

development. The other two conditions represent poorly 

functioning states thought to inhibit development. Yet all 

three conditions represent closeness. What distinguishes 

the quality of the closeness? Similarly, what is the 

distinction between the independent (separation-

individuation theory), avoidantly attached (attachment 

theory), or the individual in a differentiated family 

structure (family systems theory)? In this example, the 

first and third are thought to represent well-functioning 

states which facilitate development. What distinguishes the 

quality of closeness between these two states of separation. 
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The third condition is thought to be a poorly functioning 

state and inhibit development. Yet all three represent 

conditions of separation. What qualitatively distinguishes 

the functioning from the poorly functioning states of 

separation? Thus, although some areas of distinctiveness 

are possible, overlap is highly probable. 

When applied to adolescent development the question 

arises, "What are the processes which exert a facilitating 

or inhibiting effect on late adolescent development?" 

Theorists have attempted to make clarification, some with a 

measure of success (Anderson & Sabatelli, 1990; Sabatelli & 

Mazor, 1985). For instance, Anderson and Sabatelli (1990) 

offer helpful distinctions between differentiation and 

individuation in an article cleverly titled, 

"Differentiating Differentiation and Individuation". 

However, the very cleverness of the title offers some 

indication of the theoretical murkiness found in family 

process domains. This inability to clearly distinguish 

these constructs across these theoretical domains represents 

a prominent difficulty in experimental application. 

Empirical Literature 

Role of Family in Identity Development 

The formation of a stable identity is thought to be 

assisted by a well-functioning family. Conversely, 

problematic family functioning is thought to impede identity 

formation. In spite of the theoretical importance of family 
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functioning for identity development, little empirical 

research has explored this relationship. Most research has 

investigated large dimensions of the family, such as family 

environment (Adams & Jones, 1983) or the influence of the 

parents ego-identity status (Adams, 1985). The influence of 

specific underlying family processes is only beginning to 

fall under the scrutiny of researchers. 

Most of the research has used the Ego Identity Status 

Interview (EIS; Marcia, 1966) and the Extended Objective 

Measure-Ego Identity Scale (Grotevant & Adams, 1984). Both 

measures are based on Marcia's (1964) strategy for assessing 

ego identity status. Identity status is based on the 

presence or absence of exploration and commitment. Four 

identity groups are defined. Identity achieved individuals 

have made commitments on the basis of exploration in 

contrast to diffused individuals who have neither explored 

or committed. Moratorium individuals are in the process of 

exploring and have not yet made commitments. Foreclosed 

individuals have committed without the benefit of 

exploration, presumably adopting family commitments. 

Although other instruments have been used, the 

conceptualization of ego-identity status has dominated the 

research of identity (Bourne, 1978). 

Identity stage development is another means by which 

identity development is assessed. In contrast to ego-

identity status, identity stage development attempts to 



37 

measure the successful attainment of Erikson's fifth 

epigenetic stage, identity. Attainment of the identity 

stage assumes the successful completion of the preceding 

four stages. 

Review of the literature will examine attachment, 

separation-individuation and multiple family variables. 

This portion of the review has two purposes: (1) to 

identify what is known about the role of family functioning 

for identity development, and (2) to identify salient 

variables of family functioning. 

Attachment variables. Bowlby (1980) asserted that 

secure attachment promoted infant adaptation and the 

formation of an internal working model which would influence 

later development. In the life span continuity of 

adaptation framework Sroufe and Waters (1977) applied 

attachment theory to development beyond infancy. Within 

this framework identity development would be an expected 

outcome of effective attachment. Studies support a 

moderately strong relationship between attachment and 

identity development. 

Kroger (1985) found that more identity achieved 

individuals exhibited a secure attachment style than any 

other style. The findings imply that security of attachment 

promotes identity development. The sample consisted of 140 

undergraduates at a New Zealand university. Parent marital 

status was not reported. The Ego Identity Status Interview 
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(EIS; Marcia, 1966) was employed, which categorizes identity 

into four statuses, identity achieved, moratorium, 

foreclosed, and diffusion based on the presence or absence 

of exploration and commitment. Attachment style was 

measured using the Separation Anxiety Test (SAT; Hansburg, 

1980). The SAT assesses the individual's internal working 

model of attachment. 

In support of theory, more identity achieved 

individuals exhibited a secure attachment style (66.9%) than 

anxious or detached styles. Also, more individuals 

reporting identity achieved and moratorium status (the 

exploration statuses) exhibited secure attachment style than 

anxious attachment style. These results support the idea 

that a secure attachment style fosters identity development, 

exploration, and commitment. 

In a follow-up longitudinal study, Kroger and Haslett 

(1988) found additional support for a strong relationship 

between secure attachment style and identity development. 

The sample consisted of 76 students followed from their 

first year in college and tested two years later. Parent 

marital status was not reported and the SAT and the EIS were 

used. Surprisingly, results suggested that identity status 

mediated attachment style rather than the reverse. 

Positive relationships were observed between attachment 

style and identity status, with an even stronger connection 

noted in 1986 than 1984. In the 1986 results, those 
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classified as identity achieved had secure attachment styles 

more than insecure (2:1). Those in the moratorium status 

were evenly distributed between both secure and insecure 

styles. Those in foreclosure status reported secure styles 

much less often than insecure (1:5). Those in the identity 

diffusion status were evenly distributed between both secure 

and insecure. 

Like the previous study, secure attachment style was 

associated with identity development. Less clear results 

were observed for individuals in the other statuses. Those 

in the moratorium and diffusion statuses exhibited an even 

distribution between secure and insecure attachments. Also, 

in contrast to theory, significantly more subjects in the 

foreclosure status exhibited insecure attachment styles than 

secure suggesting that one response to a lack of felt 

security may be premature commitment. 

These unexpected relationships appear to account for 

the indirect link observed between attachment styles in 1984 

and 1986 and identity statuses in those years using a log 

linear transformation. In both years attachment was 

mediated by identity status, suggesting that identity status 

promoted the attachment style rather than attachment style 

the identity status. Thus, the role played by "felt 

security" in relation to identity development is unclear, 

although there is evidence for some relationship. 
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In contrast, a study by Quintana and Lapsley (1987) 

found a nonsignificant positive relationship between 

attachment and identity development. The sample consisted 

of 101 freshman students. Parent marital status was not 

reported. Attachment was assessed using the three subscales 

of the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA): 

Trust, Communication, and Alienation subscales. The IPPA 

assesses the perceived attachment relationship between the 

adolescent and parents. This is in contrast to the SAT, 

which assesses the broader construct of attachment style, a 

measure of an individual's internal working model. Another 

family variable, parenting style, was also included. 

Identity was assessed by both stage development and status 

(either identity achieved or diffused). Structural equation 

modeling showed that attachment displayed only a weak (.124) 

relationship with identity development. The authors 

suggested that although attachment may confer benefits to 

the individual, these benefits are not directly related to 

identity development or acquisition. In contrast, the 

findings indicated that a controlling paternal parenting 

style inhibited identity development and attachment. 

Quite different results emerged from Lapsley, Rice, and 

Fitzgerald's (1990) investigation in which attachment to 

parents significantly predicted identity development. The 

sample consisted of 253 undergraduates. Parent marital 

status was not reported. Again, the IPPA was used to assess 
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attachment (Trust, Communication, and Alienation). Identity 

was captured by assessing social (roles and relationships) 

and personal (private self-conception and feelings of 

continuity and uniqueness) identity. In a regression 

analysis, the attachment scores accounted for significant 

variance in personal identity scores for both first-year and 

upperclass students. Similarly, attachment accounted for 

significant variance in social identity scores for both 

first-year and upperclass students (r2 = . 09, r2 = . 07, 

respectively). Gender differences were noted in that 

females scored higher in both attachment and identity. In 

this study, attachment to parents appears to promote social 

and personal identity development, in support of theory. 

In comparing their results to those of Quintana and 

Lapsley (1987), the authors point out that their more 

circumscribed constructs of identity (personal and social) 

were significantly related to attachment while the more 

global construct (stage identity) was not. They suggest 

that the different results were due to the type of identity 

measure used and that identity may be best understood as a 

multifaceted construct. Furthermore, they suggest that 

different facets of identity appear to be differentially 

affected by attachment. 

In a narrative and meta-analytic review of attachment 

literature, Rice (1990) found somewhat mixed evidence that 

was slightly more weighted toward attachment's possible 
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encouragement of identity development. In the narrative 

review he concluded that the relationship between attachment 

and identity development was "unclear" and might depend upon 

the instrument used to measure either identity or 

attachment. In the meta-analytic review attachment was 

consistently and positively associated with measures of 

identity. Thus, the review tends to support theory, that 

attachment to parents encourages identity development. 

Separation-individuation variables. Mahler (1968) 

theorized that separation-individuation was an essential 

component of healthy infant development. Bios (1969) 

extended early separation theory to adolescent development. 

Extrapolation of separation-individuation theory to 

adolescents would suggest that adequate separation-

individuation from parents would resolve into healthy 

identity formation. Research supports the possible 

facilitative role of separation-individuation in identity 

development. 

An investigation by Lopez, Watkins, Manus, & Hunton-

Shoup (1992), which found separation modestly related to 

identity development, was the only study identified dealing 

exclusively with identity and separation-individuation. The 

sample consisted of 224 undergraduates from intact families. 

The authors selected conflictual independence from the four 

PSI scales to represent the separation-individuation domain 

because review of the empirical literature suggested strong 
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relationships between this scale and adjustment. The 

conflictual independence scale measures freedom from 

distressing emotions such as excessive guilt, anxiety, and 

mistrust in relation to one's parents. Identity was 

assessed by the Self-Description Blank (SDB; McClain, 1975) 

which measures developmental stage identity. In the 

combined sample (males and females) conflictual independence 

explained a significant, but modest amount of the variance 

in identity (r2 = .03). For the male sample conflictual 

independence explained some, but not a significant amount of 

the variance. In addition, father, but not mother 

conflictual independence was correlated with identity 

development. For females conflictual independence explained 

a significant, but modest amount of the variance with both 

mother and father conflictual independence significantly 

correlated. Thus, separation appears to facilitate identity 

development. 

The results may be influenced by the type of separation 

(conflictual independence, PSI) and identity measure 

(developmental stage identity; SDB) employed. It was also 

the use of a broad stage identity measure in the Quintana 

and Lapsley (1987) study that obtained no relationship 

between attachment and identity development. Further, the 

multidimensional nature of separation-individuation suggests 

that other facets of this construct may exert different 

effects. In another study (Rice, Cole, & Lapsely, 1990), 
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the conflictual independence scale was identified as 

"feelings about separation" rather than a measure of 

independence. Thus, the positive relationship between these 

two variables supports the theoretically facilitative 

effects of separation-individuation on identity development. 

However, the modest strength of the results and the measures 

used invite further inquiry. Finally, gender differences 

were observed and parent marital status was controlled. 

Multiple family process variables. The family systems 

perspective theorizes that a balance of attachment and 

separation-individuation within a differentiated family 

structure would be expected to facilitate a stable sense of 

identity (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988; Josselson, 1988). 

Empirical findings offer consistent support of these 

theoretical assertions. 

Bosma and Gerrits (1985), in an investigation with mid-

adolescents (15-19) from intact families (N = 27) found a 

positive correlation between family communication and 

identity status. Identity status was assessed using an 

interview format which modified and adopted the EIS to the 

Danish population. Family communication was divided into 

two categories which assessed autonomy in communication and 

dialogue (respect for others when opposing views 

encountered) in communication. Those individuals in the 

identity achieved status scored significantly higher in 

autonomy and dialogue than those in the identity diffusion 
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status. Identity achieved subjects were also rated 

significantly higher than Foreclosure subjects in dialogue. 

Diffusion adolescents were less active than either 

moratorium or identity achieved in family discussions. 

Thus, autonomy in communication and mutual respect for 

others in confrontational dialogue were associated with 

identity development. Conversely, a relative lack of 

participation in family communication was related to lower 

identity development. Importantly, the authors note that 

the direction of influence cannot be determined from this 

design. However, the positive association between family 

communication and identity development supports theory and 

is an important precursor to determining the direction of 

influence. Furthermore the findings imply the importance of 

family processes and their possible facilitating or impeding 

effects on adolescent identity formation. 

Anderson and Fleming (1986) also found an important 

relationship between two aspects of family differentiation 

and identity development. The sample consisted of 93 

students from intact families. Using the Personal Authority 

in the Family System Questionnaire (PAFS; Bray et al., 

1984), the relationship of fusion (extent of fusion or 

individuation with parents) and triangulation (extent to 

which individuals feel pulled between two parents) with 

developmental stage identity was examined. Both fusion and 

triangulation were significantly and negatively correlated 
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with identity, suggesting that a lack of differentiation may 

inhibit identity development. The findings support theory 

which states that lack of differentiation, represented by 

dysfunctional family structure (triangulation and fusion), 

is likely to arrest identity development. 

Kamptner (1988) employed causal modeling and found 

differential relationships between identity and family 

processes depending on the facet of identity or family 

process examined. The sample consisted of 410 

undergraduates from families that were intact, at least into 

early adolescence. Four facets of identity were assessed: 

(1) self-identity (perceptions of self), (2) stage identity 

(normative development), (3) identity status (categorization 

in terms of exploration and commitment), and (4) meaning in 

life (security of personal purpose). Family cohesion, 

parental warmth, parental autonomy, and family security with 

autonomy were the dimensions of family functioning assessed. 

Generally, the results indicated both direct and 

indirect causal relationships with identity development. 

The strongest relationships were indirect in that family 

processes influenced either extra-familial security or 

social relatedness which in turn influenced identity. For 

instance family security with autonomy was always related to 

extra-familial security at .80 or higher. In contrast, the 

highest direct relationship of family security with autonomy 
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and identity was .56, with most relationships considerably 

lower. 

The results for the four family variables fluctuated 

depending upon the type of identity assessed and whether the 

relationship with identity was direct or indirect. First, 

family cohesion displayed weak direct and indirect 

relationships with all measures of identity. This result is 

counter to theory suggesting that moderate family cohesion 

would facilitate identity development. Second, the 

influence of parental warmth was weak for both males and 

females on all categories of identity development. There 

was an exception for males, where parental warmth correlated 

.43 with developmental stage identity. Third, family 

security with autonomy displayed a consistent and moderately 

low (.23 to .35) relationship with meaning-in-life and stage 

identity. Again there was an exception for males, where 

family security with autonomy and stage identity correlated 

.56. This finding implies that a balance of connectedness 

and autonomy encourages identity development, in support of 

theory. However, this same variable showed weak relations 

with both identity status and self-identity. Thus, moderate 

support is found for the facilitative role of family 

security with autonomy in certain dimensions of identity 

development. Fourth, parental autonomy had only one low and 

direct relationship (.23) with identity status for males. 
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However, parental autonomy had a consistent moderately 

strong indirect effect with family security with autonomy. 

Thus, the findings offer support for theory that family 

processes do influence identity development, but that the 

facilitating or impeding effects depend on the dimensions of 

identity and family process assessed. Many of the family 

processes appear to encourage identity development 

indirectly, especially family security with autonomy and 

parental autonomy. Others, such as family security with 

autonomy and parental warmth appear to offer more direct 

encouragement, especially for males. Still another, family 

cohesion, in contrast to theory, offered only a nominal 

influence on identity development. Some limited support is 

offered for family theory which asserts that a balance 

cohesion and separateness fosters individual development. 

Finally, the author attempted to control for parent marital 

status by selecting "intact families". Unfortunately, this 

was defined as intact at least until "early adolescence". 

Because the mean age of the sample was 19.3 years, it is 

possible that variations in parent marital status since 

early adolescence may have had an effect on identity 

development. 

Bartle and Sabatelli (1989) examined the relationship 

between adolescents' perceptions of family functioning and 

identity development. The sample consisted of 133 

undergraduates, 84% from intact families and 14% from 
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families of divorce or separation. Stage identity was 

assessed by the Erikson Psychosocial Stage Inventory 

(Rosenthal, Gurney, & Moore, 1981). A newly developed 

instrument, The Family Systems Differentiation Scales (FSDS; 

Anderson, Sabatelli, Gavazzi, & Fleming, 1987), was used to 

assess family differentiation. Family problems and conflict 

were measured by the Index of Family Relations (IFR; Hudson, 

Acklin, & Bartosh, 1980). First, for both males and females 

family conflict was negatively correlated with 

differentiation and identity development. Second, 

differentiation was positively correlated with identity for 

males and females. Third, in regression procedures the 

mother-son relationship was the best predictor of identity. 

The best predictor for females was also the opposite-sex 

parent, the father-daughter relationship. Thus, both 

differentiation and the absence of conflict appear to 

encourage identity development. Interestingly, the 

relationship with the opposite sex parent was the most 

significant promoter of identity development and suggests 

that the opposite-sex parent relationship may be critical in 

adolescent identity formation. 

Structural family components were related to identity 

achievement in a study by Perosa and Perosa (1994). The 

sample consisted of 182 undergraduates, 83% from intact 

families and 17% from blended or single parent families. 

Identity status was assessed using an instrument that 
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determined either identity achievement or diffusion (EIS; 

Tan, 1977). Family structural dynamics were assessed by The 

Structural Family Interactions Scale-Revised developed by 

Perosa and Perosa (1990). This measure is composed of seven 

subscales: Enmeshment/Disengagement, Flexibility/Rigidity, 

Family Conflict Avoidance/Expression, Mother-Child 

Cohesion/Estrangement, Father-Child Cohesion/Estrangement, 

Spouse Conflict Resolved/Unresolved, and the Cross-

Generational Triads/Parent Coalition. 

A canonical analysis with a combined sample of males 

and females yielded two distinctive roots. The first root 

suggested that homes where there are differences expressed, 

firm parental coalitions with conflicts resolved, family 

adaptability, and strong enmeshment are associated with 

college student identity achievement. The authors were 

surprised with the loading of enmeshment on this otherwise 

healthy family configuration. On examination of the scale 

they hypothesized that many of the items assessed support 

and healthy attachment. In contrast, the second root 

suggested that homes where family issues are not faced, and 

expressions of difference are avoided, are associated with a 

lack of identity development. Thus in support of theory, an 

overall healthy functional structure appears to encourage 

identity development. In contrast, families which are not 

able to discuss uncomfortable issues and bring them to 

resolution are likely to impede identity development. 
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Palladino and Blustein (in press) investigated the 

conjoint effect of attachment and separation-individuation 

on identity development. The sample consisted of 174 

undergraduates. Parent marital status was not reported. 

Attachment was assessed using the IPPA. Separation-

individuation was measured using the Attitudinal and 

Conflictual Independence subscales of the PSI. Identity 

development was assessed using the EOM-EIS to measure the 

four ego identity statuses. Conflictual/attitudinal 

independence and mother/father attachment formed one set of 

variables. The four ego identity statuses formed the other 

set. 

Two series of canonical analyses, one for males and 

females were conducted. Each female and male series was 

composed of three canonical analyses (i.e., full model, 

semipartial model, and simple reduced model) to determine 

the hypothesized conjoint effect of attachment and 

separation-individuation on identity status. A significant 

full model would indicate contributions from both attachment 

and separation-individuation to identity development. Two 

semipartial canonical analyses followed controlling for both 

separation-individuation and attachment, which if negative, 

would indicate that neither attachment or separation 

individuation contributed unique variance over and above 

each other. Finally, simple reduced analyses would follow 
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to determine the contribution of the specific predictor 

variables to the identity criterion variables. 

In the female series, the conjoint hypothesis was not 

supported. The full and semipartial models were both 

significant showing that attachment and separation-

individuation individually explained more variance than they 

did conjointly. In a subsequent analysis, two roots were 

identified as providing the most substantive contribution to 

the full model. The first root had a high positive loading 

of attitudinal independence, high negative loading of 

attachment, and modest negative loading of conflictual 

independence on one side of the model. On the other side 

was a heavy negative loading for Foreclosure, modest 

negative loading for Identity Achieved, and modest positive 

loading for Diffusion. The findings show that higher levels 

of attitudinal independence were associated with lack of 

identity development (Diffusion) and avoidance of ego 

identity commitment (Foreclosure and Identity Achievement). 

Also, low attachment and modestly low conflictual 

independence are associated with lack identity commitment 

(Foreclosure and Identity Achievement) and modest identity 

diffusion. Specifically, excessive attitudinal 

independence, low attachment, modestly low conflictual 

independence appears to inhibit identity development, 

especially identity commitment. These variables appear to 

describe detached or perhaps estranged female adolescent-
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parent relationships. The result of this type of family 

relationship appears to be inhibition of identity 

development, especially commitment, and facilitation of 

identity diffusion. The second root had modest positive 

loadings of attachment, attitudinal and conflictual 

independence on one side of the model. On the other side 

Diffusion and Foreclosure had high negative loadings, 

Moratorium a modest negative loading, and Identity Achieved 

a nominal negative loading (-.04). The findings suggest 

that females who have a modest balance of attachment and 

separation-individuation will tend to avoid Diffusion, 

Foreclosure, and Moratorium statuses. These variables 

appear to describe a family relationship with a balance of 

conflictual independence and attachment and moderate 

adoption of family beliefs and values. This family pattern 

appear to discourage identity diffusion, although identity 

development does not appear to be facilitated. 

In the male series of analyses, the conjoint hypothesis 

was not supported either. Results suggested that 

separation-individuation has a far more dominant effect on 

males than females in the identity formation process. In a 

subsequent analysis, one root was identified as providing 

the most substantive contribution to the full model. One 

side of the model had high negative loadings of attitudinal 

independence, low conflictual independence, and nominal 

attachment. A high negative loading of Diffusion, moderate 
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negative loading of Moratorium, moderate positive loading of 

Foreclosure, and high positive loading of Identity 

Achievement characterized the other side of the model. The 

results show that males with very low attitudinal 

independence and mildly low attachment are more likely to 

have a committed identity (Foreclosure and Identity 

Achieved) and are less likely to be in the Diffused or 

Moratorium statuses. The variables appear to describe a 

family relationship in which males experience similar 

beliefs and values to parents, low conflictual independence, 

mild attachment to father, and nominal attachment to mother. 

This pattern appears to be associated with the facilitation 

of identity development (Identity Achievement and 

Foreclosure) and inhibition of Identity Diffusion and 

Moratorium statuses. The authors suggest that independence 

may be more important for exploration than commitment. 

Thus, the results suggest that attachment and 

separation-individuation are correlated with identity 

development, and that males and females are influenced 

differently by these two family processes. First, females 

appear influenced by both attachment and separation-

individuation. For males the dominant effect is exerted by 

separation-individuation with attachment exerting only a 

nominal effect. For both males and females attitudinal 

independence was negatively associated with the commitment 

statuses, suggesting that attitudinal independence inhibits 
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identity development generally and identity commitment 

specifically. For males, one family pattern was identified 

in which commitment appeared to be fostered by attitudinal 

similarity, mild lack of conflictual independence, and 

modest attachment to father. The finding implies that 

exploration may be encouraged by greater independence. For 

females two family configurations emerged. In the first, 

more problematic family pattern, attitudinal differences, 

moderate lack of conflictual independence, and lack of 

attachment to both mother and father was associated with 

lack of identity development, especially identity 

commitment. In the second, less problematic pattern, 

moderate levels of attitudinal and conflictual independence 

and attachment facilitated the avoidance of Identity 

Diffusion and Foreclosure statuses. The authors suggest 

that this is a somewhat more balanced differentiation with 

parents, in comparison to the first family pattern, may at 

least foster the avoidance of the less developed identity 

statuses (Diffusion and Foreclosure). 

Summary. The results of studies investigating 

attachment, separation-individuation, and multiple family 

process variables in relation to identity development reveal 

moderate to strong relationship with identity development. 

Five studies explored the relationship of attachment 

variables and identity development. Three studies obtained 

a strong relationship (Kroger, 1985; Lapsley et al., 1990; 



56 

Palladino & Blustein, in press) and two obtained a moderate 

relationship (Kroger & Haslett, 1988; Rice, 1990). In 

support of theory, the results suggest the possible 

facilitating effects of attachment in identity formation. 

The studies which assessed attachment measured two 

primary constructs, quality of the parent-adolescent 

affective bond and availability of parental support. Of 

these two constructs, the quality of the affective bond, or 

"felt security" was most distinctly associated with the 

Identity Achieved status. According to theory "felt 

security" would provide a base for exploration and as a 

result facilitate commitment and identity development. This 

affective bond appears to be important to both males and 

females, but appears to be especially facilitative to female 

identity development. 

In contrast, the Foreclosure status was associated with 

the insecure attachment styles. This relationship implies 

that a lack of felt security may inhibit exploration and 

prompt premature commitment. The lack of exploration would 

be predicted by theory. Perhaps the lack of a secure 

affective bond with parents encourages the adolescent to 

search for a level of security in a commitment. 

Unfortunately, the security of a premature commitment is 

gained by the loss of personal exploration, which would 

theoretically, provide a more stable, long-term security 
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through identity commitments based on experience with 

alternatives. 

Two studies (Lopez et al., 1992; Shultheiss & Blustein, 

1994)* investigated separation-individuation variables. 

Again in support of theory, conflictual independence (the 

freedom from guilt, anxiety, and negative feelings in the 

parent-adolescent relationship) displayed a moderately 

strong relationship with developmental stage identity. 

Counter to theory, attitudinal independence (the degree to 

which an adolescent's beliefs, values, and attitudes are 

separate from the parent's views) was negatively related to 

identity commitment statuses and suggested the inhibition of 

identity commitment. Thus, the absence of anxiety, anger, 

and guilt toward one's parents appears to encourage identity 

development as predicted by theory. However, counter to 

theory wide differences in parental beliefs, values, and 

attitudes appears to inhibit identity development. 

Interestingly, a lack of conflictual independence may 

play different roles depending on other family processes. 

In one pattern for females, where the family context showed 

high attitudinal dissimilarity and low attachment to both 

mother and father, a lack of conflictual independence was 

associated with lack of identity development. In contrast, 

for males, where the family context showed high attitudinal 

similarity and nominal attachment to mother and father, a 

lack of conflictual independence was associated with 
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identity development, especially identity commitment. Thus, 

attitudinal similarity/dissimilarity and the presence or 

absence of "felt security" may moderate the effects of 

parent-adolescent conflict. 

Methodologically, this suggests that the relationship 

of family functioning to identity is complex. Different 

dimensions of family functioning, even specific dimensions 

with separation-individuation may be associated differently 

to identity development. Furthermore, the context of these 

variables may additionally affect the interplay of their 

mutual influences. 

Six studies investigated multiple family process 

variables in relation to identity development. In 

accordance with theory, positive, potentially facilitating 

relationships with identity development were observed for 

well-functioning family constellations (Bartle & Sabatelli, 

1989; Bosma & Gerrits, 1985; Kamptner, 1988; Palladino & 

Blustein, 1994; Perosa & Perosa, 1994). Also in accord with 

theory, negative, potentially inhibiting relationships were 

found for problematic family constellations (Bartle & 

Sabatelli, 1989; Fleming & Anderson, 1986; Kamptner, 1988; 

Quintana & Lapsley, 1987; Perosa & Perosa, 1994). 

Two studies targeted the influence of family structure 

variables on identity development. Boundary and 

differentiation difficulties were found to be associated 

with a lack of identity development. Fusion (dyadic 
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enmeshment) and triangulation (triadic patterns of 

coalitions often involving cross-generational alliances) 

were found to be associated with lower scores in identity 

development. The failure at family differentiation appears 

to cloud interpersonal boundaries between family members and 

thus, inhibit adolescent identity development. 

However, the facilitation of identity appears to be far 

more complex than the absence of structural difficulties. 

Conflict within the family in particular, appears to inhibit 

or facilitate identity development depending on the larger 

family context. For instance, a family pattern in which 

family difficulties are not faced and expressions of 

difference are avoided was associated with lack of identity 

development. However, another family pattern where 

individual differences and parental conflict were expressed, 

and where there was evidence of a close, well-functioning 

family was associated with identity development. Thus, it 

is not merely the presence of differences and conflict, but 

the context in which those differences occur and how the 

differences are handled which contributes to identity 

development. A well-functioning family appears to transform 

the way in which family conflict is interpreted by the 

adolescent. Key elements of the well-functioning family 

appear to be a attachment/closeness, firm parental coalition 

(absence of cross generational alliances), adaptability, 

and the freedom to express conflicts and achieve resolution. 
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Thus, multiple aspects of healthy family functioning appear 

to be important for identity development, in support of 

family systems theory. 

Some unexpected relationships were identified. Kroger 

and Haslett (1988) found that attachment style was mediated 

by ego identity status in a longitudinal study, when the 

reverse was expected. The authors suggest these results may 

have been the result of the instrument employed, the SAT, 

which may assess transient emotional states and not the 

enduring parental attachment relationship. Also the sample 

was small (N = 76). 

Kamptner (1988) found an extremely complex relationship 

between multiple family and social variables and four 

different dimensions of identity development (stage, status, 

self-identity, and meaning-in-life) .* Direct and indirect 

relationships were identified. The most powerful direct 

relationships with identity development were exerted by 

parental warmth, familial security with autonomy, and 

parental permission for autonomy. These dimensions suggest 

that a balance of security and independence which is 

supported by the parents is most conducive to identity 

development. However, family functioning's most powerful 

relationships were indirect, as a result of relationships 

with social relatedness and confidence. This important 

finding suggests that the most powerful influences of family 

functioning will mediated by social functions, such as an 
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adolescent's relationship with peers. This also implies 

that while investigation of the direct relationships with 

identity development are likely to be found, they may not be 

very strong. The review exposed two important 

methodological issues concerning the assessment of identity 

development: theoretical conceptualization and 

operationalization of the identity development construct. 

First, identity development is a multidimensional construct 

which defies easy definition. Erikson's formulations 

concerning identity development were quite broad including 

such concepts as normative stage identity, personal 

identity, ego identity, meaning-in-life identity, self-

esteem, mastery, social relatedness, and more. Kamptner 

(1988) used four identity constructs, yet it was unclear 

just how these differed from each other or what the 

different relationships with family functioning meant. 

Although normative stage identity and ego identity status 

were the two most widely used in this portion of the review, 

they were often employed without a clear statement of the 

theoretical grounding for their selection. Research of 

identity requires anchoring to theory, and the best 

constructs from theory utilized as operationalized 

variables. Unfortunately, none of these constructs have 

been conceptualized in a way that permits precise 

operationalization of variables. However, stage identity 

and the ego-status identity seem to most precisely mirror 
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Eriksonian theory. Of these two, the ego identity status 

captures the fundamental processes thought to be 

foundational to identity development. 

It may also be important to consider the effects of two 

variables, adolescent gender and parent gender, which 

influenced identity development in different ways. First, 

adolescent gender differences were observed (Kamptner, 1988; 

Lapsley et al., 1990; Lopez et al., 1992). Females scored 

higher in attachment and identity than males (Lapsley et 

al., 1990). Also, different relationships between family 

and identity variables for females and males were noted. 

The joint impact of attachment and separation-individuation 

influenced female identity development. In contrast, 

separation-individuation appeared to be more influential for 

males' identity development (Kamptner, 1988; Lopez et al., 

1992; Shultheiss & Blustein, 1994). Second, differing 

results were found concerning the influence of parent gender 

on identity development. In one study the adolescent's 

relationship with the opposite sex parent was most 

influential for identity development (Bartle & Sabatelli, 

1989). However, Lopez et al., (1992) found that male 

identity development was influenced more by independence 

from father than mother. As much as instrumentation will 

allow, these gender differences appear to exert differential 

effects and should be examined. 
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Finally, parent marital status was inconsistently 

controlled in these studies. Four researchers specifically 

targeted intact families thus controlling for the differing 

family dynamics thought to exist within other family 

configurations. However, the remainder of the studies did 

not report marital status or formed a subject pool with 

married, divorced, and/or separated parents, possibly 

confounding the results. 

Family Processes and Identity Exploration and Commitment 

Family processes and the underlying identity processes 

of exploration and commitment have received little focused 

attention in the empirical research. Although the 

vocational literature has developed a body of literature 

with respect to exploration and commitment, the family 

processes have not generally been included as variables. 

Thus, the empirical literature is sparse. 

Attachment variables. No studies have been devoted 

solely to the examination of attachment and its relationship 

with identity exploration and commitment. This seems 

unusual in that a prominent theoretical notion in attachment 

theory suggests that secure attachment promotes exploration 

and detached or ambivalent attachment hinders exploration. 

Thus, the most salient point is the absence of research 

investigating the singular effect of attachment on identity 

exploration and commitment. 
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Separation-individuation variables. No empirical 

studies have directly investigated the relationship of 

separation-individuation to general identity exploration and 

commitment. However, a number of studies have addressed 

factors related to separation-individuation and their 

relationship with vocational exploration and commitment. 

Blustein and Phillips (1988) note that "while virtually all 

writers in the area of career development have advocated 

exploration and some have documented its advantages, few 

have offered evidence about why some individuals explore 

more than others" (p. 203). Polk (1990) examined the 

relationship of separation-individuation to career 

exploration. Blustein (1988) implicated a corollary 

construct, autonomy, as facilitative of career exploration. 

In addition, a series of studies using corollaries of 

separation-individuation and the ego-identity status model 

imply a link between separation and identity exploration and 

commitment. 

Polk (1990) examined the relationship of separation-

individuation to past career planning, an indicator of 

career exploration. The sample consisted of 200 college 

undergraduates. Parent marital status was not reported. 

The Conflictual and Emotional Independence subscales of the 

PSI were used (Hoffman, 1984). The results indicated that 

independence from parents did not significantly contribute 

to past avoidance of career planning, with one exception. 
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Surprisingly, freedom from an excessive need for emotional 

closeness with mother was mildly predictive of avoidance of 

career planning tasks. Thus, the results do not support 

theoretical notions that separation fosters exploration. In 

fact, the opposite is suggested, emotional independence may 

impede exploration in this area. 

The author suggested these unexpected results may have 

been influenced by several factors. First, the exact 

dimensions of independence tapped by the PSI emotional and 

conflictual independence scales are not clear. In addition, 

the study included only one content area (occupation) of 

identity development. Theory suggests that identity 

development may be staggered. It is possible this content 

area was not salient to the subject pool at the time of 

assessment. Finally, the career planning variable was not a 

distinct exploration variable, and its relationship to 

identity is unclear. Nonetheless, the results are contrary 

to theoretical expectations that separation-individuation 

would facilitate identity exploration. 

Using a corollary construct, Blustein (1988) suggested 

autonomy would influence exploration. The sample consisted 

of 154 undergraduate college students. Parent marital 

status was not reported. He hypothesized that individuals 

who were more governed by an "autonomy orientation" (defined 

as self-initiated behavior, not dependent on external 

reinforcement or control, but consistent with one's own 
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interests, goals, and values) would be most likely to engage 

in self and environmental exploratory behavior, and to hold 

to positive beliefs about the usefulness of engaging in 

these behaviors. Results indicated that an autonomous 

orientation was positively associated with self exploration 

and beliefs in the usefulness of self exploration, but not 

environmental exploration. The author offered a 

developmental explanation for these findings, suggesting 

that they could be accounted for by the age of the subjects 

(mean age = 18.7). Younger subjects were more likely to 

engage in self exploration in earlier stages and then 

environmental exploration in later stages. Whatever the 

explanation, a positive relationship between autonomy and 

self exploration supports the theoretical notion that 

individuation may be related to exploratory behavior. 

Corollary constructs of separation-individuation, such 

as self-directedness, autonomy, and locus of control have 

been studied in relation to the identity statuses. 

Orlofsky, Marcia, and Lesser (1973) found that individuals 

in the Foreclosure status scored lowest on the EPPS autonomy 

scale, suggesting that less autonomy is associated with a 

lack of exploration or premature commitment. Matteson 

(cited in Bourne, 1978) reported that adolescents in the 

Diffusion status had lower autonomy scores than did those in 

the Identity Achievement status. In assessing locus of 

control, the extent to which a person perceives himself or 
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herself as responsible for reinforcement in their lives, 

Waterman, Buebel, and Waterman (cited in Bourne, 1978) found 

that individuals in the Foreclosure and Diffusion statuses 

were more externally oriented than those in the Moratorium 

or Identity Achievement statuses. Conversely, individuals 

in the Identity Achievement and Moratorium statuses were 

more internally oriented than those in the Foreclosure or 

Diffusion statuses. The findings imply that the development 

of an internal locus may promote identity exploration. 

Bennion (cited in Bourne, 1978), Abraham (1983), and Francis 

(1981) found that Identity Achieved individuals show the 

least and Diffused individuals show the most external locus 

of control. This finding suggests the external locus may 

inhibit identity exploration and commitment. Finally, 

Neuber and Genthner (1977) noted that Identity Achievement 

and Moratorium status individuals tended to take more 

responsibility for their own lives than Diffusion status 

individuals. Again, the finding implies that this form of 

"separation" may encourage identity exploration. 

In all of these cases, the Identity Achieved status is 

related to separation-individuation corollary constructs 

(locus of control, self-responsibility, and autonomy) 

suggesting a potentially facilitating relationship to 

identity commitment and exploration. In contrast the 

Diffusion status generally has the opposite relationship to 
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these corollaries, suggesting the possible inhibition of 

identity exploration and commitment. 

Multiple family variables. While theory suggests that 

healthy families, characterized by clear boundaries and an 

ability to balance closeness and distance, are most likely 

capable of providing the optimal environment for exploratory 

behavior to occur, there are only three studies to date 

which have directly examined this hypothesis. Inferences 

may be made about identity exploration, commitment, and 

family process in a fourth investigation by Campbell, Adams, 

and Dobson (1984). In addition, four vocational 

investigations examined relationships of attachment and 

separation-individuation variables with career exploration 

and commitment (Blustein, Walbridge, Friedlander, & 

Palladino, 1991; Moreault, 1992; Norman, 1989; Polk, 1993). 

Campbell, Adams, and Dobson (1984) indirectly 

investigated aspects of the separation process, using the 

related constructs of connectedness and individuality, and 

their effect on the identity statuses. The sample consisted 

of 286 college undergraduates. Parent marital status was 

not reported. The Parent-Adolescent Relationship 

Questionnaire (PARQ; Sullivan & Sullivan, 1980) was used to 

assess both individuality and connectedess. Connectedness 

was described as perceptions of affection and communication, 

individuality as perceived independence. The findings 

displayed the expected relationships. Foreclosed 
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individuals were most strongly connected to their parents 

combined with a lower level of independence. Identity 

Achieved individuals displayed a combination of strong 

emotional attachment and a greater level of independence. 

Moratorium adolescents perceived relatively high levels of 

attachment to their parents and, like Identity Achieved 

youth, reported a greater sense of independence from the 

family. Diffused adolescents displayed the least emotional 

attachment to their parents and the least amount of 

independence. The relative combination of connectedness and 

individuality within the family appears to be an important 

contribution to the "higher" identity. More specifically, 

both Foreclosure and Diffusion youths displayed the least 

amount of individuality (perceived independence). These 

identity statuses suggest the least amount of identity 

exploration, perhaps for very different reasons. The 

Foreclosure individuals differed from those in the Diffusion 

status in their strong attachment ties to parents. These 

individuals may have been involved in some enmeshed way with 

the family that prevented exploration. Or the strong 

attachments may have just limited exploration because the 

individuals saw no need to explore because they were 

satisfied with family values, behaviors, and practices. 

Diffusion individuals were least connected and least 

independent suggesting a possible unhealthy reactive 

detachment which is thought to inhibit exploration. 
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In contrast, the Identity Achieved and Moratorium 

status subjects displayed greater independence. In that the 

Identity Achieved youths have explored and committed and the 

Moratorium youths are likely involved in current 

exploration, the findings suggest that independence may 

facilitate exploration. In addition, both statuses also 

exhibited strong connectedness in combination with 

individuality. This finding suggests the presence of 

effective boundaries, indicative of family differentiation, 

may also encourage exploration. 

Cooper, Grotevant, and Condon (cited in Grotevant & 

Cooper, 1986) directly examined family discourse along the 

two dimensions of individuality and connectedness. The 

sample consisted of 121, two-parent families. Individuality 

was operationalized in self-assertion (aware of one's own 

point of view and communicating it clearly) and separateness 

(the ability to express differences between self and 

others). Connectedness was reflected in mutuality 

(demonstration of sensitivity to and respect for the 

beliefs, feelings, and ideas of others) and permeability 

(the responsiveness or openness of an individual to the 

ideas of others). Findings indicated that adolescents with 

fathers who expressed mutuality as well as separateness, and 

mothers who demonstrated both separateness and permeability, 

rated high in identity exploration. 
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Grotevant and Cooper (1985, 1986) conducted two studies 

using the family discourse analysis of connectedness and 

individuality. In the first study (cited in Grotevant & 

Cooper, 1986), marital and parent-child relationships were 

examined. The findings indicated that adolescents who had 

an individuated relationship (marked by separateness and 

permeability) with at least one parent were rated highest in 

identity exploration. 

The second study (1985) examined the discourse in four 

family relationships: (1) adolescent/father, (2) adolescent/ 

mother, (3) adolescent/sibling, and (4) father/mother. The 

sample consisted of 84 two-parent families with adolescent 

children. For females, communication patterns in all four 

relationships were associated with identity exploration. 

The fathers of higher exploring females displayed 

separateness and self-assertion with their daughters. The 

mothers of the higher exploring females expressed higher 

mutuality and self-assertion to their husbands. In 

contrast, for males, only father-son interaction patterns 

were associated with exploration ratings. Those males with 

greater separateness and self-assertion and having father's 

who expressed mutuality which permitted both the son's 

assertion and imposed limits on the father's self-assertion 

scored higher in exploration than other males without this 

pattern. The authors suggest that sources of family 

influence on identity exploration may be more diverse for 
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female adolescents (i.e., both mother and father) than for 

males (i.e., primarily father). 

Thus, those studies assessing multiple family processes 

support the notion that an effective balance of 

individuality and connectedness appears to facilitate 

identity exploration. Three of the studies exhibiting these 

results used a communication model; the constructs framing 

the separation and connectedness were very different from 

those of the self-report measures used in most of the 

previous studies. Although these cannot be easily compared, 

the results do suggest that a balance of connectedness and 

individuality promotes identity exploration. The results 

also suggest that identity development can be inhibited by 

an imbalance of either construct. Gender differences are 

also noted, in that males may be more strongly influenced in 

identity exploration by father-son interaction, but females 

by both parent-daughter interactions. 

A number of vocational exploration or commitment 

studies have examined the relationship between attachment 

and separation-individuation. Norman (1989) used the 

Separation Anxiety Test (SAT; Hansburg, 1972) to investigate 

the influence of attachment and separation-individuation on 

self and environmental exploration. The sample consisted of 

208 college undergraduates. Parental marital status was not 

reported. No support was found, however, for the hypothesis 

that career exploratory behavior would be facilitated by 
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adequate attachment or separation-individuation. The author 

suggests that the developmental and contextual salience of 

engaging in exploratory behavior may need to be considered. 

The subjects were found to have already chosen a college 

major, and also had made tentative choices regarding career. 

Moreault (1992) conducted a more complex analysis 

examining the relationship of attachment, separation-

individuation, family health and structure with self and 

environmental career exploration. The sample consisted of 

305 college undergraduates from intact families. The 

instrument used to assess environmental career exploration 

tapped specific behavioral exploratory activities (i.e., 

frequency of exploration, amount of information acquired, 

number of occupations, etc.) This is in contrast to 

measures assessing identity exploration which tend to assess 

intellectual exploration or broad indices of exploratory 

behavior (i.e., "I'm looking for an acceptable perspective 

for my own 'life style' view" or "After considerable thought 

I've developed my own viewpoint"). Measures of attachment 

and separation were not substantially related to career 

exploration. Furthermore, a weak negative relationship 

between family structure and self exploration was found, 

suggesting that problematic family structure may facilitate 

exploration. This is not entirely counter to theory, which 

has speculated that problematic family structure might 

accelerate exploration due to family difficulties. However, 
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the results did not offer support for theoretical notions 

that a well-functioning family structure would encourage 

exploration. 

Empirical research and theory suggested to Blustein et 

al. (1991) that some degree of familial attachment is needed 

"to provide a secure base from which to engage in the 

complex and challenging tasks of committing to a career 

choice" (p. 43). In the second of two analyses, the unique 

effect of parental attachment and separation-individuation 

on commitment to career choices was investigated. The 

hypothesis was that progress in commitment to career choices 

would be related to the most adaptive configuration of 

family relationship factors, that is, positive perceptions 

of attachment coupled with conflictual and attitudinal 

independence from mother and father. Findings indicated 

that the conjoint effect of parental attachment and 

conflictual/attitudinal independence significantly 

contributed to the variance in vocational commitment. These 

results applied to both males and females, although in 

slightly different ways. Thus, a balance both attachment 

and separation-individuation was identified as a contributor 

to vocational identity commitment. 

Polk (1993) examined the relationship of a number of 

family processes with career-decision making obstacles. 

Attachment (IPPA), separation-individuation (PSI), family 

structure (FSS), and marital conflict (FSS) were selected to 
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represent influential family processes in relation to 

obstacles to career decision-making. The sample consisted 

of 300 undergraduate college students. Parent marital 

status was not reported. Two roots were identified in a 

canonical analysis. The first root consisted of a lack of 

conflictual independence, dysfunctional parent-child 

interactions, and low attachment on one side of the model. 

Lack of information about self, lack of information about 

the environment, conflict with self, conflict with others, 

and perceived lack of skill loaded on the other side of the 

model. Together, the first root suggested that problematic 

family ties were associated with internalized conflict and 

self-doubt, and discouraged exploration of self and 

environment. The second root consisted of moderate loadings 

of emotional independence and marital conflict and moderate 

negative loadings of attachment on one side of the model. 

Knowledge about self and low self-efficacy for career tasks 

loaded on the other side of the model. This root suggested 

that a pattern of detachment from family was associated with 

a lack of confidence about decision-making. Thus, this 

problematic family configuration is less severe and appears 

inhibit commitment (i.e., as indicated by career 

indecision), yet encourage exploration (i.e., as indicated 

by gained knowledge of self). Scales from several 

instruments contributed to the descriptions of family 

environment. 



76 

Finally, the nature of the family relationships of 

individuals in the Foreclosure and Identity Achieved 

statuses is further clarified by Jordan (cited in Bourne, 

1978) and Matteson (cited in Bourne, 1978) using parenting 

and relationship styles. Jordan (cited in Bourne, 1978) 

described individuals in the Foreclosure status as deeply 

emotionally involved with the family. The adolescent viewed 

the parents as accepting and encouraging. The parents saw 

themselves as child-centered and protective. Matteson 

(cited in Bourne, 1978) described families with individuals 

in the Foreclosure status as the most task-oriented compared 

to the other statuses. The fathers seemed to dominate their 

sons and emotional expression was not encouraged, although 

some assumption of leadership by the son was accepted. 

Foreclosure families seem to exert considerable pressure for 

adolescent conformity to family values. Although this 

commitment is viewed positively by the adolescent, it is 

without exploration. Identity Achieved sons displayed a 

slightly different family pattern. Jordan (cited in Bourne, 

1978) found Identity Achievement individuals were fairly 

balanced in their views of their parents. Father, mother, 

and adolescent reported positive, though moderately 

ambivalent relationships with each other. Thus, family 

environments with a greater emotionally expressive range of 

affective feeling, that permits expression of ambivilence, 

may encourage fuller identity development. 
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Fathers appear to play a particularly important role in 

male adolescents' identity development. Deldin (cited in 

Marcia, 1980) found that males with highly masculine, 

stereotyped fathers had higher identity scores. La Voie 

(1976) found that high-identity males reported less parental 

control and more praise from their father's than low-

identity males. Thus for males, identity achievement, and 

identity commitment appear to be related to fathering style 

and the quality of the father-son interaction. 

Summary. This portion of the review offers moderate 

support for the relationship of attachment, separation-

individuation, and multiple family variables with identity 

exploration and commitment. Surprisingly, no investigations 

have examined the sole effects of attachment on identity 

exploration and commitment. This omission is startling in 

light of attachment theory's stress on the importance of 

secure attachment for development via exploration. 

The separation-individuation literature offers only 

indirect support for a relationship with identity 

exploration and commitment. Polk (1990) found 

emotional/functional independence was associated with the 

avoidance of career planning, an indicator of exploration. 

The finding would suggest that independence may inhibit 

exploration. This is not entirely opposed to theory which 

would state that some types of separation, such as 
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detachment, might impede exploration under certain family 

circumstances. 

In contrast, Blustein's (1988) finding that autonomy 

was positively associated with self-exploration implied that 

this corollary of separation-individuation may encourage 

exploration. Other studies have found that low autonomy is 

associated positively with the Diffusion and negatively with 

the Identity Achieved status. Further, autonomy has been 

negatively associated with the Foreclosure status. These 

findings describe individuals low in autonomy as failing to 

explore and commit, or as failing to explore and committing 

prematurely. Thus, a lack of autonomy may discourage 

exploration, but facilitate commitment. 

Another corollary of separation-individuation, locus of 

control, offers similar support and leads to similar 

inferences. External locus of control appears to inhibit 

exploration and foster premature commitment. Conversely, an 

internal locus of control appears to encourage exploration 

and commitment. This suggests that individuals who are 

independent of surrounding people and events are likely to 

explore, and if they commit, do so on the basis of 

exploration. These studies point to individual 

characteristics of adolescents that may be related to their 

development and family relationships. In particular, these 

corollaries suggest that certain kinds of distance 

facilitate identity exploration and commitment. Perhaps 
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adolescents with autonomy or external locus of control are 

in some way freed from theoretically posited parental 

introjects, and thus, able to engage in identity exploration 

and commitment. 

The investigations where multiple family variables were 

measured offer a fuller picture of the relationship between 

family functioning and identity exploration and commitment. 

The findings display a strong relationship of attachment, 

separation-individuation, and family structure with identity 

exploration and commitment. 

Three communication studies (Campbell et al., 1984; 

Grotevant & Cooper, 1985, 1986) offer especially strong 

support for the facilitative influence of connectedness and 

separateness, especially theoretical notion that a balance 

of connectedness and separation facilitate identity 

exploration. Three of the studies found that the presence 

of both connectedness and separateness were associated with 

identity exploration. Collectively, the results showed that 

individuals who possess a sense of both connectedness and 

separateness within their family also engage in identity 

exploration. Some of these individuals appear to have 

committed on the basis of exploration, while others are 

still engaged in the exploration process. Conversely, 

individuals that demonstrate either disengagement or 

enmeshment do not appear to engage in identity exploration 

or commitment. In between these extremes are some 
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individuals who experience close and warm family ties, but 

lack separateness, and prematurely commit. This commitment 

is thought to be an unreflective adoption of familial 

standards, beliefs, and values. Thus, more than well-

functioning separation appears to be necessary to identity 

exploration and commitment. In addition, a sense of 

connectedness, may offer a counterweight to qualitatively 

change an adolescent's experience of separation, priming the 

individual for effective exploration that will lead to the 

ability to commit. 

Three additional studies offer a somewhat fuller 

picture of the complexity of the influence of family 

functioning on identity development, career exploration. 

Problematic family structure (i.e., parent-child role 

reversal and parent-child overinvolvement) was found to be 

weakly and negatively correlated with self-exploration 

(Moreault, 1992). Polk (1993) identified a family 

configuration in which detached adolescents showed career 

indecision paired with acquisition of self-knowledge, an 

indicator of self-exploration. Together, these two studies 

describe problematic family structures which appear to 

encourage exploration. Thus, both healthy and problematic 

family structure may foster exploration, although the 

exploration may be qualitatively different in each case. 

Conversely, problematic family ties may also 

differentially inhibit development depending on the degree 
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of disturbance in family functioning (Polk, 1993). At the 

most profound level, pervasive and problematic family 

functioning (i.e., parent-child role-reversal, low 

attachment, guilt toward parents) are likely to inhibit both 

decision-making, an indicator of commitment, and acquisition 

of self and environmental knowledge, an indicator of 

exploration. At a less pervasive level, emotional 

detachment from parents, little practical reliance on 

parents for support in the context of marital conflict is 

likely to impede development through self-doubt about 

decision-making tasks and gaining knowledge about self. 

This suggests that less severe family problems may inhibit 

adolescent identity commitment, yet encourage identity 

exploration. A more well-functioning picture is presented 

by Blustein et al. (1991) where a balance of secure 

attachment to family and the absence of guilt and resentment 

toward parents appeared to encourage vocational identity 

commitment. 

This broad picture is further enriched by some gender 

differences regarding identity exploration and commitment. 

Again, the gender of the adolescent and parent may influence 

results. For females, the relationship with both father and 

mother appear to facilitate identity exploration. In 

contrast, the relationship with father appears to be more 

facilitative of identity exploration and commitment for 

males. 
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Thus, a complex picture of the family emerges in which 

multiple aspects of family functioning work synergistically 

to promote or to hinder identity exploration and commitment. 

Certain kinds of closeness and separateness appear to 

promote, while other kinds of closeness and separateness 

appear to inhibit identity exploration and commitment. The 

quality of the closeness and separateness appears to be 

yoked to the balance of these two dimensions. Individuals 

with closeness and without separateness are likely to commit 

prematurely. Individuals with separateness, without 

closeness may explore, but may have difficulty committing. 

Other individuals with a balance are likely to be exploring, 

with some often having committed on the basis of 

exploration. It may be that the balance of separateness and 

closeness may determine just how far an adolescent has 

proceeded toward commitment. In addition, other family 

contextual factors may be the mechanisms by which the 

closeness-separateness balance is regulated. The presence 

of parent-child coalitions, cross-generational alliances, 

excessive parent involvement, and marital conflict all 

appear to influence in some way identity exploration and 

commitment. 

Finally, the measurement of identity exploration and 

commitment suffers from a number of shortcomings. First, 

the measures which directly assess exploration and 

commitment are generally vocational and only tap this one 
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dimension of identity development. This limits assessment 

of identity development across a broader content range. 

Second, only an interview method has been used to assess 

identity exploration. Although the method has produced 

valuable findings, the procedure is time consuming. Third, 

current self-report instruments do not permit direct 

assessment of exploration and commitment. Rather they are 

inferred from the identity statuses which represent 

composites of varying levels of exploration and commitment. 

This format results in a confounding of both constructs, 

preventing a clear understanding of how the family variables 

directly influence these processes. Research would be 

advanced by an instrument that permitted examination of the 

direct effects of family functioning on the underlying 

processes of exploration and commitment. 

Family Processes and Adjustment 

A fairly large body of empirical literature has 

examined family processes and general adjustment. These 

studies have been influenced by three distinct but 

interrelated theoretical domains: attachment, separation-

individuation, and family systems. Within each of these 

theoretical domains a large number of family variables have 

been related to adjustment. This body of literature was 

examined to identify the most specific, salient, and 

influential dimensions of family functioning in an effort to 

organize the bewildering array of constructs utilized. 
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First, literature relating solely to attachment will be 

examined. Second, separation-individuation literature will 

be reviewed. The third section will survey any literature 

which investigated multiple family process variables and 

adjustment. To enhance clarity in understanding the various 

measures employed, studies using the same instruments will 

be grouped together. 

Examination of these variables has generally focused on 

college adolescents from intact families. A few studies 

have purposefully examined family variables and adjustment 

with divorced families to ascertain support for hypothesized 

theoretical differences with intact families. In some cases 

these two populations have been pooled together, confounding 

possible differences, but on the whole studies have targeted 

intact families. 

Although theoretical distinctions are made concerning 

family process variables, it is not clear that the 

instruments operationalizing these constructs are distinct. 

Theory and empirical research suggests overlap, indicating 

the possibility of common factors. For instance, 

attachment, separation-individuation, and family systems 

each describe closeness and distance with different terms. 

Family systems identifies system-wide differentiation and 

the absence of fused interpersonal boundaries as necessary 

to the optimal functioning of individuals. Similarly, 

separation-individuation uses the terms independence or 
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separation or individuation to describe intrapsychic 

distance from parental figures as necessary to optimal 

functioning. Likewise attachment uses such terms as quality 

of affect or parental support to describe the availability 

of the parent which permits the individual to separate and 

explore with a minimum of anxiety. In each case different 

constructs are utilized to characterize various qualities of 

closeness and distance. 

Thus, one of the essential tasks of this review will be 

to identify those operationalized variables which appear to 

most validly assess their theoretical domain. Conversely, 

the task is to determine those variables with the least 

apparent overlap with other domains. The final summary will 

present those variables which maximize distinctiveness and 

minimize overlap. 

Attachment variables. Attachment as formulated by 

Bowlby (1980) is tethered to quality of felt affect with the 

parent, parental support, and internal working models. 

Theory suggests that adequate attachment is likely to 

facilitate development and therefore, adjustment. Findings 

have strongly supported the theoretical assertion that 

adequate attachment to parents is positively correlated with 

adolescent college adjustment. 

In an early attempt to operationalize attachment 

theory, Greenberg, Siegel, and Leitch, (1983) developed the 

Inventory of Adolescent Attachments (IAA). Using a high 
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school sample (N = 213) in which parent marital status was 

not reported, attachment to parents and peers significantly 

and positively correlated with adjustment. Attachment was 

operationalized using four subscales: (1) Quality of Affect 

Toward Parents, (2) Quality of Affect Toward Peers, (3) 

Family Utilization and, (4) Peer Utilization. Quality of 

affect was described as "felt security" and Utilization as 

enlisting support. Controlling for the effects of life 

events (positive and negative), peer affect, and parent and 

peer utilization, affect toward parents accounted for an 

additional 11% of the variance in self-esteem (r2 = .27), 

and an additional 10% in life satisfaction (r2 = .19). 

Parental utilization was not significantly related to well-

being, although utilization scores were unusually high, 

indicating that these high school students enlisted parental 

support. The authors suggest that the low correlation 

between affect and utilization indicates that adolescents 

appear to utilize their parents even when their relationship 

is not optimal. However, attachment to parents, not parent 

utilization, is more important in adolescent adjustment. 

The importance of quality of affect with parents for 

adjustment is consistent with attachment theory's view that 

the parental relationships provide "felt security" for the 

adolescent. 

In a subsequent study, Armsden & Greenberg (1987) 

developed the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment 
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(IPPA). Using a college sample (N = 86) in which parental 

marital status was not assessed, parent and peer attachment 

was positively and significantly correlated with adjustment. 

This measure identified three factors of adolescent 

attachment: trust, communication, and alienation. 

Attachment scores were tabulated as the sum of Communication 

and Trust minus Alienation. 

Three significant results emerged. First, after the 

significant contributions of life events (positive and 

negative) and peer attachment, parent attachment still added 

significantly to the variance of self-esteem (18%) and life-

satisfaction (15%). Second, when the subjects were divided 

into High and Low Security groups, the High Security group 

displayed greater self-esteem, life satisfaction, frequent 

and satisfactory communication with parents, high quality 

relations with peers, and less negative affect than the Low 

Security group. In contrast the Low Security group 

displayed feelings of resentment and alienation and were 

more emotionally and verbally detached with their parents. 

Third, differences in attachment to mother and father were 

evident in that adolescents expressed greater attachment for 

mother. These results support the view that felt security 

with parents facilitates adjustment and development in 

adolescents. Because the IPPA combines several aspects of 

the parent-adolescent bond (positive feelings and cognitions 

about relationships and supportive behaviors) the relative 
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importance of each aspect to development is unclear from 

this study. 

Several studies have explored the role of secure and 

supportive relations with parents during times of transition 

and adaptation. Utilizing the IPPA, Lapsley et al. (1990) 

found a positive correlation between attachment and 

adjustment using a college population (N = 253). Parental 

marital status was not reported. Expected class differences 

were noted in that upperclass subjects showed greater social 

and personal-emotional adjustment than first-year subjects. 

Parental attachment (trust and communication) predicted 

first-year academic, but not social or personal-emotional 

adjustment. In contrast, parental attachment significantly 

predicted academic, social, personal-emotional, and goal 

attainment for the upperclass subjects. Again, attachment 

(trust and communication) appeared to encourage adjustment, 

but in different ways depending on class standing and facet 

of adjustment. 

Rice (1993) designed two studies which investigated 

gender differences in the ability of attachment to predict 

adjustment over time. College students were used, 93% of 

whom were from intact families. In the first analysis (N = 

130), using the IPPA, attachment was found to be stable from 

first to third year, yet different results were found for 

adjustment within these years. Attachment did not 

significantly predict adjustment for either males or females 
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in the first year, but did so for the third year. For males 

in their junior year attachment to parents predicted 

academic and emotional adjustment. In contrast, for 

females, attachment to parents predicted social and 

emotional adjustment. 

In the second analysis (N = 157) the impact of 

stressful situational events were considered more directly. 

The association of attachment and adjustment was 

investigated at the beginning of the final semester, mid-

semester, and just before finals. Results showed that 

attachment to parents was significantly related to 

adjustment for females regardless of stress. For males, 

attachment to parents was related to adjustment at stress 

points. Attachment to both parents was important for 

females, while only attachment to fathers was a significant 

predictor for males. The results for males support another 

point of attachment theory, that attachment is most 

important at points of stress. 

Kenny (1987) developed another widely used measure of 

adolescent attachment to parents, the Parental Relationship 

Questionnaire (PRQ). An initial study showed that a scale 

called Adjustment to Separation was most related to dating 

competence and assertion using college students (N = 173), 

81% of whom were from intact families. Scales measuring the 

adolescent-parent relationship showed only minimal 

relationships to interpersonal adjustment. These results 
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appear to reflect a measurement problem because the 

Adjustment to Separation scale assessed the individual's 

affective response to separation, rather than a quality of 

the adolescent-parent relationship. 

Based on the earlier PRQ, Kenny (1990) developed the 

Parental Attachment Questionnaire (PAQ). Importantly, the 

PAQ was modified using factor analysis. The structure was 

simplified to three factors. Quality of Relationship seems 

to tap the affective bond, Parental Fostering of Autonomy 

the encouragement of personal and functional independence, 

and Parental Role in Providing Emotional Support consistent 

parental availability. 

Using college seniors (N = 159), 84% of whom were from 

intact families, attachment was found to positively and 

significantly correlate to adjustment. Also attachment to 

parents was stable between first and senior year. In 

contrast to previous studies attachment was not related to 

dating competence and assertion, but was positively 

correlated to college planning. Because these were seniors, 

the results suggest that the domains which attachment 

effects are those which are salient to the individual at the 

time. 

Kobak and Sceery (1988), used the Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI) with first-year college students (N = 144). 

Seventy-four percent were from two-parent households; it was 

not reported whether these households were intact or were 



91 

comprised of previously divorced individuals. Attachment 

style was positively related to social competence. 

Attachment style is a different construct than attachment to 

parents represented in the previous studies. The assessment 

of attachment style is based on intrapsychic factors evident 

in the recall of the early parent-child relationship instead 

of the current relationship. 

Three types of attachment style were identified: 

secure, dismissing and preoccupied. Secure relationships 

were described at loving, with parents available during 

distressing times. Dismissing individuals described 

considerable rejection, lack of love, and difficulty in 

recalling distressing experiences in childhood. The 

preoccupied individuals described loving parents, but 

dysfunctional family relations in that the roles of parent 

and child were often reversed. In addition, preoccupied 

individuals found it difficult to remember childhood events 

or remembered such events in a confused manner. 

Of these three categories, the securely attached 

demonstrated greater dating competence, assertion, and 

general social competence. The secure group also perceived 

significantly greater current parental support than either 

the dismissing or preoccupied groups. Thus, attachment 

style was positively correlated with perceived presence of 

parental support. Furthermore, attachment style was 

significantly related to specific and general measures of 
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interpersonal competence, suggesting the facilitation of 

adjustment. The findings describe adolescents with parental 

relationships characterized by "felt security" and parental 

support as interpersonally competent in general social 

interactions and in more intimate dating situations. 

Berman and Sperling (1991) used the Continued 

Attachment Scales measuring maternal and paternal concern 

and preoccupation. It is not clear what dimension of the 

parent-adolescent relationship is tapped by these scales. 

For instance, one of the preoccupation questions reads, 

"How often do things remind you of your mother/father, 

trigger thoughts about him/her?" An example of the concern 

scale is "How curious are you about your mother's/father's 

life?" In this study with first-year college students (N = 

129), the authors found that concern and preoccupation 

regarding parents was related to depression for males, but 

not females. Parental marital status was not clearly 

reported, although most appear to have come from intact 

families. The findings suggest that certain types of 

connections to parents may inhibit adjustment. 

To grasp the global impact of attachment on adjustment 

Rice (1990) performed a narrative and meta-analytic review 

and generally found attachment to be positively related with 

measures of adjustment. In addition to the IPPA, the PAQ, 

and the AAI, other studies used the Parental bonding 

Instrument (PBI), and emotional autonomy (as a measure of 
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detachment). Twenty-four studies measuring healthy 

attachment were included and six studies measuring 

problematic attachment relationships. In the narrative 

review consistent correlations between measures of social 

competence, interpersonal functioning, and life satisfaction 

emerged. Less consistent results were found with measures 

of self-esteem. The meta-analysis likewise found a 

consistent association between attachment and adjustment. 

The average r index for healthy attachment and adjustment 

was .,22, while that for unhealthy attachment and adjustment 

was 02. Attachment was a more consistent predictor of 

social competence, emotional adjustment, and self-esteem 

than school adjustment. The relationship of attachment with 

school adjustment was less consistent. Correlations were 

highest for highschoolers, lowest for first year college 

students, moderate for upperclass students, and low for 

young adults. The author suggested that these differences 

may have been influenced by the need for stronger attachment 

associations prior to important, developmental transitions. 

Once the transition is complete the individual may then rely 

on other sources of support. Thus, with some variation 

between the narrative and meta-analytic review in regard to 

self-esteem, attachment appears to be correlated with a wide 

variety of intrapersonal (emotional, life-satisfaction) and 

interpersonal (social competence, interpersonal functioning, 



94 

dating, and assertion) measures, suggesting the facilitation 

of adolescent adjustment. 

Separation-individuation variables. The extension of 

separation-individuation theory (Mahler, 1968) to 

adolescents has stressed psychological and behavioral 

separation from parents (Bios, 1969). The findings 

generally support theoretical assertions that adequate 

separation-individuation will facilitate adjustment. 

Hoffman (1984) developed one of the most widely-used 

instruments assessing separation-individuation, the 

Psychological Separation Inventory (PSI). This instrument 

assesses four types of independence identified by theory: 

functional, emotional, attitudinal, and conflictual. 

Functional independence is defined as the adolescent's 

ability to manage personal and practical affairs. Emotional 

independence is defined as freedom from an excessive need 

for approval and togetherness. Attitudinal independence is 

the ability to differentiate between one's own attitudes, 

beliefs and values and those of parents. Conflictual 

independence is freedom from excessive guilt, anxiety, and 

anger in relation to one's parents. Using an undergraduate 

college sample (N = 150), all from intact families, findings 

revealed a positive correlation between independence and 

adjustment, supporting the validity of the measure. 

Conflictual independence exhibited the strongest positive 

correlation with adjustment. Emotional, but not functional 
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independence was moderately and positively correlated with 

adjustment. Counter to expectation attitudinal independence 

displayed a negative correlation with adjustment for both 

males and females. Some gender differences for both 

adolescents and parents were observed depending on the 

content area (i.e., academic problems, love problems, or 

general adjustment). 

Overall, these findings have been supported by 

subsequent research. Conflictual Independence is generally 

the scale most highly related to adjustment. This scale 

focuses on the presence or absence of negative emotions 

regarding parents, and may represent a somewhat different 

aspect of parent-adolescent relationships than the other 

three scales. Functional Independence and Emotional 

Independence are highly related and may be closest to 

measuring independence in parent-adolescent relationships. 

Emotional Independence typically has the highest 

relationship to adjustment. The Attitudinal Independence 

scale has been negatively related with adjustment, contrary 

to Hoffman's expectations. This scale appears to measure 

the identification with or rejection of parental beliefs and 

attitudes rather than the independence of adolescent 

beliefs. 

An early study by Lopez, Campbell, and Watkins (1986) 

found correlations between separation and college adjustment 

that are inconsistent with other results. The sample 
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consisted of 42 college undergraduates. Parental marital 

status was not reported. For males, only conflictual 

independence was negatively correlated with adjustment. For 

females, functional, emotional, and attitudinal independence 

were negatively correlated with adjustment. In contrast to 

theory, the findings suggest that independence may inhibit 

adjustment. However, the authors suggest this result may 

represent difficulty with the adjustment instrument or point 

to the greater importance of closeness for women. 

Furthermore the small sample (18 men, 24 women) makes 

reliability of the results questionable. 

In a comparative study of first-year (N = 130) and 

upperclass (N = 123) students Lapsley, Rice and Shadid 

(1989) also found a positive relationship between 

separation-individuation and adjustment which was moderated 

by both gender and class-standing. The marital status of 

the parents was not reported. Multiple regressions revealed 

that for freshman, independence from mother or father 

predicted personal-emotional adjustment, but not academic 

and social adjustment. For upperclass students, 

independence from mother or father predicted personal-

emotional adjustment and academic adjustment. As with first 

year students there were no predictors for social 

adjustment. Generally, functional, emotional, and 

conflictual independence were most important in adjustment. 

But independence from parents was associated with more areas 



97 

of functioning for upperclass than freshmen college 

students. 

A study by Rice (1992) also investigated the relation 

of independence from parents and adjustment across the 

college years, but used a longitudinal design. Students in 

their first (N = 130) year were studied and participated in 

a follow-up study during their third year (N = 61). 

Parental marital status was not reported. On the basis of a 

factor analysis (Rice et al., 1990) of the PSI, general 

independence (functional, emotional, attitudinal 

independence) and affective (conflictual) independence 

scales were formed. Within-year results for first-year 

students found that the PSI did not predict academic 

adjustment for either males or females. Nor did the PSI 

account for significant variance in social or personal-

emotional adjustment for males. However, the scales did 

account for significant variance in social and personal-

emotional adjustment for females. General dependence on 

father was predictive of social adjustment, and conflictual 

independence from mother was predictive of personal-

emotional adjustment. For students in their third year, a 

general dependence on mother and conflictual independence 

from mother predicted social adjustment for females. For 

males conflictual independence from father was predictive of 

personal-emotional adjustment. These results point to the 

importance of both independence and positive affect in 
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parent-adolescent relationships. Again, however, there is 

evidence that closeness may be more important than 

independence for females. 

These results would suggest the potential facilitation 

of certain aspects of adjustment, but surprisingly, the 

longitudinal results showed that separation-individuation 

during the freshman year was not significantly related to 

adjustment in the junior year. In contrast, adjustment 

during the freshman year was predictive of separation. For 

males, adjustment predicted father conflictual independence. 

For females, adjustment predicted general independence from 

father. Thus, although an expected positive correlation was 

found between separation-individuation and adjustment the 

direction of effects supported adjustment's facilitation of 

separation. 

Using another instrument, the SITA, Quintana and Kerr 

(1993) examined the relationship of separation to emotional 

adjustment in first year college students (N = 87). Marital 

status of the parents was not reported. The canonical 

correlation yielded one root for both males and females that 

associated problematic separation with intrapsychic 

maladjustment. A dysfunctional pattern for both males and 

females also emerged. For females, scales describing 

negative aspects of relationships (rejection expectancy, 

engulfment anxiety, denial of dependency, and separation 

anxiety) exhibited a positive relationship with depression 
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and anxiety. The root for males was similar, with the 

exception that only depression loaded positively. A second 

root for females associated well-functioning separation with 

the absence of symptomatology. For females, a pattern of 

separation was identified by scales describing supportive 

dimensions of relationships (healthy separation, nurturance 

symbiosis, and self-centered subscales). This was 

negatively related to depression and anxiety. The 

suggestion is that problems with independence in important 

relationships are associated with negative symptoms, but 

that adequate independence inhibits the development of 

negative symptomatology. The results support theory that 

asserts inadequate separation-individuation is likely to 

inhibit adjustment. Conversely, adequate separation-

individuation is likely to facilitate adolescent adjustment 

and development. 

Multiple Family variables. As investigators explored 

the relationships of attachment and separation-

individuation, family systems ideas were exerting an 

increasingly strong influence to extend research into a 

broader family context. Although the number of empirical 

studies from a strict family systems perspective remains 

small, the theory prompted simultaneous examination of 

family variables, especially differentiation and 

connectedness. These concepts bear great similarity to 

attachment and separation-individuation, and are often used 
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interchangeably in this research. In addition family 

structure constructs, such as triangulation and fusion, have 

been operationalized and used to identify dysfunctional 

family functioning. 

An early study from the family systems perspective 

(Sullivan & Sullivan, 1980) examined the effect of physical 

separation due to adolescents leaving home for college on 

both adolescent and parent. First-year college students (N 

= 242) from intact families comprised the sample. Parent-

gender and home/dorm living differences were found. Dorm-

living in contrast to home-living students had increased 

levels of affection for and perceived affection from 

parents. Mothers increased expression of affection for 

absent sons, but not those at home. In contrast, fathers 

did not display any change. Dorm-living but not home-living 

students also perceived improved communication from parents. 

However, the parents did not perceive any change in their 

communication with their sons. Compared to home-living 

students, those in dorms also perceived increasing 

independence from their parents and the perceptions of their 

parents allowing higher levels of independence. The parents 

did not perceive any difference in their sons independence 

with the exception of fathers with sons who moved over 200 

miles from home, whom the fathers perceived as more 

dependent. Finally, the dorm-living students showed greater 

perceived communication than those living at home. Spousal 
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relationships (perception of affective-communicative 

relationship and degree of satisfaction with relationship) 

were also investigated, but without any significant results. 

Three important dimensions were assessed from both the 

adolescent's and parent's perspective: affection, 

communication, and independence. In contrast to some early 

separation-individuation theory, independence was not 

accompanied by a decrease in attachment. Rather the 

findings show increases in both independence and affection 

and suggest a qualitative shift in the parent-adolescent 

relationship. The findings are consistent with the family 

systems idea that differentiation is characterized by 

respect for individuality within a cohesive family, and 

supports the importance of a balance of connectedness and 

independence. 

Fleming and Anderson (1986) investigated the effects of 

family structure on adjustment in late adolescence with 126 

college students. Parent marital status was not reported. 

Triangulation and fusion in parent-adolescent relationships 

was negatively related to adolescent adjustment, self-

esteem, health, and competency. The less fusion the greater 

the adjustment to college, mastery, self-esteem, and health. 

The less triangulation the greater the self-esteem and 

mastery. The authors note that the direction of influence 

of the results is not clear from the study, that is, it is 

not clear whether differentiation (low fusion and 



102 

triangulation) facilitates adjustment or if adjustment may 

encourage differentiation. However, the link between 

dysfunctional structural aspects of family functioning and 

poor adjustment suggests the important role of family 

relationships for adolescent development. 

In a subsequent study, Lopez, Campbell, and Watkins 

(1989) examined the effects of marital conflict and family 

coalition patterns on college adjustment. They found strong 

support for marital conflict, but not family coalition type 

affecting college adjustment and separation-individuation. 

Eight hundred fifteen college students, 544 from intact and 

261 from families with separated, divorced or deceased 

parents, comprised the subject pool. Students from homes 

with marital conflict reported significantly lower 

conflictual independence from both parents and significantly 

lower college adjustment. Unexpectedly, these students 

displayed higher functional and emotional independence from 

father and higher attitudinal independence from both 

parents. The authors do suggest that their method of 

classifying family coalition types on the basis of only two 

questions may have been ineffective in differentiating types 

in the self-report format thus contaminating the coalition 

portion of the results. However, marital conflict does 

appear to inhibit both conflictual independence and 

adjustment while moderately promoting functional and 

emotional independence to father and attitudinal 
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independence from both parents. Once again, attitudinal 

independence is negatively correlated with adjustment, 

suggesting that low identification with parents inhibits 

adolescent adjustment. 

Descriptive differences about family structure emerged 

in a study by Frank, Avery, and Laman (1988) which related 

the dimensions of emotional autonomy, connectedness, and 

competency. Of the 150 young adults, approximately half of 

the subjects were married, 7 were divorced, and the status 

of other participants was not reported, making this sample 

the most different from other contained in this study. 

Parental marital status was not reported. 

The relationship dimensions (emotional autonomy, 

connectedness, and competency) were identified by factor 

analysis in the development of the Young Adult/Parent 

Relationship Interview (YAPRI). Emotional autonomy 

encompassed personal control, self-assertion, and respect. 

Connectedness was comprised of closeness, communication, 

concern, and self-other responsibility. Decision-making and 

independence loaded on competence. 

The findings revealed gender differences and well as 

descriptive differences in families of the five relationship 

types identified in cluster analysis. First, gender 

differences were noted in that females felt more connected 

to parents and had less emotional autonomy than males. 

However, these differences did not affect the females' 
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competency which was similar to males. Second, five 

relationship types were identified: (1) individuated, (2) 

competent and connected, (3) pseudoautonomous, (4) 

identified, (5) dependent, and (6) conflicted. The 

individuated subjects felt respected, acknowledged the 

parent's strengths, sought parental advice, yet maintained 

boundaries with parents. The competent and connected 

subjects displayed strong independence evidenced in 

radically different views combined with a lack of 

differentiation in that they were often caught up in the 

parents problems. The pseudoautonomous subjects were 

disengaged, would refrain from confrontation, and would hold 

intrusive mothers at bay. For this group, the relationship 

with father was marked by mutual disinterest. The Dependent 

subjects were marked by an insecure and ambivalent 

attachment to parents even in mundane matters, parents were 

seen as overbearing, and the individual felt powerless to 

change the relationship. Finally, the conflicted 

relationship was identified only in the father-young adult 

relationship. This relationship with father was one of 

emotional upheaval. He was viewed as hot-tempered and 

incapable of a close relationship. On the one hand, the 

individual was ashamed of the father's inadequacies in 

handling life, but on the other, felt empathy for him which 

in turn increased personal guilt. Thus, differences in the 

quality of independence and connectedness are descriptively 
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related to family dynamics. Connections may be marked by 

either healthy, flexible boundaries or boundaries that are 

unhealthy, being inflexible or excessively permeable. 

Similarly, independence may be healthy, marked by a balance 

of autonomy and connectedness or unhealthy, exhibiting 

excessive emotional disengagement or involvement. In turn, 

the type of relationships and the family context in which 

they are embedded effect the quality of individual 

competence. These results suggest that understanding the 

potential inhibition or facilitation of adjustment depends 

on the family configuration out of which the relationship 

type grows. 

In an effort to more clearly understand the complexity 

of the separation-individuation construct as well as 

understand its contribution to adjustment relative to family 

cohesion, Rice, Cole, and Lapsley (1990) performed a factor 

analysis of multiple, widely-used separation instruments 

followed by structural equation modeling. Two hundred forty 

college students comprised the subject pool. Parent marital 

status was not reported. The factor analysis identified two 

factors, Independence from Parents and Positive Separation 

Feelings. The functional, emotional, and attitudinal 

independence subscales of the PSI loaded on Independence 

from Parents. The second factor, Positive Separation 

Feelings, was composed of conflictual independence (PSI) and 

individuation (SAT) which loaded positively, and separation 
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anxiety (SITA) which loaded negatively. The structural 

equations model probed the relationship of these two factors 

and family cohesion with college adjustment. Interestingly, 

Independence from Parents displayed a low, negative 

correlation (-.12) with adjustment. Conversely, Positive 

Separation Feelings was associated strongly (.78), and 

Family Cohesion had a moderately low correlation (.22). The 

results of this study are important because they point to 

the affective quality of separation as dominant in promoting 

college adjustment. In contrast, independence plays a less 

important role when differentiated from warm feelings about 

the parent-adolescent relationship. 

The following studies utilize canonical analysis due to 

its usefulness with multiple sets of both independent and 

dependent variables. This technique allows the 

identification of more than one relationship between a set 

of variables. However, the interpretation of relationships 

is subjective, and results can be unstable when sample sizes 

are small and sets of variables are interrelated, as is 

often the case in these studies. 

The influence of family systems theory was evident in a 

study by Lopez, Campbell, and Watkins (1988) which 

simultaneously examined the relationship of separation, 

family structure, and adjustment. The 544 college 

undergraduates were from intact families. Two canonical 

analyses were conducted. The first examined the 
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relationship of family structure and separation, and the 

second the relationship of separation and adjustment. A 

cross-validation procedure provided evidence that the 

canonical relations were stable. 

The first canonical analysis formed two roots for both 

males and females, indicating that the two sets of variables 

were related in two different ways. The first root pointed 

to the role played by dysfunctional versus healthy family 

structure in relation to separation. Problems in family 

structure were associated with negative feelings in parent-

adolescent relationships. For males, dysfunctional family 

structure was associated high conflictual dependence and 

moderate attitudinal independence suggesting an angry 

rebellious dependency. For females, dysfunctional family 

structure was associated with moderate emotional and 

functional independence and high conflictual dependence, 

suggesting an angry-dependent stance. The second root 

showed that the presence or absence of marital conflict, 

within an otherwise functional family structure influenced 

the degree of closeness in parent-adolescent relationships. 

Greater marital conflict was associated with more 

independence from parents, while lower levels of marital 

conflict were associated with dependence. The first root 

points to the influence of family structure on the degree of 

conflict surrounding separation. The second root points to 
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marital conflict as a moderator of independence or 

closeness. 

The second canonical analysis yielded a weak 

relationship between sets of separation and adjustment 

variables. Although not explaining a great deal of 

variance, adjustment was related to high conflictual 

independence and a moderate amount of attitudinal 

dependence. 

Kenny and Donaldson (1991) found gender specific 

results supporting the positive relationship of parental 

attachment and functional family structure with social 

competence. Two hundred twenty-six college students 

comprised the subject pool. Seventy-seven percent were from 

intact families and 23% had parents who were separated, 

divorced, widowed, or never married. The refined version of 

the PAQ was used specifying three attachment dimensions: 

affective quality of attachment, parental fostering of 

autonomy, and parental role in providing emotional support. 

As expected females scored higher on all three subscales 

than males. A canonical correlation for females proved 

significant, but the one for males did not. For females, 

two roots were identified suggesting that family 

relationships are related to adjustment in two different 

ways. The first root was labeled maladaptive, and was 

characterized by a range of family problems indicating a 

dysfunctional family environment. This family pattern was 
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associated with a broad range of adjustment problems. The 

suggestion is that a dysfunctional family environment is 

associated with broad effects on adjustment and perhaps 

development. The second root was called adaptive and seemed 

to focus on the supportive role of family relationships as 

promoters of social competence. 

Holmbeck and Wandrei (1993) examined separation, 

attachment, and family dynamics in a canonical analysis. Of 

the 286 college freshman, 64% were from intact families and 

36% had single-parents, a step-parent, or another family 

configuration. Attachment was assessed with a total score 

from the PAQ, separation-individuation by the SITA, and 

family dynamics by FACES-III. For both males and females 

three roots emerged, indicating that the groups of variables 

are related in three unique ways. For males the first root 

represented an unhealthy constellation of variables: low 

cohesiveness, attachment to mother and father, denial of 

dependency, and lack of instrumentality were associated with 

low self-esteem, social support, and the presence of 

depression, anxiety, and physical symptomatology. The 

second root represented a more healthy constellation, at 

least the absence of problems: low separation anxiety, 

adaptability to change, and instrumentality were associated 

with low anxiety, low physical symptoms, and negatively, low 

social support. The third root appears to represent an 

enmeshed relationship: attachment to father, low enmeshment 
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seeking, low healthy separation and adaptability to change 

is associated with lack of depression. For females the 

first root represents a healthy constellation: 

cohesiveness, attachment to mother and father, adaptability 

to change and instrumentality are associated with self-

esteem, social support, lack of depression, anxiety, and 

physical symptoms. The second root appears to represent a 

pseudoindependence: denial of dependency combined with low 

instrumentality is associated with social support. The 

third root represents an anxious constellation: anxiety, 

enmeshment seeking, moderate healthy separation and low 

adaptability to change are associated with depression and 

physical symptoms. Thus, depending on the quality of the 

separation-individuation, attachment, and family environment 

intrapsychic and physical adjustment appears may be promoted 

or hindered. 

Shultheiss and Blustein (1994) examined the conjoint 

effects of separation and attachment on college adjustment. 

Seventy-three female and 66 male college students from 

intact families comprised the subject pool. The sample is 

small given that analyses were performed separately for 

males and females and a set of six to nine predictor 

variables was associated with a set of three criterion 

variables. Two canonical correlation procedures were 

performed. The first between a set of separation and 

attachment variables as predictors of variables measuring 
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development. The second analysis used a set of nine 

separation, attachment, and developmental variables as 

predictors of adjustment. 

The results of the first canonical correlation were 

significant for females (r2 = .14) but not for males. 

Separation and attachment variables were associated with 

indicators of development. The second analysis showed that 

separation, attachment, and developmental variables were 

associated with adjustment for both females (r2 = .30) and 

males (r2 = .33). Further analyses to identify the relative 

importance of separation versus attachment variables showed 

that the combination was important. These findings show the 

overlap of the separation and attachment variables. They 

also support the view that both differentiation and 

connection are important aspects of family relationships in 

regard to development and adjustment. 

Final Summary and Conclusions 

Popular culture and contemporary psychological science 

have viewed the period of adolescence as a critical 

developmental transition spanning childhood and adulthood. 

One aspect of that movement toward adulthood is the 

emergence of identity in which the adolescent gradually 

achieves a solidified sense of self. 

Theorists have conceptualized identity development as a 

dynamic process that reaches one of its most important 

junctures in late adolescence. It is here that societal 
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expectations intensify, prodding the adolescent to 

consolidate personality and skills in order to take a place 

in the adult world. Today, for many adolescents, much of 

this identity consolidation occurs in the crucible of 

college. There the adolescent may engage in a societally 

sanctioned moratorium, where theorists speculate the 

adolescent engages in two processes thought to be 

fundamental to healthy identity development: exploration and 

commitment. By exploring various alternative and options, 

in a search for those which seem most "natural" and offer 

the "best fit," the adolescent will most advantageously 

identify those which will be embraced and form that 

individual's identity. 

Given the importance of identity development, at least 

in our western culture, theorists have attempted to identify 

those variables thought to exert the greatest formative 

impact on adolescent development. A broad range of 

influences, captured by the term "family processes" or 

"family functioning," have been identified as one of the 

major contributors to adolescent development. Within the 

broad rubric of "family processes," attachment, separation, 

and family systems theory have emerged as dominant 

approaches to understanding adolescent development. Family 

systems theory conceptualizes multiple family relationships 

within the context of the whole family. Any one 

relationship influences and is influenced by each of the 
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other relationships causing the entire system to operate 

homeostatically. Within this context the attachment bond is 

formed first with parents. On the basis of the security of 

this bond it is thought that infants are encouraged to 

explore the environment. Separation-individuation of the 

infant follows in which greater physical and psychical 

independence are formed. 

Theorists believe, ideally, that a similar progression 

of growth transpires in adolescents. In the context of the 

family and on the basis of secure parental attachments, the 

adolescent explores self and the environment. In this 

process parental relationships are renegotiated and the 

adolescent makes new commitments that ultimately establish 

an identity for self and others. Where difficulties in the 

family context, or attachment, or separation-individuation 

occur, identity development is thought to be discouraged. 

Thus, it is thought that attachment and separation-

individuation and the systemic family context either 

facilitate or inhibit identity development. The empirical 

literature relating these family processes to identity 

development was reviewed to understand what evidence exists 

for this notion. Furthermore, because the studies 

specifically investigating the influence of family processes 

on identity development are relatively small, the empirical 

literature relating family processes to general adjustment 
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was also reviewed to get a clearer idea of those dimensions 

of family process that might influence identity development. 

First, overall family health has been most consistently 

associated with adolescent identity development. There is 

general support that well-functioning families will 

facilitate, but poorly functioning families will inhibit 

overall identity development. 

One indication of a healthy family structure is the 

level of differentiation within the family, represented by 

the clarity or murkiness of interpersonal boundaries. 

Structural difficulties have been associated with lack of 

adolescent adjustment (Fleming & Anderson, 1986; Lopez et 

al., 1988). Fusion, triangulation, and cross-generational 

alliances also appear to inhibit identity development 

(Anderson & Fleming, 1986; Perosa & Perosa, 1993). However, 

dysfunctional structure may at times facilitate identity 

exploration (Moreault, 1992). This suggests that although 

structural configurations influence adolescent adjustment, 

other family dynamics are also at work which moderate the 

effects of structure. 

Variables that would affect family environment, such as 

parental marital conflict and general family conflict, have 

also been found to inhibit adolescent adjustment and 

identity development. Marital conflict appears to inhibit 

adolescent adjustment (Lopez et al., 1989) and family 

conflict to inhibit identity development (Perosa & Perosa, 
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1993). However, the mere presence of conflict is not always 

negative. Rather, the family context in which conflict 

occurs helps explain whether the effects are negative. 

Another, environmental factor that appears to exert 

considerable influence on adolescent adjustment and identity 

development is the familial balance of emotional 

cohesiveness and adaptability to adolescent individuality. 

Those families that exhibit high levels of both cohesive 

interpersonal connections and adaptability to separateness 

tend to display other signs of family health, such as 

differentiation. Furthermore, this balance is associated 

with adjustment (Frank et al., 1988; Holmbeck & Wandrei, 

1993), and identity development (Bosma & Gerrits, 1985; 

Kamptner, 1988) and identity exploration and commitment 

(Campbell et al., 1984; Grotevant & Cooper, 1986). 

There is also evidence that parent-adolescent 

attachment makes additional positive contributions to 

adolescent functioning, after the effects of family healthy 

have been considered (Holmbeck & Wandrei, 1993; Kenny & 

Donaldson, 1991). The empirical research suggests that 

adolescent-parent attachment has a consistent influence on 

adolescent adjustment. However, in measures currently used 

there is likely some overlap with healthy family 

functioning. 

Studies that have examined the sole relationship of 

attachment to identity development have found secure 
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attachment facilitates, and insecure attachment inhibits 

identity development. "Felt security" and parental support 

are two dimensions of attachment used to assess this domain. 

"Felt security" has exhibited a more potent relationship 

with identity development than parental support, although 

both appear to facilitate adolescent adjustment (Armsden & 

Greenberg, 1987; Greenberg et al., 1983; Kenny 1987, 1990). 

"Felt security" also appears to facilitate identity 

development (Kroger & Haslett, 1988; Lapsley et al., 1990; 

Rice, 1990). 

Attachment displays differing relationships with 

development depending on the gender of the adolescent, the 

gender of the parent, and the domain studied. The 

attachment bond appears to be important to both males and 

females, but especially to the facilitation of female 

identity development (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). Also, 

attachment to both parents appears to be important for 

females, while attachment to father appears more critical 

for males (Rice, 1993). Interestingly, the activation of 

the attachment bond appears to occur around issues salient 

to the developing adolescent. Dating competence was 

associated with attachment in the freshman year, but failed 

to display this association in the senior year. Instead, 

attachment was associated with career planning in the senior 

year (Kenny, 1987, 1990). 
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Overall, a consistent picture emerges, however, in 

which attachment, especially "felt security," is strongly 

related to adolescent adjustment and identity development. 

Furthermore, the differential gender findings and task 

salience suggest that attachment may be a more specific 

component of family functioning that builds upon family 

health. 

What is absent in many studies is an assessment of the 

family context. From the preceding findings it would be 

expected that secure attachment emerges in a fundamentally 

healthy family, and encourages identity development. 

Conversely, varying degrees of insecure attachment would be 

expected to form in an unhealthy family environment and 

thus, impede identity development. Because current studies 

have not controlled for healthy family functioning, they 

have not been able to ascertain the possibly unique 

contribution of attachment to adolescent development. 

There is also evidence that separation-individuation 

exerts an influence on adolescent identity development. 

Separation-individuation appears to be similar to, but also 

different from family separateness or possibly system-wide 

differentiation. There are questions about the adequacy of 

measurement of the dimensions of separation-individuation 

since there appears to be some overlap with other dimensions 

of family health and attachment. In spite of this, it is 

thought that separation-individuation may offer additional 
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facilitative influence to adolescent development over and 

above healthy family functioning and attachment. 

Separation-individuation studies offer fairly strong, 

but somewhat less consistent support than attachment or 

family health, for the theoretical notion that adolescent 

independence facilitates identity development. Furthermore, 

the multidimensional assessment of separation-individuation 

offers complex picture of the role of adolescent 

independence in adolescent adjustment and identity 

development. 

Separation-individuation has been operationalized as 

functional, emotional, conflictual, and attitudinal 

independence. Functional and emotional independence appear 

to most precisely capture the independence notion. 

Conflictual independence assesses the lack of negative 

emotionality towards parents, and of the four dimensions, 

the most strongly associated with adjustment. Attitudinal 

independence appears to assess the acceptance or rejection 

of parental beliefs and values and may be better considered 

as identification with parents. 

Studies that have examined the sole relationship of 

these independence dimensions with adolescent development 

offer support for the facilitative role of independence. Of 

all the dimensions the conflictual independence dimension is 

most consistently associated with adolescent adjustment 

(Hoffman, 1984; Lapsley et al., 1989; Rice, 1992) and 
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identity development (Lopez et al., 1992), suggesting 

facilitation of both adjustment and identity. Functional 

and emotional independence have been modestly associated 

with adjustment (Hoffman, 1984; Lapsley et al., 1989), 

suggesting some facilitation of adolescent development. 

In contrast, attitudinal independence appears to 

inhibit adjustment and identity development. An 

adolescent's similarity (dependence), rather than 

dissimilarity (independence) of beliefs, values, and 

attitudes to those of parents has consistently been 

associated with adjustment (Hoffman, 1984; Lopez et al., 

1989; Rice, 1992) and identity development (Palladino & 

Blustein, 1994). These unexpected findings for both males 

and females suggest that, rather than independence, this 

variable would be better labeled identification, indicative 

of acceptance or rejection of parental values and beliefs. 

Thus, contrary to theoretical expectation, moderate 

identification, less "independence," is associated with 

adolescent development. 

This observation suggests that varying degrees of 

separateness in each dimension of "independence" as they are 

currently assessed potentially facilitate development. It 

is also possible that some combinations of dimensions of 

independence may tend to facilitate and other combinations 

tend to inhibit adolescent development. 
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Other studies do suggest that at times independence 

plays an inhibitory role. Functional and emotional 

independence was negatively and weakly associated with 

college adjustment (Rice et al., 1990). Yet in this same 

study conflictual independence was highly and family 

cohesion modestly associated with adjustment. A similar 

pattern was noted for females who displayed a pattern of 

general dependence, but high conflictual independence 

associated with adolescent adjustment (Rice, 1992). 

All of these findings suggest that assessment of 

"independence" is measuring something more. It appears 

elements of affective connectedness and cognitive similarity 

in terms of values and beliefs are being assessed in 

addition to independence. How these aspects of affective 

and cognitive connectedness overlap or relate to wider 

family health or attachment is unclear. But a fuller 

understanding of the family context may illuminate some of 

these relationships. 

A few studies offer limited insight into these 

contextual considerations and offer clarification about the 

role of independence. The presence of angry feelings, 

rejection of parental beliefs, diminished connectedness has 

been associated with dysfunctional family structure and 

adolescent maladjustment. Conversely, a balance of 

independence and connectedness was associated with more 

healthy family structure and adjustment (Holmbeck & Wandrei, 
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1993; Kenny & Donaldson, 1991; Lopez et al., 1988), and a 

balance of separation-individuation and attachment appear to 

facilitate adjustment (Shultheiss & Blustein, 1994) and 

identity development (Palladino & Blustein, in press). 

These multivarible studies support the notion that 

multiple aspects of family functioning and the relationship 

of these aspects to each other are important determinants of 

adolescent development. Unfortunately only very broad 

conclusions may be formed. None of the these studies 

account for the likely overlap across the family health, 

attachment, and separation-individuation domains. The 

potentially unique contribution of separation-individuation 

will not be able to be assessed until this overlap is 

controlled. 

Several methodological factors have made it difficult 

to obtain clear results in this empirical literature. 

First, virtually all the research in these three domains of 

family functioning is exploratory. A large quantity of 

research exists, but it is difficult to understand how these 

diverse and, to some degree, overlapping variables influence 

adolescent identity development and the more basic identity 

exploration nd commitment processes. A methodology that 

will account for overlap across family health, attachment, 

and separation will illuminate the specific contributions of 

these theoretically important domains. 
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Second, operationalization of variables has been 

imprecise in the family functioning literature. Across 

family functioning domains it is not clear that distinct 

constructs are being measured. For instance, 

differentiation (family systems) and independence 

(separation-individuation) each assess distance in family 

relationships. It is not clear how they are distinct or 

where they may overlap, although some overlap seems likely. 

Furthermore, operationalization with instruments is not 

always precise. The attitudinal independence scale does not 

seem to measure independence of beliefs and values, but the 

degree to which adolescent identifies with parental beliefs. 

Also, some instruments appear to combine several theoretical 

constructs. For instance, the IPPA combines "felt security" 

and parental support. 

Third, two difficulties were observed in the assessment 

of identity development: (1) identity measures may be too 

global and (2) identity measures may confound underlying 

developmental processes. Assessment of normative stage 

development is a global measure that has shown inconsistent 

results. Identity is thought to be a multidimensional 

construct, and specific dimensions are likely to yield more 

consistent results than global measures. Assessment of ego-

identity status attempts to improve on global measures by 

assessing four categories of identity development described 

by the underlying exploration and commitment processes 
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thought to contribute to identity development. However, 

assessment of each identity status is achieved by questions 

which mix descriptors of both exploration and commitment. 

The two processes are not measured distinctly, which 

prohibits the understanding of the relationship between 

exploration and commitment and family functioning. 

Finally, research has generally failed to control for 

parental marital status. Although a small number of studies 

control for parental marital status by selecting intact 

families, the majority do not. Many studies do not even 

report parental marital status. Those studies that do offer 

a mixture of intact, divorced, and separated marital units. 

It is likely that the differing dynamics between these two 

different types of family units diminishes the clarity of 

the findings. 

Rationale 

There is considerable agreement in existing theoretical 

and empirical work that family functioning influences 

adolescent identity development. The impact of family 

functioning may either be facilitative or inhibitive 

depending on how well or poorly the family unit is 

functioning. Despite this consensus, there is considerable 

lack of agreement concerning the specific dimensions of 

family functioning that facilitate or inhibit identity 

development. There is even less agreement on the relative 

contribution of these multiple dimensions of family 
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functioning to identity development. Thus, the individual 

and corporate influence of dimensions of family functioning 

on adolescent identity development is poorly understood. 

The empirical literature does support the view that 

family health forms the overall context in which identity is 

formed. Attachment to parents and separation-individuation 

may be additional dimensions of family functioning that 

influence adolescent identity development. 

The primary purpose of this study was to test a 

theoretical model of adolescent identity development. Much 

of the research in this area has been exploratory. Testing 

this model would advance current research by examining the 

relative and unique contribution of three domains of family 

functioning. 

The model proposed that contextual aspects of 

dimensions of family functioning are a necessary base for 

identity development. Family health and family environment, 

have been identified as important dimensions of a healthy 

family context. Building on this base, it was thought that 

attachment to parents would exert additional positive 

effects on development as felt security and support are 

important dimensions of parent-adolescent attachment. When 

added to a positive attachment to parents, separation-

individuation was expected to contribute additional positive 

effects on adolescent identity development. Independence, 

identification, and lack of negative feelings toward parents 
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are important dimensions of separation-individuation. It 

was not clear from current research findings whether 

attachment and separation-individuation contribute 

influences beyond that of family health. Testing this model 

would aid in achieving this goal. 

The second purpose of this study was to identify those 

family functioning variables most important for identity 

development. Inadequate theoretical conceptualization of 

some of these constructs has contributed, in part, to 

imprecision in measurement and murkiness in results. This 

in turn has contributed to imprecise operationalization of 

the variables representing these constructs. That each of 

these domains are multidimensional only compounds the 

possibility of confusion. Thus, one of the purposes of this 

study was to identify the most distinct constructs, 

theoretically and empirically, for family functioning, 

attachment, and separation-individuation. 

Theoretical recommendations have been put forth for 

some time advocating the investigation of the simultaneous 

influence of these variables. Yet the construct and 

operationalized variables have impaired these 

investigations. It was hoped that clarification of these 

variables would advance the simultaneous investigation of 

these variables in relation to identity development. 

The third purpose of this study was to better 

understand the influence of family functioning on identity 
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development by measuring the intermediary processes of 

identity exploration and identity commitment. 

Theoretically, it is thought that adolescent engagement in 

exploration and commitment will lead to identity 

development. Examination of this relationship would more 

directly test whether exploration and commitment are 

influenced in expected ways by family functioning. 

The understanding of identity development and the 

underlying processes of exploration and commitment have been 

hampered by measurement difficulties. One of the dominant 

means of assessing identity is to measure the achieved 

negotiation of the identity stage. This global measure has 

offered mixed results in the relationship of family 

functioning and identity development. One explanation for 

the results appears to be that identity development is 

multidimensional and specific aspects of family functioning 

may differential relate to various aspects of identity 

development. It appears that global measures do not assess 

dimensions of identity that are specific enough to show 

significant relationships. 

Another difficulty has been the absence of a measure 

that would specifically tap the theoretically important 

identity formation processes. Ideally, the adolescent is 

thought to explore alternatives, and that this exploration 

eventually leads to commit to the most appropriate options. 

However, except for several studies using the interview 
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format, most of these based in the Netherlands, these 

theoretically important processes have not been 

investigated. One measure, the EOM-EIS, indirectly taps 

these domains, but does so in a way that confounds the 

exploration and commitment constructs. Thus, a key 

measurement objective for this study was to develop a 

preliminary instrument to assesses the identity exploration 

and identity commitment constructs. 

One final methodological issue emerged: inconsistent 

control of parental marital status throughout the majority 

of the studies investigating family functioning and 

adolescent development. This lack was surprising in light 

of research that suggests differences between intact and 

divorced or other family configurations. Family health, 

attachment, and separation-individuation are all likely to 

be modified in these very different family constellations 

and differentially influence adolescent identity 

development. Thus, for purposes of this study, intact 

families were targeted to test the model that family health, 

attachment, and separation-individuation additively 

contribute to late adolescent identity development. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Participants and Procedure 

Participants for this study were 150 male and 150 

female undergraduate college students from the University of 

North Texas, that were recruited primarily from psychology 

classes. Participation was voluntary with extra credit 

offered for involvement in the study when allowable. Since 

this study focused on identity development in late 

adolescent college students, participation was limited to 

single, never married subjects between the ages of 18 and 

23. Participation was also limited to individuals from 

intact families which was operationalized as families in 

which the mother and father had been married only once, to 

each other, and were currently living together. This 

limitation provided control for any variability in family 

processes due to the impact of parental divorce or 

separation. Participants were recruited according to the 

screening criteria from numerous classes in order to form a 

sample racially and ethnically representative of the 

University of North Texas. Descriptive information 

concerning the subject sample is reported in the Results 

section. Approval was granted by the Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) prior to participant recruitment. 

128 
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Packets of questionnaires were completed by 

participants during one testing session, under the 

supervision of an examiner, either during class time or 

during a time arranged with the researcher. Each packet 

contained a letter of introduction with instructions (see 

Appendix A), an Informed Consent Form (see Appendix B), and 

the questionnaire containing the instruments described below 

(see Appendix C). To ensure confidentiality of responses, 

code numbers were used to identify participants' data. 

Participants were directed to not write their name on any of 

the testing materials. 

Family Health. Attachment, and Separation Constructs 

Seven constructs were identified in the literature 

review as important elements of family functioning in 

relation to adolescent development and adjustment and 

instruments were identified to measure these constructs. 

Within the domain of family health, two constructs were 

identified: Family Structure and Family Environment. Two 

constructs were identified within the attachment domain: 

Quality of Affective Bond and Parental Support. Finally, 

within the separation-individuation domain three constructs 

were identified: General Independence, Lack of Negative 

Affect Toward Parents, and Identification. The specific 

subscales used to assess each of these seven constructs are 

identified as each instrument is described. 

Instruments 
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Psychological Separation Inventory (PSI) (see Appendix 

D) . This is a 138-item self-report instrument developed to 

measure psychological separation of adolescents from their 

parents (Hoffman, 1984). It consists of four subscales that 

are believed to reflect the complexity of this psychological 

process. The Adolescents' relationships with mother and 

father are assessed separately along each dimension. The 

result is a total of eight scores, with four subscales for 

father and four for mother. Functional Independence (FI; 26 

items; range: 0 - 104) measures the subject's ability to 

manage and direct practical and personal affairs without 

parental help. Emotional Independence (EI; 34 items; range: 

0 - 136) taps the subject's freedom from an excessive need 

for approval, closeness and togetherness from parents. 

Attitudinal Independence (AI; 28 items; range: 0-112) 

assesses the degree to which the adolescent has beliefs, 

values, and attitudes separate from those held by parents. 

Finally, Conflictual Independence (CI; 50 items; range: 0-

200) reflects freedom from distressing emotions such as 

excessive guilt, anxiety, and mistrust in relation to one's 

parents. Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale as to 

how accurately it describes the subject, ranging from "not 

at all true of me" (1) to "very true of me" (5). Scales are 

scored by adding the ratings for each scale and then 

subtracting that number from the total number possible so 

that higher scores reflect greater psychological separation. 
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Functional Independence was used to measure the construct of 

General independence, Conflictual Independence, Lack of 

Negative Affect Toward parents, and Attitudinal 

Independence, Identification. 

Hoffman (1984) reported adequate internal consistency 

for the PSI, with Cronbach's coefficient alpha ranging from 

.84 to .92. A recent study by Lapsley et al. (1989) using 

the PSI reported similar reliability estimates. Test-retest 

reliability was also assessed by Hoffman (1984), using a 2-3 

week break after initial testing, which resulted in a median 

correlation coefficient of .83. Evidence for the construct 

validity of the PSI is provided by positive relations 

between conflictual independence and individuation, college 

adjustment, and vocational identity (Lopez, 1989; Rice et 

al., 1990). Hoffman (1984) and Lapsley et al. (1989) found 

that emotional and conflictual independence was related to 

academic adjustment. Expected negative relations have also 

been found between emotional and conflictual independence 

and separation anxiety (Rice et al., 1990). 

Using a sample similar (subjects 18 to 23 and from 

intact homes) to the one used in the present study, 

Moreault (1992) obtained the following means for the four 

dimensions of the PSI: functional independence: 63.27 (SD = 

19.98), emotional independence: 78.42 (SD = 25.58), 

conflictual independence: 159.27 (SD = 26.43), and 

attitudinal independence: 49.04 (SD = 22.44). Polk (1993), 
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using single adults eighteen and nineteen years of age and 

from both intact and divorced families, obtained slightly 

higher means for functional independence (65.23; SD = 

18.84), emotional independence (84.39; SD = 24.07), and 

attitudinal independence (52.05; SD = 21.52). However, 

conflictual independence was lower (149.49; SD = 28.09). 

These higher levels of independence are unexpected for a 

younger sample, but are possibly a function of the mixture 

of divorced and intact families in contrast to the intact 

families in the Moreault (1992) sample. Lopez, Campbell, 

and Watkins (1989) found higher means among subjects from 

non-intact families for males and females for functional 

(male M = 76.25, SD = 13.75; female M = 73.31, SD = 16.55), 

emotional (male M = 98.08, SD = 19.65; female M = 90.60, SD 

= 22.33), and attitudinal independence (male M = 64.16, SD = 

15.65; female M = 64.81, SD = 18.92) than among the means of 

intact families for functional (male M = 69.83, SD = 69.83; 

female M = 59.80, SD = 22.14), emotional (male M = 94.07, SD 

= 20.72; female M = 78.85; SD = 27.21) and attitudinal (male 

M = 56.29, SD = 19.26; female M = 49.46, SD = 21.79) 

independence ; conversely conflictual independence for 

subjects from intact families (male M = 158.12, SD = 24.44; 

female M = 158.55, SD = 25.36) was higher than among 

subjects from non-intact families (male M = 152.72, SD = 

28.10; female M = 149.30, SD = 28.26). 
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Separation Anxiety Test (SAT). This test, developed by 

Hansburg (1972, 1980) is a structured, semi-projective 

instrument in which subjects respond to twelve pictures of a 

child in different separation scenes. The scenes vary in 

intensity from mild to strong. For example, a boy and his 

father at the mother's coffin (strong) or a girl and her 

family are moving to a new neighborhood (mild). The 

subjects are presented with 17 statements representing 

possible reactions associated with the separation experience 

given. The assumption is that subjects will project their 

own reactions onto that of the pictured child. Subjects then 

complete sentence stems (i.e., "The child feels "), 

checking as many responses as they think apply. Subject's 

responses are summed across pictures to derive 17 response 

dimensions (e.g., loneliness, rejection). The original 

scoring system involves combining the 17 response dimensions 

according to formulas provided by Hansburg (i.e., Attachment 

equals the sum of rejection, loneliness, and empathy) to 

derive six psychological systems: Attachment, Individuation, 

Separation Hostility, Defensive process, Separation Pain 

(fear-anxiety-pain), and Self-evaluation. 

The SAT was developed by Hansburg using both 

psychoanalytic and attachment theory as its' theoretical 

base. The six psychological systems obtained from the SAT 

are hypothesized to reflect patterns that were established 

as a result of earlier experiences with separation and 
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attachment that are interacting with current separation 

experiences. Although Hansburg initially developed the SAT 

as a clinical instrument for use with children and young 

adolescents, it has subsequently been used in a number of 

studies with college and adult populations. 

The reliability of the SAT is adequate for research 

purposes. Hansburg (1972) reported the split-half 

reliability for the total SAT to be .89. Black (1986) 

reported a matched-half reliability of .88. 

A number of studies provide general support for the 

validity of the SAT, that responses to separation are being 

measured, although Hansburg's original system appears to 

have somewhat less support. Hansburg (1972) validated the 

SAT by comparing interpretations from the test to detailed 

personality profiles which included psychiatric and 

psychological reports as well as background material 

contributed by other mental health professionals. In 

addition, a number of larger scale studies have been carried 

out with the SAT. In one study (cited in Hansburg, 1972), 

the researcher examined 250 adolescents (living with their 

families of origin). Findings that youngsters from intact 

families had healthier SAT profiles than institutionalized 

youths (less defensiveness, hostility, and evasion; better 

attachment and individuation percentages) supported the 

validity of the test. However, construct validity of 

Hansburg's eight theoretical systems which includes 
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individuation and attachment is questionable. Factor 

analysis does not support these systems. Although 

individuation did emerge distinctly, the other subsystems 

did not (George, 1992; Kroger, 1986). In one study (George, 

1992), three factors emerged: separation-distress, distress 

avoidance, and adaptation. 

The SAT was included for exploratory purposes to assess 

affective dimensions of separation. The SAT appears to 

predominantly measure the intrapsychic affective response to 

the event of separation from parents, more than the 

affective relational aspects of attachment with parents. 

These two dimensions likely overlap and inclusion of the SAT 

will permit control of intrapsychic affective response. 

Parental Attachment Questionnaire fPAOl (see Appendix 

E). Kenny (1987) designed this questionnaire to adapt 

Ainsworth et al.'s (1978) conceptualization of attachment 

for use with adolescents and young adults. The PAQ 

instrument was designed by factor analytic procedures to 

assess three aspects of attachment: (1) Affective Quality of 

Attachment (23 items), (2) Parental Role in Providing 

Emotional Support (13 items), and (3) Parental Fostering of 

Autonomy (14 items). Subjects are asked to answer each of 

55 items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "not at all" 

(1) to "very much" (5). Scales are scored by summing the 

items for each subscale. The Affective Quality of Attachment 

subscale was used to measure the construct of Quality of 
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Affective Bond, Parental Role in Providing Emotional 

Support, Parental Support, and Parental Role in Fostering 

Autonomy, General Independence. 

Kenny (1987) assessed the reliability of the attachment 

measure with test-retest and internal consistency methods. 

Test-retest reliability over a 2-week interval was .92 for 

the measure as a whole and ranged from .82 to .91 for the 

three scales. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was calculated 

for each of the three scales, yielding coefficients of .96 

for Affective Quality of Attachment, and .88 for both 

Parental Fostering of Autonomy and the Parental Role in 

Providing Emotional Support. Internal consistency for the 

entire measure was .93 for males and .95 for females. 

Support for validity includes predictable relationships 

between the PAQ scales and the subscales of the Moos Family 

Environment Scale (FES; Moos, 1985). Kenny (cited in Kenny 

& Donaldson, 1991) obtained significant correlations between 

PAQ Affective Quality of Attachment and FES Cohesion (r = -

.51, E < .001); between Parental Fostering of Autonomy and 

FES Expressiveness (r = .33, E < .01), FES Independence (r = 

.35, E < .01), FES Control (r = -.40, E < >01); and between 

Parental Role in Providing Emotional Support and FES 

Cohesion (r = .45, E < .001). 

Using a male-female sample of senior year 

undergraduates, Kenny (1990) obtained the following means 

(standard deviations were not reported): parental affective 
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support (90.62), parental fostering of autonomy (55.44), and 

parental emotional support (40.92). Kenny and Donaldson 

(1991) obtained the following means for males and females: 

parental affective support (males: M = 92.36, SD = 14.54; 

females: M = 99.01, SD = 13.66), parental fostering of 

autonomy (male: M = 51.96, SD = 8.05; females: M = 55.06, SD 

= 8.71), and parental emotional support (males: M = 50.02, 

SD = 8.47; females: M = 56.33, SD = 7.51). 

Social Provisions Scale fSPS) (see Appendix F). 

Russell and Cutrona (cited in Cutrona & Russell, 1987) 

developed this scale to assess Weiss' (1974) model of social 

provisions. The SPS is a 24-item scale containing 6 

subscales of 4 items. Each is arranged in a 4-point Likert 

format ranging from "strongly disagree" (1) to "strongly 

agree" (4). The responses are summed to obtain the scale 

scores. The six subscales are divided into two broad 

divisions: assistance related (guidance and reliable 

alliance) and nonassistance related (reassurance of worth, 

nurturance, social integration, and attachment). According 

to Weiss parents play a prominent role in both these 

functions, but especially the later. The assistance related 

functions deal directly with parental support: (1) Guidance 

(advice or information) and (2) Reliable Alliance (the 

assurance that others can be counted upon for tangible 

assistance). The non-assistance provisions do not 

contribute directly to problem solving, but would seem to 
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exert beneficial effects under most circumstances. These 

four provisions are: (1) Reassurance of worth (recognition 

of one's competence, skills, and value by others), (2) 

Nurturance (the sense that others rely upon one for their 

well-being), (3) Social Integration (a sense of belonging to 

a group that shares similar interests, concerns, and 

recreational activities), and (4) Attachment (emotional 

closeness from which one derives a sense of security). The 

construct of Quality of Affective Bond was assessed by the 

Attachment subscale, and Parental Support by Guidance and 

Reliable Alliance. 

The SPS appears to yield reliable assessment of each 

social provision. Cronbach's alpha is .91 for the composite 

score and ranges from .65 for reassurance to .76 for 

guidance. In support of the validity of this scale, Cutrona 

(1982) found that the six provisions accounted for 66% of 

the variance in scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale among 

first-year college students. Intercorrelations between the 

scales range from .10 to .51. 

Confirmatory factor analysis of the SPS was conducted 

on a sample of 1792 college students, public teachers, and 

nurses in the samples previously noted (cited in Cutrona & 

Russell, 1987). All item loadings on the respective factors 

were statistically significant and sizeable in magnitude, 

ranging from .387 to .791, which indicated that each item 
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adequately represents the construct that it was designed to 

assess. 

College students typically report a high level of each 

provision. Using a female sample between ages 17 to 22, 

from both intact and divorced families, Quinn (1995) 

obtained to following means: Reliable Alliance: 14.77 (SD = 

1.64), Attachment: 13.86 (SD = 2.28), Guidance: 14.52 (SD = 

1.89), Nurturance: 12.38 (SD = 1.82), Social Integration: 

13.85 (SD = 1.74), and Reassurance of Worth: 13.24 (SD = 

2.11). Using a female sample between ages 18 to 22, 

Campbell and Butcher (1993) obtained means that were nearly 

identical to the previous study with the exception of 

Attachment with a slightly higher mean of 14.50 (SD = 1.6); 

the other means were: Reliable Alliance: 14.80 (SD = 1.5), 

Guidance: 14.40 (SD = 1.8), Nurturance: 12.50 (SD = 1.9), 

Social Integration: 14.10 (SD = 1.7), and Reassurance of 

Worth: 13.40 (SD = 1.7). 

Family Structure Survey (FSS) (see Appendix G). Lopez 

(1986) developed this survey to measure family interactions 

and structure. The FSS contains four subscales: parent-

child overinvolvement, parent-child role reversal, marital 

conflict, and fear of separation. High scores on all of 

these subscales reflect greater frequencies of inappropriate 

family interactions. The Parent-Child Overinvolvement 

subscale consists of 12 items and assesses parent-child 

interactions involving overconcern, excessive involvement, 
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and the absence of personal autonomy. The Parent-Child Role 

Reversal subscale consists of 12 items and taps instances 

where the child has taken on parental functions or is 

aligned with one parent against the other. The third 

subscale, Marital Conflict, consists of 13 items and asks 

subjects to rate the tension, conflict, and instability of 

their parent's relationship. The fourth subscale is Fear of 

Separation which consists of 13 items and taps anxiety in 

the family regarding separation-individuation and its effect 

on the family unit. Scores are obtained by summing items 

for each subscale. The construct of Family Structure was 

measured by Parent-child Overinvolvement and Parent-child 

Role Reversal. Marital Conflict and Fear of Separation was 

used to measure the construct of Family Environment. 

The total scale has evidence of adequate internal 

consistency with a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .84. 

Alpha coefficient values for the subscales are .90 for 

Marital Conflict, .71 for Parent-Child Role Reversal, .56 

for Parent-Child Overinvolvement, and .51 for Fear of 

Separation (cited in Polk, 1993). Evidence for validity 

comes from negative relations between each of the subscales 

and measures of adjustment to college (Lopez et al., 1988). 

Kenny and Donaldson (1991) reported means for each 

subscale of the FSS for their male and female freshman-level 

samples: Parent-Child Overinvolvement (male: M = 23.21, SD = 

5.22; females: M = 27.41; SD = 4.96), Parent-Child Role 
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Reversal (males: M = 25.29, SD = 6.13; females: M = 25.59, 

SD = 6.10), Fear of Separation (males: M = 35.84, SD = 6.48; 

females: M = 36.82, SD = 5.33), and Marital Conflict (males: 

M = 25.03, SD = 8.92; females: M = 25.70, SD = 11.98). 

The Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales 

II (FACES II) (see Appendix H). Olson et al. (1982) 

developed this instrument to assess family cohesion and 

adaptability. Family Cohesion assesses the degree to which 

family members are separated from or connected within the 

family in terms of emotional bonding. Adaptability refers 

to the extent to which the family system is flexible and 

able to change in terms of its power structure and role 

relationships in response to situational and developmental 

stress. Theoretically, optimal functioning exists among 

families who achieve moderate rather than extreme levels of 

cohesion and adaptability. 

FACES II uses a 5-point Likert response scale ranging 

from "almost never" (1) to "almost always" (5). The 30 item 

scale has 16 cohesion items and 14 adaptability items. Two 

items correspond to each of the six concepts related to 

cohesion: emotional bonding, supportiveness, family 

boundaries, time, friends, and interest in recreation. 

Similarly, there are two or three items for each of the five 

concepts related to adaptability: leadership, control, 

discipline, roles, and rules. Scales are scored through a 

three step method: (1) initial items are summed then 
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subtracted from 36 and 12 points respectively for Cohesion 

and Adaptability, (2) the remaining items are summed in each 

scale, and (3) the respective totals are summed for each of 

the Cohesion and Adaptability scales. The Cohesion and 

Adaptability subscales were used to measure the construct of 

Family Environment. 

For the purposes of this study FACES II was chosen over 

the more current FACES III (Olson et al., 1985) model on the 

recommendation of the questionnaire's developers. FACES II 

has a higher alpha reliability than FACES III. Cronbach 

alpha figures for the total test are .90 for FACES II and 

.68 for FACES III. Second the concurrent validity is higher 

for FACES II than FACES III. 

Construct validity and reliability for FACES II is 

moderate. The instrument was derived by factor analysis with 

relatively clean loadings on Cohesion, but less so for 

Adaptability. The factor loadings on Cohesion range from 

.34 to .61. The loadings for Adaptability are lower ranging 

from .10 to .55. Reliability for FACES II was obtained on a 

sample of 2,412 subjects. Internal consistency reliability 

estimates were .87 for Cohesion, .78 for Adaptability, and 

.90 for the total scale. Descriptive data for comparative 

purposes was not available. No studies were found which 

reported means and standard deviations. 

Extended Objective Measure-Ego Identity Scale (EOM-EIS) 

(see Appendix I). Bennion and Adams (1986) developed this 
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scale by updating and modifying the previously used 

Objective Measure-Ego Identity Scale (OM-EIS; Grotevant & 

Adams, 1984). This 64-item self-report instrument is 

theoretically based on Marcia's (1966, 1980) 

operationalization of Erikson's concept of ego identity 

development, in which individuals may be classified in four 

identity statuses. The four subscales measure identity are 

Achievement (experience of exploration and subsequent 

commitment to a choice based on one's own exploration of 

alternatives, Moratorium (current active exploration of 

options, but not yet committed), Foreclosure (commitment 

with little or no exploration of alternatives), and Identity 

Diffusion (lack of exploration or commitment). Questions 

for each subscale span two major content areas, ideology, 

composed of occupation, religion, politics, and 

philosophical lifestyle, and interpersonal, comprised of 

dating, friendship, sex roles, and recreation content areas. 

Respondents rate the degree to which they agree with 

each of 64 items in a 6-point Likert scale, ranging from 

strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (6). Items form the 

four subscales (Achievement, Moratorium, Foreclosure, and 

Diffusion in both ideological and interpersonal domains) 

each of which has 16 items (64 total items). Scores for 

each of the four subscales can therefore range from 16 to 96 

and are obtained by summing items in each identity area. 

Classification of an individual into one of the four 
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identity statuses is done by applying cut-off rules to the 

fours continuous subscale scores. 

Bennion and Adams (1986) report Cronbach's alpha 

internal consistency correlation coefficients ranging from 

.60 to .80 for the 8 subscales (i.e., each status for the 

two broad domains of interpersonal and ideological items). 

Blustein (1989) combined the domain areas and reported 

internal consistency coefficients ranging from .66 to .90. 

for the four areas. Blustein (1989) also reports a personal 

communication from G.R. Adams citing excellent stability for 

a two week test-retest interval with correlation 

coefficient's ranging from .82 to .90. Evidence for content 

validity is based on the fact that the scale items were 

derived directly from identity formation theory. Concurrent 

and predictive validity were established with expected 

positive relationships between other measures of identity 

(Bennion & Adams, 1986). In addition, there was not a 

significant relationship between this scale and a measure of 

social desirability (Bennion & Adams, 1986). 

Using a male-female sample of undergraduates, freshman 

through senior year, Blustein et al. (1989) obtained the 

following means on each identity area: Identity Achievement 

(60.80, SD = 10.23), Identity Foreclosure (33.97, SD = 

13.45), Identity Moratorium (53.68, SD = 10.11), and 

Identity Diffusion (48.04, SD = 9.79). Blustein and 

Phillips (1990), in another study of similar sample 
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composition, obtained these means for each identity area: 

Identity Achievement (.92, SD = 9.22), Identity Foreclosure 

(40.89, SD = 14,46), Identity Moratorium (54.13, SD = 9.92), 

and Identity Diffusion (46.17, SD = 9.36). In a small pilot 

study preparatory for this research and using an 

undergraduate subject pool between ages 18 and 23, George 

(1994) obtained the following means for the four identity 

areas: Identity Achievement (63.53, SD = 7.86), Identity 

Foreclosure (35.09, SD = 12.24), Identity Moratorium (51.49, 

SD = 10.44), and Identity Diffusion (45.07, SD = 9.79). 

Exploration and Commitment Scale (ECS) (see Appendix 

I). This scale was developed for the purposes of this 

study. A 24-item scale was developed to assess Exploration 

(8 items), Commitment (8 items), and Tendency to Foreclose 

(8 items) in two major content areas, ideological and 

interpersonal domains. Each domain included four subcontent 

areas: (1) ideology included occupation, political ideology, 

religious ideology, and lifestyle content areas, and (2) 

interpersonal included dating, friendship, sex roles, and 

recreation content areas. The format was modeled after a 

suggested but untested self-report form to be used in 

conjunction with the interview (Adams et al., 1989). The 

subject was asked to rate the extent of agreement or 

disagreement with the statements listed. Possible responses 

for the Exploration Scale ranged from "I haven't really 

thought about it and it doesn't concern me now." (1) to 
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"I've thought about it a lot. I've read and/or talked to a 

variety of people or sources about it and I believe I 

understand several perspectives about it." (5). For the 

Commitment Scale possible responses ranged from "I don't 

have ny set ideas about it." (1) to "I'm certain of what I 

want and I'll continue to feel the way I do now in the 

future." (4). For purposes of this study the Tendency to 

Foreclose scale was not used. Scores are obtained by 

summing scores for each subscale. 

A pilot study was conducted with a sample of college 

undergraduates (N = 44) ranging in age from 18 to 23 to 

evaluate convergent and discriminant validity. Based on 

theory, each of the continuous scale scores for Achievement, 

Moratorium, Foreclosure, and Diffusion would have an 

expected relationship with the Exploration and Commitment 

Scale scores. Scales involving exploration (Identity 

Achieved and Moratorium) would be expected to have stronger 

correlations with exploration than those where exploration 

is not involved (Foreclosure and Diffusion). Similarly, 

scales involving commitment (Identity Achievement and 

Foreclosure) would be expected have stronger correlations 

with commitment than those where commitment is not involved 

(Moratorium and Diffusion). Correlations were generally in 

expected directions and were similar to two other studies 

(Craig-Bray, 1986; Grotevant & Adams, 1984) that used the 

interview format. Achievement and Diffusion displayed the 
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most robust associations, while Moratorium and Foreclosure 

displayed more mixed relationships with Exploration and 

Commitment. 

The following means were obtained from the pilot study: 

Identity Exploration, 30.37 (SD = 4.68) and Identity 

Commitment, 24.88 (SD = 3.45). Mean scale scores for 

Exploration and Commitment were in expected directions for 

subjects categorized into each of the identity areas. 

Identity Achievement subjects displayed an Exploration mean 

of 32.00 (SD = .00) and a Commitment mean of 24.00 (SD = 

.00). As expected subjects categorized as Moratorium 

obtained a higher Exploration mean (31.40; SD = 3.91) than 

for Commitment (25.40, SD = 3.26). Also expected, the 

Exploration means for those categorized as Achievement and 

Moratorium were higher than those of Foreclosure or 

Diffusion subjects. Unexpectedly, the Exploration mean for 

Foreclosure subjects (29.60, SD = 7.89) was higher than for 

Foreclosure Commitment (26.00, SD = 5.15). As expected, 

Identity Diffused subjects obtained Exploration (28.42, SD = 

4.52) and Commitment (23.42, SD = 3.03) means that were 

lower than their respective counterparts in the other 

identity areas. 

Research Design 

This study employed a hierarchial regression design. 

The final group of nine independent variables were selected 

in preliminary analyses to measure seven constructs within 
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the three family functioning domains (family health, 

attachment, and separation-individuation). Family Health 

variables measured two constructs: Family Structure and 

Family Environment. Attachment variables measured two 

constructs: Quality of Affective Bond and Parental Support. 

Separation-individuation variables measured three 

constructs: General Independence, Lack of Negative Feeling 

Toward Parents, and Identification. The four dependent 

variables were Identity Achievement, Identity Diffusion, 

Identity Exploration, and Identity Commitment. The 

dependent variables included two scales measuring identity 

development (Identity Achievement and Identity Diffusion) 

and two scales measuring identity development processes 

(Identity Exploration and Identity Commitment). 

Several variables identified in the review as having 

influence on development were controlled by selection 

criteria. Effects of age were controlled by selection of 

participants between the ages of 18 and 23. Participant's 

marital status was be controlled by selection of single, 

never married individuals. Effects of parental marital 

status were taken into account by selection of participants 

from intact families. Effects of gender were considered by 

conducting analyses separately for males and female. 

Research Hypotheses 

The major purpose of this study was to test a 

theoretically derived model of family influences on 
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adolescent identity development. This model proposes that 

family health variables are foundational predictors of 

identity development, and that attachment and separation-

individuation variables, respectively, will predict 

additional variance in identity development. The second 

purpose of the study was to identify the most empirically 

unique subscales within each of the seven family functioning 

constructs. The third purpose was to consider the relative 

predictive power of the family variables for each of the 

four components of identity development measured. 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

1. The variables representing family health, 

attachment, and separation-individuation will predict a 

significant amount of variation in Identity Achievement, 

Identity Diffusion, Identity Exploration, and Identity 

Commitment. 

2. The variables representing attachment constructs 

will predict a significant amount of variance in Identity 

Achievement, Identity Diffusion, Identity Exploration, and 

Identity Commitment after accounting for the predictive 

power of family health constructs. 

3. The variables representing separation-

individuation constructs will predict a significant amount 

of variance in Identity Achievement, Identity Diffusion, 

Identity Exploration, and Identity Commitment after 
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accounting for the predictive power of family health and 

attachment constructs. 

Analyses 

The hypotheses were tested using hierarchial multiple 

regression procedures to examine the extent to which the 

sets of independent variables accounted for variance in each 

of the four dependent variables. In order to control for 

variability attributable to subject gender separate analyses 

were conducted for males and females. In regression 

analyses, blocks of family health, attachment, and 

separation-individuation variables were entered 

hierarchically in order to determine their combined and 

relative contributions. Four regression analyses were 

conducted, one for each dependent variable. The four 

analyses were repeated for male and female subjects. 

In preliminary analyses, predictor variables were 

selected from the pool of theoretically distinct variables 

identified in the review. It was expected that the groups 

variables and subscales within and across measures would 

have a fair amount of overlap. Correlations and regression 

analyses were used to detect relationships among independent 

variables, or multicollinearity, and select the most unique 

scales representing the family health, attachment, and 

separation-individuation domains. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Description of the Sample 

The sample consisted of 150 males and 150 females ranging 

from age 18 through 23 (M = 20.6, SD = 1.6). All 300 

participants were undergraduates students enrolled in the 

University of North Texas. The majority of the participants 

(n = 290) were recruited from undergraduate psychology 

courses. The remainder (n = 10) were recruited from 

undergraduate communications courses. A description of the 

characteristics of the subject sample is presented in Table 

1 (Appendix K). 

The entire sample consisted of participants from intact 

homes. Intact homes were operationalized as individuals 

from whose parents had only been married once, that to each 

other, and they were currently married and living together. 

In addition, each participant was single and had never been 

married. Selection criteria were used to control for 

factors believed to influence aspects of separation-

individuation, attachment, family functioning, and identity 

development. These were age (between 18 and 23) and marital 

status of the participant (single, never married) and the 

status of the parental marriage (married once with an 

151 
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ongoing intact union). The age of the participants focused 

on late adolescence. The literature has not specified exact 

boundaries for adolescence, however, late adolescence is 

often regarded as that period following high school and 

extending into the early twenties. The selection of 

students from intact families was thought to be critical in 

controlling for family dynamics that the literature suggests 

would be very different from families affected by divorce 

and separation. Finally, the selection of single and never 

married subjects was made to control for influences on 

identity development generated by the experience of marriage 

and its responsibilities. 

The total sample was predominantly Caucasian, with 

representation from African American, Hispanic, and Asian 

students. Overall, the sample closely paralleled the 

student composition of the University of North Texas. Class 

and age composition of the sample was fairly evenly 

distributed. Table 1 (Appendix K) presents the descriptive 

characteristics separately for males and females. 

Description of the Set of Family Process Variables 

Nine measures of family functioning were selected in 

preliminary analyses for use in the regression analyses. 

Means, standard deviations, and score ranges for the nine 

measures for males and females are presented in Table 2 

(Appendix K). Comparative data is found in the Method 
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section, where mean scores obtained on these measures in 

previous studies are detailed. 

In comparing the mean scores in the present study to 

those of previous studies, scores on all independent 

variables were within expected ranges. Participants 

reported being independent, close to parents, and from well-

functioning families. 

Description of the Set of Identity Variables 

Four measures of identity development were used in the 

present study. Means, standard deviations, and score ranges 

for the four measures, for males and females are presented 

in Table 3 (Appendix K). Comparative data is found in the 

Method section, where mean scores obtained on these measures 

in previous studies are detailed. Correlational data are 

presented in Tables 4 through 9 (Appendix K). 

In completing the Extended Objective Measure—Ego 

Identity Scale (EOM-EIS), the present study's subjects 

evidenced higher levels of identity achievement and slightly 

lower levels of identity diffusion than either Blustein et 

al. (1989) or Blustein and Phillips (1990). Compared to the 

small pilot study (George, 1994), this study's sample 

obtained similar scores on identity diffusion and slightly 

higher scores on identity achievement. 

Scores could only be compared to one previous 

administration of the Exploration and Commitment Scale, the 
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pilot study for this study. Results were similar results to 

the pilot study. 

Selection of Independent Variables 

A preliminary analysis to identify statistically unique 

variables from the pool of sixteen theoretically distinct 

variables was conducted to identify and eliminate 

multicollinearity in the predictor variables. 

Multicollinearity is said to exist when two or more 

independent variables are highly correlated in a study 

(Tabachnick & Fidel, 1983). Although independent variables 

in social science research are often correlated (Lewis-Beck, 

1980), the problem of multicollinearity can present several 

difficulties in interpreting results. When this problem 

occurs the statistical techniques used are not capable of 

sorting out the unique contributions of each independent 

variable (Schroeder, Sjoquist, & Stephen, 1986). As Wampold 

and Fruend (1987) indicate, one important result of 

multicollinearity is that none of the highly correlated 

independent variables may demonstrate a significant 

relationship to the variability in the dependent variable. 

Further, the standardized partial regression coefficients 

can become highly unstable. This instability can render the 

results difficult to interpret since values may shift with 

the addition and deletion of other variables in the 

equation. 
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Two criteria were used to identify multicollinearity 

which would permit elimination of overlapping variables and 

leave a pool of independent variables that were both 

statistically and theoretically unique. The first criterion 

was to obtain a correlation matrix in which no bivariate 

correlation exceeded .60. This was a more stringent 

criteria than the bivariate correlation of .80 suggested by 

Lewis-Beck (1980). Although bivariate correlation can 

detect two redundant variables, it is unlikely to tap into 

the more subtle difficulty of a combination of variables 

which may share a significant amount of common variance. To 

investigate this problem, Tabachnik and Fidel (1983) suggest 

the use of a multiple regression procedure where each 

independent variables serves as the dependent variable with 

the other independent variables regressed into it. This 

method should be able to detect a linear combination of 

variables which nearly perfectly predicts another variable. 

According to Lewis-Beck (1980) if the R2 or proportion of 

the variance accounted for in these equations reaches 1.0 

the problem of multicollinearity exits. Consequently, the 

second criterion was to obtain an R2 not exceeding .60. 

This study used the first criterion (bivariate correlation 

.60 or less) as a rough test for multicollinearity and the 

second criterion (R2 .60 or less) as a more stringent 

requirement to eliminate possible multicollinearity. These 

rigorous criteria were used to obtain scales which would not 
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overlap and would measure distinct aspects of the constructs 

identified for this study. Tabachnik and Fidel (1983) 

suggest the most straightforward way to deal with variables 

not meeting criteria is to eliminate those which present the 

most difficulty. 

Examination of the correlation matrix for the sixteen 

scales in the original independent variable pool identified 

thirteen bivariate relationships above .60. One of each of 

these bivariate pairs was considered for possible 

elimination, pending results of the multicollinearity 

regression analyses. 

Six series of multiple regressions were conducted to 

determine which of the sixteen independent variables (see 

Figure 1) were the best candidates for elimination, based on 

the least overlap with other variables in the pool. These 

six series were divided into three sequential steps. The 

first sequence tested for multicollinearity within each 

domain (attachment, independence, and family structure). 

Each variable was regressed into those variables within its 

domain to detect for overlap. The second sequence tested 

for multicollinearity across domains. Each variable was 

regressed into those domains of which it was not part. This 

step was important as previous studies have hypothesized 

that some variables, though given nomenclature that might 

indicate a theoretical distinctness, might actually be 

similar and have a great deal of overlap. Finally, in the 
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third sequence each individual variable was regressed into 

all independent variables. Following each series of 

regressions, variables were eliminated on the basis of the 

proportion of the variance and bivariate correlations. A 

new series of multiple regressions followed within and 

across domains and across all independent variables until 

the selection of variables was final having met the desired 

criteria. 

The purpose of the first series of regressions was to 

identify those variables with the most obvious overlap 

(Appendix K, Table 10). Six variables were eliminated : (1) 

Emotional Independence,(2) Cohesion, (3) Adaptability, (4) 

Guidance, (5) Quality of Affective Attachment, and (6) 

Parental Role in Providing Emotional Support. Emotional 

Independence was eliminated on the basis of total variable 

set overlap and within domain correlations exceeding 

criteria. Cohesion and Adaptability were eliminated for 

overlap across domains and with the total set of variables. 

Quality of Affective Attachment and Parental Role in 

Providing Emotional Support were eliminated due to within 

domain, across domain, and total variable set overlap. 

Guidance was eliminated due to correlations exceeding 

criteria. Quality of Affective Attachment, Parental Role in 

Providing Emotional Support, and Guidance were tentative 

eliminations as subsequent relationships might indicate 
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their reintroduction appropriate based on relationships in 

the reduced linear regressions. 

The purpose of the second series of regressions was to 

test for overlap among the ten remaining independent 

variables (Appendix K, Table 11). Two of the variables did 

not meet the criteria. Parental Role in Fostering Autonomy 

was eliminated due to across domain and total variable set 

overlap. As Conflictual Independence was the across domain 

variable with which Parental Role in Fostering Autonomy was 

related it was retained for the next regression. 

The purpose of the third series of regressions was to 

compare the overlap of Affective Quality of Attachment with 

other variables to that of Parental Role in Fostering 

Autonomy (Appendix K, Table 12). Affective Quality of 

Attachment was reintroduced as it was hypothesized that the 

individual relationships between the remaining variables 

might differ after having eliminated Parental Role in 

Fostering Autonomy, although they were highly correlated 

with each other. Improvement was minor, however, as total 

variable overlap and across domain overlap was obtained. 

Conflictual Independence significantly improved in relation 

to the Attachment domain and was retained for the next 

regression. 

The purpose of the fourth series of regressions was to 

compare the overlap of Guidance with other variables to that 

of Attachment (Appendix K, Table 13). Guidance was 
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reintroduced and Attachment removed. Since Guidance was 

highly correlated with Attachment, but less correlated with 

Affective Quality of Attachment than Attachment it was 

thought some of the overall shared variance might be 

parcelled out in such a way that the criteria would be met. 

The result were nearly identical to the previous regression 

series. Affective Quality of Attachment overlapped across 

domains and with the total variable set. This was not 

enough to justify the removal of Attachment and it was 

replaced for the next series. Again, Conflictual 

Independence overlapped with the total variable set, but 

because it approached the criteria was retained for the next 

series of regressions. 

The purpose of the fifth series of regressions was to 

compare the overlap of Parental Role in Providing Emotional 

with other variables to that of Affective Quality of 

Attachment (Appendix K, Table 14). Parental Role in 

Providing Emotional Support was reintroduced and Affective 

Quality of Attachment removed. The three subscales of the 

Parental Attachment Questionnaire were highly correlated and 

it was hypothesized that this third subscale might share 

variance with the other variables in ways that met the 

criteria. Although some improvement was noted Parental Role 

in Providing Emotional Support showed across domain and 

total variable set overlap. Conflictual Independence met 
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criteria all criteria, but Functional Independence showed 

total variable set overlap. 

The purpose of the sixth series of regressions was to 

test for overlap by removing all the PAQ subscales to 

clarify the relationship between Conflictual Independence 

and the other variables (Appendix K, Table 15). The 

decision was based on the high correlations within the PAQ 

subscales (Parental Role in Fostering Autonomy, Parental 

Role in Providing Emotional Support, and Affective Quality 

of Attachment) and across domains with the Conflictual 

Independence subscale (PSI). Furthermore, Conflictual 

Independence, because of its high correlation with the PAQ 

subscales and its low to negative correlation the PSI 

subscales was moved to the Attachment Domain. In this final 

regression series all variables met criteria. 

In sum, the bivariate correlation and multiple 

regression criteria procedures resulted in the elimination 

of seven variables (Emotional Independence, Parental Role in 

Foster Autonomy, Affective Quality of Attachment, Parental 

Role in Providing Emotional Support, Guidance, Cohesion, and 

Adaptability) from the variable pool. The final pool 

contained nine independent variables (see Figure 2). The 

Family Health domain contained four subscales: (1) Marital 

Conflict, (2) Parent-child Overinvolvement, (3) Parent-child 

Role Reversal, and (4) Fear of Separation. The Attachment 

Domain contained three subscales: (1) Attachment, (2) 
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Reliable Alliance, and (3) Conflictual Independence. The 

Separation-individuation Domain contained two subscales: (1) 

Functional Independence, and (2) Attitudinal Independence. 

Principal Analyses 

The hypotheses of this study were tested using 

hierarchical multiple regression procedures to examine the 

extent to which the nine independent variables, which 

composed the three family domains, accounted for variance in 

each of the four dependent variables. In order to control 

for subject age and marital status and subject's parent's 

marital status, subjects were limited to single individuals 

from intact homes, that is, the subject's parents had only 

been married to each other and were currently married and 

living together. Four sets of hierarchical regressions were 

conducted for both males and females. Within each set of 

hierarchical regression the nine independent variables were 

subdivided into three blocks representative of the three 

domains of family health, attachment, and separation-

individuation. Three blocks of variables were entered in 

hierarchical order based on the developmental emergence and 

influence of each domain on the individual. Representing 

the context within which an individual functions, the Family 

Health block, composed of the Marital Conflict, Parent-Child 

Overinvolvement, Parent-Child Role Reversal, and Fear of 

Separation subscales, was entered first. The Attachment 

block, composed of Reliable Alliance, Attachment, and 
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Conflictual Independence was entered second based on the 

notion that close bonds between parent and child are thought 

promote separation-individuation. The Separation-

Individuation block, composed of Functional Independence, 

Attitudinal Independence, and was entered third. Separate 

analyses were conducted for each dependent variable: 

Achievement, Diffusion, Exploration and Commitment. Figures 

3 and 4 summarize design and results. 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Model for Males 

Results of hierarchical regression analysis for 

identity achievement. A summary of the final hierarchical 

regression model for the dependent variable Identity 

Achievement is presented in Table 16 (Appendix K). The 

block of Family Health variables was a significant predictor 

of Identity Achievement and accounted for 6.6% of the 

variance. Thus, according to expectations, family health 

contributed to prediction of Identity Achievement. Only one 

of the four independent variables in this block, Marital 

Conflict, emerged as a significant predictor. As a negative 

relationship was obtained, Marital Conflict appears to 

inversely affect Identity Achievement. The addition of the 

second block of attachment variables improved the prediction 

and accounted for an additional 3.1% of the variance, but 

this was not a significant change. Thus, contrary to 

expectations, the attachment block did not add significantly 

to the explanatory power of the family health variables. 
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Similarly, the addition of the third block of separation-

individuation variables accounted for an additional 2.9% of 

the variance, but the change was not significant. Again, 

contrary to expectations, the separation-individuation block 

did not add significantly to the explanatory power of the 

family health and attachment variables. The lack of 

significance of these two blocks failed to support the 

proposed model. Only the Family Health block contributed 

significantly. 

To consider the importance of the regression results, 

comparisons were made to the significant zero order 

correlations. The individual Family Health variables had no 

correlations with Identity Achievement greater than the 

multiple regression coefficient for the block of Family 

Health variables (R = .26, p < .05). Marital Conflict was 

the closest with an r of -.20. This suggests that the set 

of variables in the regression analysis may be important for 

the prediction. 

Interestingly, in spite of the insignificance of the 

separation-individuation block, Attitudinal Independence 

replaced Marital Conflict as the only significant individual 

variable when all variables were entered. The finding 

suggests that as an individual predictor Attitudinal 

Independence predicts Identity Achievement as well as any 

individual variable of the Family Health Block. Attitudinal 

Independence had a zero order correlation of .35 (p < .001) 
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with Identity Achievement. As a negative relationship was 

obtained, Attitudinal Independence appears to inversely 

affect Identity Achievement. 

Results of hierarchical regression for identity 

diffusion. A summary of the final hierarchical regression 

model for the dependent variable Identity Diffusion is 

presented in Table 17 (Appendix K). The first block of 

Family Health variables did not significantly predict 

Identity Diffusion, and accounted for only 4.5% of the 

variance. Contrary to expectations, the addition of the 

second block of attachment variables did not contribute 

significantly to the variability of Identity Diffusion and 

accounted for only an additional 1.5% of the variance. The 

addition of the third block of separation-individuation 

variables significantly improved prediction, an increase of 

7.8%, and accounted for a total of 13.8% of the variance. 

Both of the independent variables in this block, Attitudinal 

Independence and Functional Independence, emerged as 

significant predictors. This suggested that separation-

individuation contributed to Identity Diffusion. Opposite 

signs in the regression equation for Attitudinal and 

Functional Independence indicated that those two sources of 

independence function in different ways in relation to 

Identity. Attitudinal Independence was negatively related 

to Identity Diffusion, indicating an inverse relationship. 
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Functional Independence was positively related indicating a 

direct relationship to Identity Diffusion. 

To consider the importance of the regression results, 

comparisons were made to the significant zero order 

correlations. Functional Independence (r = .08, ns) and 

Attitudinal Independence (r = .17, p < .05) had low 

correlations with Identity Diffusion compared to the 

multiple R of .37 (p < .05). This suggests that the set of 

variables in the regression analysis are contributing to the 

prediction of Identity Diffusion beyond any individual 

variable. 

Results of hierarchical regression for identity 

exploration. A summary of the final hierarchical regression 

model for the dependent variable Identity Exploration is 

presented in Table 18 (Appendix K). The first block of 

Family Health variables was not a significant predictor of 

Identity Exploration, and accounted for only 2.8% of the 

variance. Contrary to expectations, the addition of the 

second block of attachment variables did not contribute 

significantly to the variability of Identity Exploration 

with an increase of only 2.5% of the variance. The addition 

of the third block of separation-individuation variables 

significantly improved prediction, an increase of 8.7%, and 

accounted for a total of 14.1% of the variance. This 

suggested that the domain of separation-individuation 

contributed to Identity Exploration. One of the two 
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independent variables in this block, Attitudinal 

Independence, emerged as a significant predictor. The 

negative Beta weight of Attitudinal Independence indicates 

an inverse relationship to Identity Exploration. 

In comparison to the significant zero order 

correlations Attachment (r = .16, p < .05) and Attitudinal 

Independence (r = -.28, e < .001) had low correlations with 

Identity Exploration compared to the multiple R of .38. 

This suggests that the set of variables in the regression 

analysis may be important for the prediction. 

Results of hierarchical regression for identity 

commitment. A summary of the final hierarchical regression 

model for the dependent variable Identity Commitment is 

presented in Table 19 (Appendix K). The first block of 

Family Health variables was not a significant predictor of 

Identity Commitment, and accounted for only 4.0% of the 

variance. Contrary to expectations, the addition of the 

second block of attachment variables did not contribute 

significantly to the variability of Identity Commitment with 

an increase of only 1.7% of the variance. The addition of 

the third block of separation-individuation variables 

significantly improved prediction, an increase of 9.2%, and 

accounted for a total of 14.9% of the variance. This 

suggested that the domain of separation-individuation 

contributed to Identity Commitment. One of the two 

independent variables in this block, Attitudinal 
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Independence, emerged as a significant predictor. The 

negative Beta weight of Attitudinal Independence indicates 

an inverse relationship to Identity Commitment. 

In comparison to the significant zero order 

correlations Conflictual Independence (r = .16, p < .01) and 

Attitudinal Independence (r = -.33, p < .001) had, 

respectively, low and high correlations with Identity 

Commitment compared to the multiple R of .39. This suggests 

that little was gained by using the set of variables in the 

regression analysis in comparison to the single variable of 

Attitudinal Independence. 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Model for Females 

Results of hierarchical regression analysis for 

identity achievement. A summary of the final hierarchical 

regression model for the dependent variable Identity 

Achievement is presented in Table 20 (Appendix K). The 

first block of Family Health variables was a significant 

predictor of Identity Achievement and accounted for 6.9% of 

the variance. In support of the model, family health 

contributed to the variability of Identity Achievement. 

Only one of the independent variables in this block, Marital 

Conflict, emerged as a significant predictor to the 

variability of the model. As a negative relationship was 

obtained, Marital Conflict appears to inversely affect 

Identity Achievement. The addition of the second block of 

attachment variables significantly improved the prediction 
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and accounted for an additional 13.3% of the variance. With 

the addition of this block, Reliable Alliance replaced 

Marital Conflict as only significant individual predictor. 

The addition of the third block of separation-individuation 

variables significantly improved prediction and accounted 

for an additional 9.4% of the variance. Attitudinal 

Independence replaced Reliable Alliance as the only 

significant individual predictor. In support of the model, 

each domain added significantly to the prediction of 

Identity Achievement. 

In comparison to the significant zero order 

correlations in the family health domain Marital Conflict 

(r = -.21, p < .01) had strong correlations with Identity 

achievement in comparison to the multiple R of .26. In the 

attachment domain Reliable Alliance (r = .37, p < .001, 

Attachment (r = .38, p < .001), and Conflictual Independence 

(r = .25, e < .01) had low to moderate correlations with 

Identity Achievement in comparison to the multiple R of .45. 

In the separation individuation domain, Functional 

Independence (r = -.20, p < .05) and Attitudinal 

Independence (r = -.46, p < .001) had respectively, low and 

strong correlations with Identity Achievement in comparison 

to the multiple R of .54. This suggests that little is 

gained by using the set of variables in the regression 

analysis in comparison to the single variable of Attitudinal 

Independence. 
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Results of hierarchical regression for identity 

diffusion. A summary of the final hierarchical regression 

model for the dependent variable Identity Diffusion is 

presented in Table 21 (Appendix K). The first block of 

Family Health variables was a significant predictor Identity 

Diffusion and accounted for 7.6% of the variance. In 

support of the model, family health did contribute to the 

variability of Identity Diffusion. Only one of the four 

independent variables in this block, Marital Conflict, 

emerged as a significant predictor to the variability of the 

model. As a positive relationship was obtained, Marital 

Conflict appears to directly affect Identity Diffusion. The 

addition of the second block of attachment variables 

significantly improved the prediction and accounted for an 

additional 11.9% of the variance. With the addition of this 

block, Attachment replaced Marital Conflict as the only 

individual predictor. The addition of the third block of 

separation-individuation variables significantly improved 

prediction and accounted for an additional 20.9% of the 

variance. Attitudinal Independence replaced Attachment as 

the only significant individual predictor. In support of 

the model, each domain added significantly to the prediction 

of Identity Diffusion. 

In comparison to the significant zero order 

correlations Marital Conflict (r = .24, p < .05) and Fear of 

Separation (r = .20, p < .05) in the family health domain 
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had high correlations vith Identity Diffusion compared to 

the multiple R of .28. In the attachment domain Reliable 

Alliance (£ = -.37, < .001), Attachment (r = -.38, p < 

.001), and Conflictual Independence (r = .21, p < .05) had 

moderate to high correlations with Identity Diffusion in 

comparison to the multiple R of .45. In the separation 

individuation domain, Functional Independence (r = .18, p < 

.05) and Attitudinal Independence (r = .56, p < .001) had, 

respectively low and high correlations with Identity 

Diffusion in comparison to the multiple R of .64. This 

suggests that little is gained by using the set of variables 

in the regression analysis in comparison to the single 

variable of Attitudinal Independence. 

Results of hierarchical regression for identity 

exploration. A summary of the final hierarchical regression 

model for the dependent variable Identity Exploration is 

presented in Table 22 (Appendix K). The first block of 

Family Health variables was not a significant predictor of 

Identity Exploration, and accounted for only 2.7% of the 

variance. Contrary to expectations, the addition of the 

second block of attachment variables did not contribute 

significantly to the variability of Identity Exploration 

with an increase of only 3.8% of the variance. The addition 

of the third block of separation-individuation variables 

significantly improved prediction, an increase of 10.2%, and 

accounted for a total of 16.7% of the variance. This 
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suggested that the domain of separation-individuation 

contributed to Identity Exploration. Only one of the 

independent variables in this block, Attitudinal 

Independence, emerged as a significant predictor. The 

negative Beta weight of Attitudinal Independence indicates 

an inverse relationship to Identity Exploration. 

In comparison to the zero order correlations Reliable 

Alliance (r = .18, p < .05), Attachment (r = .21, p < .01), 

and Conflictual Independence (r = .16, p < .05) had moderate 

to high correlations with Identity Exploration compared to 

the multiple R of .25. In the separation individuation 

domain, Attitudinal Independence (r = -.36, p < .001) had a 

high correlation with Identity Exploration in comparison 

with the multiple R of .41. This suggests that little is 

gained by using the set of variables in the regression 

analysis in comparison to the single variable of Attitudinal 

Independence. 

Results of hierarchical regression for identity 

commitment. A summary of the final hierarchical regression 

model for the dependent variable Identity Commitment is 

presented in Table 23 (Appendix K). The first block of 

Family Health variables was not a significant predictor of 

Identity Commitment, and accounted for only 1.6% of the 

variance. Contrary to expectations, the addition of the 

second block of attachment variables did not contribute 

significantly to the variability of Identity Commitment with 
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an increase of only 6.7% of the variance. The addition of 

the third block of separation-individuation variables 

significantly improved prediction, an increase of 9.4%, and 

accounted for a total of 17.7% of the variance. This 

suggested that the domain of separation-individuation 

contributed significantly to Identity Commitment. Only one 

of the independent variables in this block, Attitudinal 

Independence, emerged as a significant predictor. The 

negative Beta weight of Attitudinal Independence indicates 

an inverse relationship to Identity Commitment. 

In comparison to the significant zero order 

correlations. Reliable Alliance (r = .18, p < .05), 

Attachment (r = .23, p < .01), and Conflictual Independence 

(r = .17, p < .05) had moderate to high correlations with 

Identity Commitment compared to the multiple R of .29. In 

the separation individuation domain, Attitudinal 

Independence (r = -.38, p < .001) had a high correlation 

with Identity Commitment in comparison to the multiple R of 

.42. This suggests that little is gained by using the set of 

variables in the regression analysis in comparison to the 

single variable of Attitudinal Independence. 

Summary of Results 

For females the blocks of family health, attachment, 

and separation-individuation variables predicted identity 

achievement and identity diffusion. Only the separation-

individuation block contributed significantly to female 
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exploration and commitment. For males the block of family 

health variables, but not attachment or separation-

individuation, contributed significantly to identity 

achievement. Only the block of separation-individuation 

variables predicted male identity diffusion. For both males 

and females the block of separation-individuation variables, 

but not family health or attachment, conttributed 

significantly to identity exploration and commitment. A 

summary of regression analyses are presented in Table 24 

(Appendix K). 

Overall, the set of independent variables measuring the 

three domains of family processes appear to influence 

identity development to a greater degree for females than 

for males. For females the variables had roughly twice the 

influence than they did for males. These differences were 

most evident for the blocks of attachment and separation-

individuation variables. 

For all dependent variables, Attitudinal Independence 

was the most important predictor variable. It was 

significant in predicting female Identity Achievement, 

Diffusion, Exploration, and Commitment. For males 

Attitudinal Independence significantly predicted Identity 

Diffusion, Exploration, and Commitment. 

Additional independent variables from each domain 

significantly predicted some aspects of identity 

development. In the family health domain, Marital Conflict 
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was a significant predictor of male and female Identity 

Achievement and female Identity Diffusion. In the 

attachment domain Reliable Alliance significantly predicted 

female Identity Achievement, and both Attachment and 

Conflictual Independence predicited female Identity 

Diffusion. In the separation-individuation domain, 

Functional Independence predicted male and female Identity 

Diffusion. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

This study investigated the influence of theoretically 

prominent dynamic family processes on late adolescent 

college student identity development and had three purposes. 

The primary purpose was to posit and test a theoretical 

model of adolescent identity development. This model 

proposed that contextual, family health variables are 

foundational predictors of identity development, and that 

attachment and separation-individuation, respectively, will 

make unique contributions to identity development beyond the 

effects of family health. The second purpose of the study 

was to identify those scales that do the best job of 

measuring important family health, attachment, and 

separation-individuation constructs. The third purpose was 

to better understand the influence of family functioning on 

identity development by measuring the intermediary processes 

of identity exploration and commitment. 

This study adopted these purposes to advance current 

empirical research by attempting to minimize the following 

problems. First, only a limited number of studies have 

investigated the simultaneous effects and interaction of key 

family processes on identity development. Results of 
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empirical studies have failed to tap the complexity of 

familial dynamics, although appreciated theoretically. 

Second, few have attempted to discriminate the relative 

impact of theoretically discrete family processes, as well 

as, their conjoint effect on identity development. Third, 

studies have accepted and used instruments which purport to 

assess theoretically distinct domains, but which some 

studies suggest may contain empirical overlap. 

Results indicated a mixed picture in terms of the 

proposed model of late adolescent identity development. 

First, the proposed model was supported for female identity 

achievement and identity diffusion. Family health, 

attachment, and separation-individuation variables each 

provided significant and additive explanatory power. 

Second, for males the proposed model was not supported. 

Family health variables were the only predictors of male 

identity achievement. Attachment and separation-

individuation variables added more predictive power, but 

were not significant predictors. Only the 

separation-individuation variables were significant 

predictors of male identity diffusion. Third, the model was 

not supported for identity exploration and commitment for 

either males or females. Only separation- individuation 

variables predicted a significant amount of variance for 

both males and females. 
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Results also indicated a notable finding, namely, that 

Attitudinal Independence emerged as the most consistent 

single subscale predictive of identity development. The 

contribution of this subscale was such that similar or 

shared values (attitudinal dependence) appeared facilitative 

of identity achievement, exploration, and commitment. 

Conversely, dissimilar values (attitudinal independence) 

appeared to promote identity diffusion. In addition, 

adolescents who held similar or dissimilar values appeared 

to be from family environments that were quite different. 

Important issues emerged from the analysis that are 

worthy of further discussion. First, the consistent 

influence of shared values on identity development deserves 

elaboration. Second, the family environment associated with 

identity achievement and diffusion appeared to be quite 

different. Third, male and female similarities and 

differences emerged suggesting differing developmental 

pathways. Fourth, family factors that encourage identity 

exploration and commitment are discussed. Fifth, 

methodological and measurement issues are explored. 

Finally, limitations of the study and implications for 

further research are discussed. 

The Consistent Influence of Identification with Parents 

Values, beliefs, and attitudes that an adolescent holds 

in common with parents emerged from this study as the 

consistently salient variable influencing late adolescent 



178 

identity development. This finding was not unexpected as 

review of the literature consistently associated attitudinal 

dependence, not independence, with adolescent adjustment. 

For that reason the scale was selected to measure the 

construct Identification, and was thought to assess a range 

of identification with parents. It was expected that 

greater identification, or a greater extent of shared 

values, would be associated with identity development. The 

consistent relationship of similar attitudes with identity 

development calls for a discussion of the meaning of 

identification in relationships with parents. 

The labeling of the Attitudinal Independence scale as 

Identification with Parents represents a reformulation of 

Hoffman's notion for the scale. Based on Bios' (1979) idea 

of adolescence as the second separation-individuation 

process, Hoffman (1984) developed the Attitudinal 

Independence scale to assess differentiation in the 

adolescent's mental representations. He defined attitudinal 

independence as "the image of oneself as being unique from 

one's mother and father, having one's own set of beliefs, 

values, and attitudes" (p. 171). Thus, Hoffman 

operationalized a sense of individual uniqueness as having 

divergent beliefs, attitudes, and values. He therefore 

hypothesized that greater attitudinal independence from 

mother and father would be related to better personal 

adjustment. Hoffman's hypothesis was not supported and he 
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reasoned that an adolescent may be better able to relate to 

the parents if they have become internalized and part of the 

adolescent identity in terms of attitudes. Subsequent 

studies also found that similar values have consistently 

emerged as positively associated and divergent values as 

negatively associated with adaptation and adjustment 

(Hoffman, 1984; Lopez et al., 1989; Pallidino & Blustein, 

1991; Pallidino & Blustein, 1993). 

Review of the content of the Attitudinal Independence 

scale helps in understanding its meaning. The questions of 

the subscale address "values", "attitudes", "beliefs", 

"ideas", and "opinions" which are "similar" to the 

adolescent's mother or father. Typical questions are: (1) 

My values regarding honesty are similar to my mothers, (2) 

My attitudes about obscenity are similar to my fathers, and 

(3) My beliefs about what happens to people when they die 

are similar to my mothers. For the purposes of this 

discussion the word "attitudes" will be used in the 

following discussion to capture the five concepts of values, 

attitudes, beliefs, ideas, and opinions. 

A subject may respond to each question in the 

Attitudinal Independence subscale in one of five ways 

ranging from "very true of me" to "not at all true of me". 

Similar, although not identical, attitudes would convey 

some elements common to both adolescent and parent, as well 

as, some elements of difference indicative of shared 



180 

attitudes. Dissimilar attitudes would convey a fairly 

drastic divergence between adolescent and parent with very 

few common elements and indicative of a lack of shared 

attitudes. Shared attitudes points toward both cognitive 

connectivity and separateness with the parental unit, while 

a lack of shared values emphasizes separateness, distance 

and possible detachment from the parental unit. 

These descriptive observations imply that by 

measurement of shared attitudes in the cognitive domain, a 

complex cognitive-emotional nexus within the adolescent and 

related to the parents may be tapped which affects identity 

development. First, the element of similarity and 

dissimilarity with parental attitudes seems to imply a 

general quality of relationship with the parents. Second, 

as the content of the questions address fundamental issues, 

such as views of death, and sexuality, and roles, adolescent 

identification with parental attitudes implies a substantial 

emotional connection, that is, a measure of comfort with and 

trust in parents conducive to identity achievement. A lack 

of identification with the parents implies a possible breach 

between adolescent and parent, a discomfort and diminution 

of trust, and possible alienation associated with identity 

diffusion. 

The problem of assessing an unintended construct in 

this domain is not unique. Other authors have suggested 

that a scale intended to measure a form of independence 
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actually measures a more negative dimension of the 

relationship with parents. Ryan and Lynch (1989) 

investigated Douvan and Adelson's (1966) notion of 

emotional autonomy which they defined as "the degree to 

which the adolescent has managed to cast off infantile ties 

to the family" (p. 130). This definition is very close to 

Bios' (1979) notions of separation-individuation and the 

shedding of family dependencies which Hoffman's (1984) scale 

attempts to operationalize. Interestingly, in their 

reexamination of the emotional autonomy scale, Ryan and 

Lynch (1989) determined that the adolescent's diminished 

connection within the family was emotional detachment not 

autonomy. Although not equivalent to the autonomy 

construct, attitudinal independence, meant to assess healthy 

attitudinal separation, may be indicative of some kind of 

breach between adolescent and parent. 

The reconceptualization of Hoffman's (1984) scale as 

Identification with Parents stresses the importance of the 

adolescent's cognition of shared values with parents in 

identity development. Guidano and Liotto (1983) point to 

this relationship when they state that parents act like a 

mirror which orients and coordinates children's self 

perception. The image or mirror continues to guide beyond 

childhood, even beyond adolescence and "becomes the basis 

for identification" (p. 104). Without the coordinating 

imaging and mirroring in the family, identity development is 
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likely to be inhibited. This study suggests that attitudes 

and beliefs are some of the specific components contributing 

to an adolescent's self-perception which have been mirrored 

by the parents. 

Although the importance of identification through 

shared values has been empirically supported, researchers 

(Hoffman, 1984) have failed to expand on the meaning of the 

salience of similar attitudes and its apparently 

counter-theoretical dynamic. This failure may be a result 

of the continuing strong influence of 

separation-individuation theory which rests on the premise 

that adolescents' identity development is based, in part, 

upon the adoption of values, beliefs, and attitudes 

independent from parents. As this notion has been embedded 

deeply in theory, appreciation of identification in shared 

values may have been slow to develop. 

This study clearly suggests a general 

reconceptualization of separation-individuation notions of 

adolescent development in terms of identification through 

shared values. Examination of shared values would add a new 

dimension of understanding of adolescent identity 

development by offering new questions. For instance, what 

areas of shared attitudes are most predictive of identity 

achievement or diffusion? What level of similarity of 

attitudes is indicative of healthy identification or of 

enmeshment? At what point do similar attitudes become 
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dissimilar and inhibit identity development? What level of 

dissimilarity of attitudes is indicative of a lack of 

identification? How does the process of forging adolescent 

attitudes in the family contribute to the emergence of 

identification or lack of identification? 

Reconceptualization within family systems theory may 

also contribute to a fuller understanding of adolescent 

identity development by adding to their emphasis of 

emotional connectivity a more cognitive ideological 

connectivity. Family systems theorists advocate a balance 

between connectedness and separation. Meyer (1980) stated 

that adolescents must negotiate within the family an optimal 

balance between autonomy and interdependence in order to 

build the foundation of self-understanding necessary to cope 

with the demands of emerging adulthood. Family systems 

theorists (Bowen, 1978; Minuchin, 1974) have consistently 

advocated the necessity of maintaining a balance between 

connectedness and individuation within the family. 

Generally, the connectivity between adolescent and parent in 

family systems is conceptualized as an emotional 

connectedness and support. 

This study suggests an active ideological connectedness 

centered in the shared values of the adolescent and parents 

is important to identity development and adds a dimension of 

connectedness neglected by family systems theory. Grotevant 

and Cooper (1985) have investigated the process of 
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communication between adolescents and parents, but have not 

analyzed similarities and differences in attitudes. Kobak 

and Sceery (1988) intimate the importance of such cognitive 

connections when they speak of the "representational 

abilities" (p. 135) an adolescent gains with the acquisition 

of language. They explored the role of memory retrieval and 

associate those memories with the internal working model of 

attachment, but did not investigate attitudes as shared by 

adolescent and parent. 

Shared attitudes may be an expression of the 

fundamental attachment bond through Bowlby's (1982) 

construct of the "internal working model." Attachment 

relationships form "the core" of the internal working model 

(Rice, 1993). The working model serves as a heuristic by 

providing the individual with "rules and rule systems for 

the direction of behavior and the felt appraisal of 

experience" (Main et al., 1985, p. 77). But attachment 

appears to be more than just an affective bond. Bowlby 

asserted that cognitive structures enable the individual to 

deal with environmental events and assimilate information 

relevant to the self and self-other relationships (Rice, 

1990). By this means the child internalizes representations 

of the mother and the mother-child relationships and by 

extension the adolescent internalizes representations of the 

parental attachments. As the child develops and formal 
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operations are possible, the internalized representations 

are likely to become more complex (Piaget & Inhelder, 1975). 

Attitudes may become the arena in which adolescents by 

means of formal operations, using the processes of 

accommodation and assimilation, gradually develop a value 

system. The surface of the working model, expressed in 

attitudes and values would be modified, while the affective 

core of the working model, made of preconscious introjects, 

remains intact and provides the base from which to explore 

one's values. Through these means a balance would be 

maintained between connection and separation, with the 

connections appearing to be weighted more heavily. 

Identity theory and adolescent identity outcome seem 

closely related to adolescent identification and shared 

values with parents as well. Extending the hypothesized 

relationship between shared values and the internal working 

model, the process of identity outcome may be described. On 

the one hand, adolescents with shared attitudes are likely 

to have developed an attitudinal secure base with their 

parents from which they can explore their environment, 

question their values, individualize their attitudes, and 

eventually commit to their identity. These adolescents, by 

maintaining ideological connectedness appear to facilitate 

their individuation. On the other hand, adolescents lacking 

ideological connectedness with their parents, appear to be 

without an attitudinal secure base and to have distanced or 
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detached themselves from their parents in such a way that 

they have not undertaken the tasks necessary to develop 

their sense of identity; they are identity diffused. These 

adolescents appear to have failed to maintain or obtain the 

ideological connections necessary for individuation and 

identity development. 

Between these two extremes are two other identity 

conditions. The foreclosed adolescent has prematurely 

adopted parental ideology and failed to explore 

self-defining alternatives. As the families of foreclosed 

youth have been identified as emotionally warm, the question 

of possible enmeshment inhibiting exploration is raised. 

For instance, is the emotional warmth of the family 

conditional upon ideological sameness? The moratorium 

adolescent is in the process of exploring and has not yet 

committed to an identity. In terms of attitudes and 

identification, the adolescent is actively engaging ideas 

about important issues that are likely to differ from the 

parents in some manner. This exploration takes the 

adolescent away from the from the ideological system 

associated with the parents. Apparently, those that 

successfully achieve a sense of identity still retain 

ideological connectedness with their parent. 

The role of the parents appears to be crucial to the 

successful negotiation of this process. The parents ability 

to entertain new ideas, to modify their thinking, to grow 
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may be important models for the adolescent attempting to 

solidify a sense of self. The adolescent's self-perception 

as an explorer of identity alternatives is likely guided by 

the identification, built on the parents mirroring that same 

identity characteristic (Guidano & Liotto, 1983). Given 

ideological connectedness, the adolescent is likely to 

maintain a measure of shared values. In contrast, where 

exploration has not been mirrored or has been restricted an 

adolescent may, respectively, opt out of the exploration 

process uncritically accepting the ideological connection 

with parents, or reactively rejecting the parental ideology 

and uncritically embracing an alternative. 

Family Connectedness: The Context Of Identity Development 

The adolescent's connectedness to parents on a number 

of levels appears to facilitate identity development. In 

this study, the prominence of identification through shared 

values between adolescent and parent is only the most 

salient point of connectedness. Identification through 

shared values needs to be discussed in association with the 

family health, attachment, and separation-individuation 

domain variables. In context, the family milieu associated 

with identity achievement and diffusion appears to be quite 

different. 

Descriptively, the results of this study associate 

identity achievement with a family environment in which 

there is minimal spousal conflict. The adolescents report a 
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sense of emotional attachment and a sense they can rely on 

others in practical situations for assistance. In addition, 

these adolescents have attitudes similar to their parents. 

In contrast, identity diffusion is associated with a 

family environment in which there is spousal conflict. The 

adolescents do not feel an emotional attachment. In 

addition, these adolescents have attitudes dissimilar to 

their parents and experience and lack freedom in practical 

personal matters. Interestingly, a lack of negative feeling 

between adolescent and parent is associated with identity 

diffusion. 

The Family Health Domain. The family health domain 

points to the important role of parental conflict for 

identity development. For purposes of this study two 

constructs of family health were assessed: Family 

Environment which included marital conflict and fear of 

separation and Family Structure which was measured by 

parent-child overinvolvement and parent-child role reversal. 

Of these four variables only marital conflict was 

significantly associated with identity achievement and 

diffusion. Thus, family environmental issues were more 

salient for these adolescents than family structural 

elements, although structural elements have been identified 

as an important variable in the past (Lopez et al., 1988). 

Family environment as measured by spousal conflict 

emerged as a significant impediment of adolescent identity 
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achievement and, more than a mere impediment, it appeared to 

encourage identity diffusion. This finding is consistent 

with previous empirical findings as marital conflict has 

been an important variable influencing adjustment and 

identity (Bartle & Sabatelli, 1989; Lopez et al., 1989; 

Perosa & Perosa, 1994). 

Theory suggests that one possible reason for the 

importance of marital conflict is that it can result in 

parent-child overinvolvement or parent-child role reversal 

to detour marital tension. There is some empirical evidence 

for this dynamic in other studies (Lopez et al., 1989), but 

no evidence in this investigation. The structural 

properties of the family did not emerge as salient. Perhaps 

the level of conflict or the form the conflict takes reaches 

certain thresholds at which various structural 

malformations, such as triangulation and fusion, occur in 

ways that significantly affect identity development. 

Another reason may be that the structural properties 

may not be related as strongly to identity development as to 

other dependent variables, such as adjustment. Teyber 

(1983) reported that students on academic probation were 

significantly more likely to come from families in which a 

parent-child coalition, and not the marital relationship, 

was primary. Furthermore, where the marital relationship 

was not primary, fusion occurred with the mother for both 

males and females. Thus, a defective marital relationship 
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appears a prelude to more dysfunctional alliances. However, 

since structural problems did not significantly affect 

identity development other mechanisms are suggested. 

Other theories suggest that marital conflict may 

negatively influence adolescent development by disruption of 

the family environment. Quinn (1995) suggested that marital 

conflict resulted in a diminished capacity to parent due to 

parental unavailability to the adolescent. Flint (1995) 

found that marital conflict resulted in adolescents' 

diminished perceptions of parental support. Lopez et al. 

(1989) found that adolescents from maritally distressed 

homes were significantly less adjusted to college than those 

adolescents from low-marital conflict families. Interparent 

conflict was strongly associated with angry-resentful 

parent-adolescent attachments and less adequate adjustment 

to college. Marital conflict may inhibit adolescent 

identity development because of faulty parental modeling. 

As parental modeling has been implicated in the adoption of 

coping patterns (Krohne, 1986), it may be suggested that 

inability to resolve marital conflict contaminates the 

family system so that the adolescent adopts ineffective 

conflict resolution methods which in turn inhibit optimal 

identity exploration and development. Kleiman (1981) found 

that parents of healthy adolescents reported that they were 

better able to contain marital conflict within the marriage. 
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In summary, marital conflict appears to be closely 

associated with adaptive emotional attachments and solid 

support. Furthermore the absence of marital conflict 

appears to facilitate identity development, although the 

reasons for that facilitation may be many and were not 

identified in this study. 

The Attachment Domain. The attachment domain appears 

to play an important role in identity development for 

females. For purposes of this study three constructs of 

attachment were assessed: Attachment, an emotional bond with 

others; Reliable Alliance, the ability to depend on others 

for specific needs; and Conflictual Independence, freedom 

from negative feelings with parents. Unfortunately, it is 

not clear that the Reliable Alliance and Attachment 

variables adequately measured the quality of affective bond 

to parents and parental support constructs. They measure 

global support from an individual's entire support network 

rather than the supportive nature of the relationship with 

parents. However, these variables were highly related to 

other variables in this study that specifically measured 

parental support. Yet in another study, global support was 

more highly related to adjustment variables than specific 

measures of parental support (Quinn, 1995). Future studies 

might clarify the role of global support versus the 

supportive nature of parental relationships in regard to 

identity development. 
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A notable gender difference was observed in the 

importance of the attachment domain. For females 

Attachment, Reliable Alliance, and Conflictual Independence 

played a significant role in identity achievement and 

diffusion. The attachment domain did not play a significant 

role for males. Also notable, the lack of negative feelings 

toward parents failed to exert the dominant impact observed 

in other studies. 

In previous studies conflictual independence has proven 

to be the most robust subscale of the PSI in its association 

with developmental variables (Blustein et al., 1991; 

Hoffman, 1984; Lapsley et al., 1989; Lopez et al., 1988). 

However, conflictual independence did not emerge as a 

significant individual variable in this study, except for 

female identity diffusion. 

This unexpected finding may be attributed to the 

relationship of conflictual independence to identity 

development and the submission of the marital conflict 

variable in the first step of the regression. First, it may 

be that a stronger relationship exists between conflictual 

independence and adjustment than identity development. The 

majority of previous studies have employed adolescent 

adjustment rather than identity development as the dependent 

variable. In addition, males and females differed in this 

study. For males, conflictual independence was virtually 

unrelated to the identity achievement or diffusion, while a 
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significant moderate correlation was found for females. For 

females, lack of negative feelings toward parents appears to 

have a stronger role than for males, although perhaps not as 

significant as for studies using adjustment measures. 

The low impact of lack of negative feelings toward 

parents may suggest that some level of adolescent-parent 

conflict may be a necessary part of identity development 

during the exploration process as the adolescent tests out 

variations of the familial attitude and belief system. In 

contrast, as the adolescent engages various adjustment 

challenges in the environment, such as college, the parents 

may become a support as they rally around their child. With 

such extra-familial adjustments the family values are not 

called into question. Basic identity issues are thought to 

involve the exploration of the values which the family holds 

dear, while adjustment issues outside the family are likely 

to bring the family values into play in support of the 

adolescent seeking to adjust in the world. 

A second reason for the diminished impact of 

conflictual independence may be that the particular variable 

set with which conflictual independence was combined 

diminished its impact. Given the family health variables, 

especially marital conflict submitted in the first step of 

the regression, and the attachment and support variables, 

the power of conflictual independence may have been 

diminished as these variables are all moderately related to 
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each other. The relationship of conflictual independence 

with marital conflict is notable because other studies 

(Flint, 1995; Quinn, 1995) have shown marital conflict to 

likely influence parental support. Rice et al. (1990) found 

that conflictual independence loaded on a factor labeled 

positive separation feelings from family. In this study, 

conflictual independence was significantly associated with 

the attachment subscales and marital conflict for both males 

and females. These relationships suggest that conflictual 

independence, as with the other studies mentioned, is 

related to overall familial emotional support and that given 

this variable set conflictual independence did not emerge as 

important as in previous studies. 

Another important issue was that conflictual 

independence may pick up both positive and negative aspects 

of adolescent-parent conflict which theory suggests are 

important to differentiate. Conflictual independence was 

related to identity achievement and diffusion in such a way 

that suggested some conflict may have positive effects on 

identity development while the absence of conflict may have 

negative effects. Previous studies have consistently found 

the absence of adolescent-parent conflict has been 

associated with adjustment (Blustein et al., 1991; Hoffman, 

1984; Lapsley et al., 1989; Lopez et al., 1988) and with 

identity achievement (Lopez et al., 1992). Pallidino and 

Blustein (1993) also found that the absence of 
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adolescent-parent conflict was associated with female 

identity achievement. However, they found a low degree of 

conflict associated with adolescent male identity 

achievement. Thus, the finding that some measure of 

adolescent-parent conflict may be facilitative of identity 

development is unusual, although not an isolated empirical 

phenomena. 

Given the family context, the findings suggest the need 

for discrimination between positive and negative components 

of conflict between adolescent and parent. Empirical 

studies that have not used the conflictual independence 

scale, but have assessed family environments have found a 

measure of conflict, appropriately resolved does contribute 

to identity development. Offer and Offer (1975) found that 

most parents got used to constant interchange with their 

children and adolescents who felt most comfortable with 

open discussion and argument had the easiest time during the 

general separation process. Perosa and Perosa (1993) found 

similar results in that adolescents who reported coming from 

homes in which family members could express differences and 

conflicts could be faced and resolved tended to evidence 

identity achievement. Grotevant and Cooper (1985) using an 

interactional communication analysis found the identity 

exploring males expressed their disagreements as well as 

their suggestions directly to their fathers. The father's 

reciprocated the son's assertiveness by showing sensitivity 
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to their sons views and disagreeing infrequently. Identity 

exploring daughters tended to express their separateness 

more indirectly and father's were more assertive with their 

daughters. 

Thus, a measure of adolescent-parent conflict 

associated with identity achievement may represent the 

ability of the family system to tolerate discussion of 

differences in attitudes and behaviors which eventually 

reach some resolution. In contrast, the absence of 

adolescent-parent conflict may be associated with a family 

system that cannot tolerate expression of difference which 

inhibits identity development. 

The notion of the family system's ability to tolerate 

productive conflict seems an important corollary to 

adolescent identity development as it would likely support 

the adolescent's freedom to truly explore. One of the 

primary areas where such conflict might take place would be 

in the arena of values and beliefs. Thus, exploration would 

likely occur where a secure emotional base was paired with 

secure ideological and cognitive base of family core values. 

Such exploration might also bring about great tension 

between the parent and adolescent precisely because core 

parental ideas are being tested. Provided other healthy 

family characteristics are present, accommodation and 

assimilation may take place while the affective attachment 

base remains secure. Conversely, the inability of a family 
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to tolerate productive conflict might result in diminished 

identity exploration or an intensifying of conflict through 

an overt and radical rejection of the parental system. 

Separation-individuation domain. The theoretical 

notion of separation-individuation, that independence is 

important to late adolescent identity development appears to 

have little empirical support. For purposes of this study 

two constructs of separation-individuation were assessed: 

General Independence, which measured freedom in practical 

matters, and Identification, the similarity and difference 

of attitudes between adolescent and parent. General 

Independence was only associated with identity diffusion. 

As previously described, Identification, ideological 

connectedness with parents, not independence, was predictive 

of identity achievement, exploration, and commitment, and 

lack of identification predictive of identity diffusion. 

The separation-individuation domain appeared to be more 

important in assessing aspects of cognitive and ideological 

connectedness with parents in association with identity 

development. Furthermore, General Independence did not 

emerge as an individually significant predictor of identity 

achievement. 

The lack of importance of separation-individuation is 

also supported by the lack of clear impact of General 

Independence on adjustment in other empirical studies. 

Practical independence exerts an inconsistent and often 
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insignificant impact on adjustment (Lapsley et al., 1989). 

One study showed male and female functional independence to 

be negatively related to adjustment (Lopez et al., 1986), 

although a small sample (N = 56) was used. Others have 

combined the subscales clouding the relationship between 

independence in practical matters and adjustment or identity 

(Rice, 1990; Rice, 1992). Rice (1990) found that general 

independence was negatively related to adjustment with a 

combined sample of males and females. 

In this study, lack of General Independence did 

significantly predict identity diffusion for males and 

females and lends some moderating support for theory. Such 

suggests that limitation of freedom influences identity 

diffusion. But nothing can be stated concerning the 

positive effects of General Independence given the 

insignificant results. 

Thus, the findings are neither clear nor consistent 

concerning the effects of General Independence on adolescent 

identity development for a variety of reasons. At best the 

results are limited, which is strange given the consistent 

theoretical message that psychological separation should 

facilitate adjustment, and by extension identity 

achievement. But, given the results of this study, 

independence does not appear to play a central role in 

development. 



199 

These observations suggest two far-reaching 

implications. First, separation-individuation may require 

theoretical reconceptualization. The ways in which 

theorists conceptualize the individuation process may be too 

imprecise to capture its impact on development and identity 

formation. For instance, the notions of some theorists that 

imply a radical break from parents needs to be reconsidered 

(Bios, 1979; Hoffman, 1984). The results of this study 

stress that connectedness, even in domain of "independence," 

is associated with identity development. Also, 

connectedness may be more powerful and separation-

individuation less crucial in identity development than 

previously theorized. 

Another possibility is that the theoretical notions of 

separation-individuation are valid, but the measures are 

simply not measuring these constructs empirically. As both 

measurement of theory and theory overlap, this assertion can 

only be entertained. However, the weak results for males 

and females in separation-individuation domain suggest that 

the ways in which adolescents experience individuation may 

not be tapped with current instruments. 

Gender Differences 

The results suggest that relational domains and the 

quality of the relationships is more closely linked to 

identity development for females than males. In both the 

attachment domain and the separation-individuation domain, 
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which each appear to assess two forms of connectedness, 

females obtained stronger results. In these domains the 

results for females accounted for 23% of the variance of 

Identity Achievement and 33% of Identity Diffusion compared 

to males whose results accounted for 6% of Identity 

Achievement and 11% of Identity Diffusion. 

The notion that attachment plays a more prominent role 

for females has empirical and theoretical support. 

Palladino and Blustein (1994) note that attachment plays a 

considerably more important role for females than males. 

Douvan and Adelson (1966) assert that intimacy is generally 

a more dominant issue for females than males. Hodgson and 

Fischer (1979) found that the female's role does appear to 

emphasize who she is in relation to others. Females usually 

score higher on attachment indices than males (Lapsley et 

al., 1990; Rice, 1993). The theoretical notion that 

attachment is associated with female identity development 

has been supported by other empirical investigations 

(Kroger, 1985; Lapsley et al., 1990). Kenny (1987) found 

that females were more likely than males to seek out the 

help of their parents. 

However, some researchers believe attachment is 

important for males, but is only obvious at certain times. 

The timing of assessment of attachment for males may be 

especially crucial. Rice (1993) found that for females 

attachment is a consistent predictor of college adjustment, 
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but for males attachment appeared to emerge as an observable 

predictor of adjustment for men only at times of significant 

stress; this was especially so for males in their attachment 

relations with their fathers. The beginning and end of 

semester were salient points at which attachment was 

predictive of adjustment. This may be extended to 

attachment and identity development. Perhaps awareness of 

existing attachment relationships only becomes prominent for 

males at particular moments of decision and crisis relevant 

to identity development. 

The results of this study are consistent with current 

ideas in literature that suggest different developmental 

pathways for males and females (Gilligan, 1982; Thorbecke & 

Grotevant, 1982; Kamptner, 1988). Males may form identity 

self-concepts in ways that are less relational. Chodorow 

(1978) and Gilligan (1982) assert that individuation 

responses are associated with males and connection responses 

are associated with females. Chodorow (1978) states that 

separation-individuation is intimately linked with gender 

identity and that the female, parented predominantly by the 

mother does not require the same type of separation as that 

of the males who must separate from the mother. Gilligan 

(1982) notes that adolescents and early adult women 

emphasized connection with others in offering 

self-description and solutions to moral dilemmas, but men 

stressed personal autonomy regarding these issues. 
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In this study female identity development was strongly 

and diversely associated with various measures of 

connectedness that spanned the three domains. For males a 

more compact constellation of forces appeared to influence 

development. Other forces may be at work for males. Males 

may have a constellation of other interpersonal and personal 

dynamics that contribute to identity development which 

simply were not measured in this investigation. However, it 

should also be kept in mind that males may conceptualize 

relational connections in ways that are not tapped by 

available measures. Similarly, the lack of impact of 

separation-individuation, thought to contribute to 

adolescent identity development, especially that of males, 

may be a function of measures which are not sensitive to the 

real operation of separation-individuation processes. 

Identity Exploration and Commitment 

Identity exploration may be fostered not by a breaking 

away, but by maintaining a connection with parents in terms 

of values, beliefs, and attitudes and modifying those values 

and beliefs. For both males and females, similarity of 

attitudes and beliefs significantly contributed to identity 

exploration. This suggests possible family factors that 

encourage identity exploration. 

Identity development consists, in part, of a 

formulation of a cohesive set of personal values in the 

various sectors of life, such as, career, relationships, and 
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religion (Erikson, 1950, 1968). Identity exploration, the 

process of considering alternatives in the various sectors 

of personal values is believed to play a central role 

(Jordaan, 1963; Matteson, 1977). Furthermore, identity 

exploration is viewed increasingly as a process that can be 

facilitated within the context of relationships (Thorbecke & 

Grotevant, 1982). It is a period of gradual renegotiation 

between parents and children from the asymmetrical authority 

of early and middle childhood toward, potentially, a 

peerlike mutuality in adulthood (White, Speisman, & Costos, 

1983) . 

This study appears to support this assertion, 

especially within the arena of values, beliefs, and 

attitudes, that arena subject to cognitive manipulation and 

behavioral enactment. As formal operations develop in 

adolescence and become solidified, the arena of attitudes is 

subject to renegotiation. The findings suggest that 

exploration occurs at the cognitive level of the working 

model. The adolescent may explore from a "cognitive secure 

base". With an ideological connectedness the adolescent can 

venture. However, the venturing retains ties to the 

cognitive base and retains some similarity to the parental 

values. In this process the ideological secure base may be 

modified and links with the parents retained. 

This study indicates that the influence of shared 

values exerts a similar effect on both male and female 
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identity exploration, but differences have been found. 

Grotevant and Cooper (1985) found that for females sources 

of family influence on identity exploration may be more 

complex. Unlike this study they examined multiple 

communication relationships in the family. Furthermore, 

observation of family communication taps actual ongoing 

dynamics, whereas this study taps the cross-sectional 

current attitudes, beliefs, and values. Observation of 

adolescent-parent communication dyads, as well as, marital 

dyad communication as a modeling influence are possible foci 

for future research. Investigation of ideological 

connectedness and observing the active interplay of shared 

values would seem especially conducive to such research 

protocols. 

The two processes of exploration and commitment appear 

to be difficult to distinguish from each other empirically 

and theoretically. A high correlation was obtained between 

the two subscales representing these constructs and suggests 

something similar is being measured. Also, theory offers 

little guidance concerning how the process of commitment 

might function for the adolescent and how it is measurably 

different from exploration. Erikson (1968, 1980) describes 

commitment as a process in which the adolescent adopts 

certain beliefs and values after exploration which become 

components of identity. However, these identity 

characteristics are not inflexible. New experiences or new 
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explorations may lead to adjustment and modification across 

a lifetime. Given this commitment description, the 

processes of exploration and commitment seem quite similar, 

with the emphasis of both on the fluidity of exploration. 

For this group of adolescents in college, an environment 

that encourages exploration, commitment may be a willingness 

to try new ideas which is close to exploration. Therefore, 

the finding of this study, that similarly shared values 

significantly contributes to identity commitment, does not 

seem to contribute additional meaningful insight into the 

understanding of family processes and commitment. 

Methodological and Measurement Issues 

Two significant problems were identified in measuring 

the theoretical concepts of family health, attachment, and 

separation-individuation. This was in spite of rigorous 

efforts to identify the most distinct theoretical constructs 

and their operational scale counterparts in order to 

discretely measure each of these domains. Rigorous measures 

were taken to control for multicollinearity through two 

stringent statistical procedures to obtain scales which 

minimized overlap and maximized a discretely measured 

construct. 

First, there is empirical evidence that the attachment 

and separation-individuation domains may be assessing 

various aspects of connectedness which may have possible 

overlap with family health, specifically marital conflict. 
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Second, there is empirical evidence that within domains, 

instruments using multiple subscales and purporting to 

measure different constructs, are actually assessing similar 

constructs, for example, Functional and Emotional 

Independence. Also, there is empirical evidence that scales 

purporting to measure different domains, such as attachment 

and separation-individuation, are measuring a similar 

construct, for instance Conflictual Independence (PSI) and 

Parental Support (PAQ). Related to this second problem is 

the specific case of some scales seeming to assess 

constructs outside their intended domain, for example, 

Attitudinal Independence, which appears to be a measure of 

connectedness. 

This issue of measurement is related to a 

methodological concern that care must be taken in 

operationalizing theory in an assessment tool. The 

Attitudinal Independence scale was developed by Hoffman 

(1984) to capture the change in mental representation in the 

adolescent as his independence emerged from that of his 

parents. He defined attitudinal independence as "the image 

of oneself as being unique from one's mother's and father, 

having one's own set of beliefs, values, and attitudes" (p. 

171). He based this definition on Bios' (1979) notion of 

the necessity of the adolescent to shed "family 

dependencies" and go through a "decathexis of infantile 

object representations." On this basis Hoffman hypothesized 
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attitudinal independence, differences in beliefs and values, 

would relate to better adjustment. But this notion has not 

been supported empirically. 

The difficulty may be that the dramatic language, such 

as decathexis, repudiation, and shedding, used by Bios 

(1979) to describe intrapsychic processes from a 

psychoanalytic point of view were improperly translated into 

wording that presents a relational breach between adolescent 

and parent attitudes instead of a measure of differentiation 

or individuation. Theoretical intrapsychic description does 

not appear to have translated well into measuring 

extrapsychic and relational parent-child dynamics. This 

observation points to careful consideration in the 

development of measures and points toward a careful analysis 

of theory and interpersonal relationships. A large change 

in attitude or outlook may be primarily an internal 

experience and not affect adolescent-parent relationships in 

measurable ways. 

The consistent thread running through each of the 

family process domains is that connectedness to parents is 

linked in diverse ways with the development of a sense of 

identity in the adolescents. The extent to which these 

domains are distinct and the ways in which common underlying 

factors may connect them represent fertile ground for future 

research. 
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Limitations of the Study 

A number of limitations affect the conclusions that can 

be drawn from this study. First, regression procedures are 

correlational and the present study's findings do not reveal 

the direction of causality in the data. For example, 

findings were interpreted to suggest that family processes 

were facilitative of identity development, exploration, and 

commitment, however, the direction of the influence could be 

reversed. It is plausible to suggest that an emerging sense 

of identity facilitated separation-individuation or fostered 

family health and attachment. 

Second, the research design did not permit full 

examination of the proposed model of late adolescent 

identity development. The hierarchical regression procedure 

detected significant changes in each domain as they were 

added, but did not discriminate how much of the variance of 

the previous domain was contained in each succeeding block. 

Third, several factors limited internal validity. The 

measures used in the study are self-report instruments. As 

such, the internal validity of the study may be limited by 

participants' ability to respond to the questionnaire in a 

thoughtful manner, envisioning the various situations to 

which they are asked to respond. Next, although strenuous 

efforts were made to identify distinct variables to 

represent each domain, some overlap was still present. The 

selection of measures in the attachment domain lacked the 
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precision of the instruments in the separation-individuation 

and family health domains in the ability to tap adolescent 

and parent interactions. Measures that assessed type of 

conflict and range of emotional experience between 

adolescent and parent would be helpful. Overlap was also 

found in the experimental scales, exploration and 

commitment, which were highly related to each other. The 

lack of clarity in the measurement of these variables 

diminished the confidence in the interpretability of the 

findings for these instruments. 

Fourth, certain characteristics of this study limit 

external validity. The sample of subjects obtained was 

primarily Caucasian male and female college students, 18 to 

23 years of age. These findings may not therefore 

generalized to students with other characteristics. For 

example, individuals of the same age who are working full-

time rather than attending college may, as a group, 

experience family relationships differently than college 

students, due to their relatively greater financial 

independence from parents. Furthermore, it is not known how 

the college population may differ from other population 

groupings where academic and personal exploration are 

encouraged. Next, the subject selection procedure was 

purposely limited to individuals from intact families in 

order to minimize the effects of possible different 

developmental paths created within divorced families. As a 
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result the findings can only be considered applicable to 

intact families. Subsequent samples should include 

individuals whose parents have divorced within a specified 

time frame. Lastly, this study's design limited the ability 

of the project to completely address the impact of 

developmental variables. A longitudinal design which could 

track the participants' progress over time would be 

necessary to capture the ebb and flow of these family 

processes. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The results of this study suggest several areas for 

future research that may clarify the role of family 

variables in identity development, exploration, and 

commitment. First, selection of discrete measures of 

theoretical constructs must be the primary work of 

researchers investigating the effects of family processes. 

Analysis of extant studies, factor analyses of the popularly 

used family measures, and more rigorous psychometric 

criteria are recommended to help diminish the effects of 

multicollinearity. In addition, the development of future 

measures must include careful consideration of the 

differences between dramatic intrapsychic processes and the 

subtle manifestations these changes may take in the 

interpersonal context. 

Second, measurement of the full range of identity 

development will offer a more complete understanding of 
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adolescent identity development. Only two scales 

representing the polar ends of the developmental spectrum 

were used, Identity Achievement and Diffusion. The 

intermediary conditions of Identity Foreclosure and 

Moratorium were not used because of inconsistent 

psychometric properties which might make interpretability of 

the results difficult. However, the inclusion of these two 

identity dimensions would offer a fuller picture of the 

range of identity development in relation to family 

processes. In addition, development of sounder methods to 

measure identity exploration and commitment as individual 

processes would add to the understanding of these identity 

dimensions as they are combinations of these two processes. 

Third, target shared values as a domain to explore in 

understanding adolescent identity development. As identity 

development is assessed cognitively through attitudes and 

beliefs concerning the self, the arena of ideological 

connectedness with parents may prove especially fruitful in 

assessing the progress or inhibition in identity 

development. The subtleties of adolescent and parent 

relationships may be measured. The consistent prominence of 

similarity between an adolescent's and parent's belief, 

value, and attitudinal systems clearly suggests identity 

development may be influenced though the parent-adolescent 

cognitive-emotive belief system. Clarification of which 

beliefs, attitudes, and values are more influential as well 
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as the effects of convergence and divergence between 

adolescent and parents could be operationalized and assessed 

through self-report. 

Fourth, rethinking the theory of family processes, 

including gender differences, will be important in 

understanding what researchers are attempting to measure. 

For instance, the domains of connectedness may be more 

important than theory presently suggests. The triple 

strands of family systems, attachment, and 

separation-individuation theory which were initially 

investigated separately have gradually merged. Theorists 

assert the importance of the multidimensional nature of the 

family processes and of individual development, but the 

emphases of the theories may not adequately capture the 

"ties that bind" and how those ties become the essential 

foundation for separation. Beyond the clarification of 

theory within domains, it may be profitable to begin the 

identification of elements common to all domains and target 

research on these pervasive constructs. 
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LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 

Dear Participant: 

In recent years there has been a great deal of interest 
in college students' personal development. The purpose of 
this study is to investigate how family experience affects 
personal development during college. 

If you choose to participate in this study, your 
answers will be kept confidential. There are no right or 
wrong answers to any of the questions in the surveys. We 
are interested in how a group as a whole responds, not your 
individual scores. Please do not put your names on any of 
the questionnaires. 

The questionnaires each contain instructions which are 
self explanatory. Please answer as quickly and honestly as 
you can, and please ANSWER EVERY QUESTION. If you choose to 
do so, you may withdraw from the study at any time. There 
are no risks or discomforts involved in the study. 

A consent form is attached to the packet. Please read 
it and sign if you wish to participate. If you have any 
questions please ask the researcher who is present. 

To receive a summary of the results of this study send 
your request for this study with a self-addressed stamped 
envelope to David T. George at the Psychology Department. 

Your honest responses will be very helpful in the 
success of this study. Thank you for your participation. 

David T. George, M.A. 
Department of Psychology 
University of North Texas 

Vicki Campbell, Ph.D. 
Research Supervisor 
Department of Psychology 
University of North Texas 



APPENDIX B 

INFORMED CONSENT 

215 



216 

INFORMED CONSENT 

This study is exploring college students' family experience 
and personal development. Participation will involve 
completing questionnaires that will take approximately 1 
hour 30 minutes of your time. If you choose to participate 
in this study your answers will be kept confidential. There 
are no risks or discomforts involved in the study. You may 
withdraw from the study at any time if you choose to do so. 

The questionnaires each contain instructions which are self-
explanatory. It is very important that you answer every 
question. Please be completely honest. Your answers are 
entirely confidential and will be useful only if they 
accurately describe you. 

Confidentiality will be maintained by removing the Informed 
Consent with your signature from the packet. Only the last 
four digits of your social security number will be place on 
the response forms to permit identification of duplicate 
data and allow for the possibility of matching data if you 
later volunteer for a follow-up study. 

To receive a summary of the results of this study send your 
request for this study with a self-addressed stamped 
envelope to David T. George at the Psychology Department. 

If you are willing to participate please sign below. This 
form will be separated from your questionnaires upon 
receipt. 

Thank you for your participation. 

David T. George, M.A. 
Psychology Department 
University of North Texas 

I have read/heard a clear explanation and understand the 
nature of the study. I understand that the study is for 
research purposes, and that I may withdraw my consent for my 
participation at any times. 

With my understanding of this, having received this 
information and satisfactory answers to the questions I have 
asked, I voluntarily consent to participate in the study. 

Name (print) 

S ignature 

Social Security # Date 
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(1-2) Record 01 
(5-6) Subject 

PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE 

INSTRUCTIONS: In the space next to'the items below, please enter the number that best answers the question. 
Fill in information when requested in the spaces provided. Please answer every item. 

AGE 
YEAR OF BIRTH (e.g., 70 if born in 1970) 

SEX 
1. male 
2. female 

CLASS 
1. freshman 
2. sophomore 
3. junior 
4. senior 
5. graduate student 
6. other (i.e., special student) 

GRADE POINT AVERAGE (e.g. 3.0) 
| ETHNIC/RACIAL BACKGROUND 

1. African American 
2. Native American 
3. Caucasian 
4. Asian 
5. Hispanic 
6. other 

RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION 
1. Protestant 
2. Catholic 
3. Jewish 
4. Islam 
5. Eastern religions (i.e., Hinduism) 
6. None 
7. Other (please specify) 

RELATIONSHIP STATUS 
1. single, never married 
2. currently married 
3. currently separated 
4. divorced 
5. widowed 

DATING STATUS 
1. single, long-term relationship 
2. single, actively dating 
3. single, not actively dating 

__ CURRENT LIVING SITUATION 
1. with both parents at parents' home 
2. with one parent at parent's home 
3. alone in house/apt. 
4. with other(s) in house/apt. 
5. in residence hall 



219 

MY PARENTS ARE: 
1. married, living together 
2. married, living apart 
3. divorced, not remarried 
4. divorced, one remarried 
5. divorced, both remarried 
6. both parents deceased 
7. mother deceased 
8. father deceased 
9. never married 

HOW MANY TIMES HAS YOUR MOTHER MARRIED? 
1. One time 
2. More than once 

HOW MANY TIMES HAS YOUR FATHER MARRIED? 
1. One time 
2. More than once 

Answer the next two questions only If your parents are divorced. 

WHAT YEAR DID YOUR PARENTS DIVORCE? (e.g., 75 if 1975) 

HOW OLD WERE YOU AT THE TIME OF YOUR PARENT'S DIVORCE? 

HOW CLOSE IS YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR FATHER? 

1. extremely 
2. very 
3. somewhat 
4. not very 
5. not at all 

IF YOU DO NOT LIVE WITH YOUR FATHER HOW OFTEN DO 
YOU SEE HIM? 

1. about once a week 
2. about once a month 
3. about once every few months 
4. about once a year 
5. about once every few years 
6. never 

HOW CLOSE IS YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR MOTHER? 
1. extremely 
2. very 
3. somewhat 
4. not very 
5. not at all 

IF YOU DO NOT LIVE WITH YOUR MOTHER HOW OFTEN DO 
YOU SEE HER? 

1. about once a week 
2. about once a month 
3. about once every few months 
4. about once a year 
5. about once every few years 
6. never 
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WHAT PERCENT OF YOUR LIVING EXPENSES DO YOU PAY FOR YOURSELF? 
1.0 96 
2. 0 - 25% 
3. 26 - 50% 
4. 51 - 75% 
5. 76 -

HOW MUCH TIME DO YOU WORK AT A JOB EACH WEEK? 
1. more than 35 hours a week 
2. 25-35 hours 
3. 15-24 hours 
4. less than 15 hours 
5. not employed 

FATHER'S OCCUPATION 
1. professional 
2. managerial 
3. sales 
4. trained worker 
5. laborer 
6. does not work outside the home 

MOTHER'S OCCUPATION 
1. professional 
2. managerial 
3. sales 
4. trained worker 
5. laborer 
6. does not work outside the home 

For the next two questions use the scale below to indicate highest year of education completed 
in numbers 

Grade School High School College Master's Doctoral 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20+ 

FATHER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

MOTHER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

The following questions ask about your relationship to one special 
person in your life. We call this special person your "attachment 
figure". By attachment figure, we mean: 

. The person you feel closest to right now. 

. The person you'd turn to for comfort, help, advice, love or understanding. 

. The person you'd be most likely to depend on, and who may depend on you for some 
things. 

HOW CLEARLY CAN YOU IDENTIFY SOMEONE IN YOUR LIFE RIGHT NOW WHOM 
YOU WOULD DESCRIBE AS YOUR ATTACHMENT FIGURE? 

1. No one in my life fits this description very well. 
2. More than one person fits this description. 
3. I can identify one person who fits this description. 
4. I don't understand exactly what this means. 

WHAT IS YOUR RELATIONSHIP TO YOUR ATTACHMENT FIGURE? 
1. mother 5. husband or wife 
2. father 6. person romantically involved with 
3. friend 7. other 
4. relative (please specify) 
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HOW WOULD YOU ASSESS YOUR PROGRESS IN BECOMING AN INDEPENDENT 
ADULT? 

1. totally independent 
2. mostly independent 
3. somewhat independent 
4. a little independent 
5. not at all independent 

HOW COMFORTABLE ARE YOU WITH YOUR DEGREE OF INDEPENDENCE? 
1. very comfortable 
2. comfortable 
3. somewhat comfortable 
4. not very comfortable 
5. not at all comfortable 
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2 2 3 

(1-2) Record 02 
(3-6) Subject 

PSYCHOLOGICAL SEPARATION INVENTORY 

INSTRUCTIONS: The following list of statements describes different aspects of students' relationships with both 
their mother and father. Imagine a scale ranging from 1 to 5 that tells how well each statement applies to you. In 
the space next to the statement, please enter a number from "1" (Not at all true of me) to "5" (Very true of me). 
If the statement does not apply enter "1". Please be completely honest. Your answers are entirely confidential 
and will be useful only if they accurately describe you. 

Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Very true 
true of me true of me true of me true of me of me 

X 2 3 4 5 

_ 1. I like to show my friends pictures of my mother. 

_ 2. Sometimes my mother is a burden to me. 

_ 3. I feel longing if I am away from my mother for too long. 

_ 4. My ideas regarding racial equality are similar to my mother's. 

_ 5. My mother's wishes have influenced my selection of friends. 

_ 6. I feel like I am constantly at war with my mother. 

_ 7. I blame my mother for many of the problems I have. 

_ 8. I wish I could trust my mother more. 

_ 9. My attitudes about obscenity are similar to my mother's. 

__10. When I am in difficulty I usually call upon my mother to help me out of trouble. 

_11. My mother is the most important person in the world to me. 

_12. I have to be careful not to hurt my mother's feelings. 

_13. I wish that my mother lived nearer so I could visit her more frequently. 

JL4. My opinions regarding the role of women are similar to my mother's. 

_15. I often ask my mother to assist me in solving personal problems. 

_16. I sometimes feel like I'm being punished by my mother. 

^17. Being away from my mother makes me feel lonely. 

^18. I wish my mother wasn't so overprotective. 

JL9. My opinions regarding the role of men are similar to my mother's. 

_20. I wouldn't make a major purchase without my mother's approval. 

_21. I wish my mother wouldn't try to manipulate me. 

_22. I wish my mother wouldn't try to make fun of me. 

_23. I sometimes call home just to hear my mother's voice. 
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Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Very true 
true of me true of me true of me true of me of me 

1 2 3 4 5 

J24. My religious beliefs are similar to my mother's. 

_25. My mother's wishes have influenced my choice of major at school. 

_26. I feel that I have obligations to my mother that I wish I didn't have. 

^27. My mother expects too much from me. 

^28. I wish I could stop lying to my mother. 

_29. My beliefs regarding how to raise children are similar to my mother's. 

_30. My mother helps me to make my budget. 

J J l . While I am home on vacation I like to spend most of my time with my mother. 

_32. I often wish that my mother would treat me more like an adult. 

_33. After being with my mother for vacation I find it difficult to leave her. 

^34. My values regarding honesty are similar to my mother's. 

_35. I generally consult with my mother when I make plans for an out-of-town weekend. 

JJ6. I am often angry at my mother. 

^37. I like to hug and kiss my mother. 

_38. I hate it when my mother makes suggestions about what I do. 

^39. My atti tudes about solitude are similar to my mother's. 

_40. I consult with my mother when deciding about part- t ime employment. 

_41. I decide what to do according to whether my mother will approve of it. 

_42. Even when my mother has a good idea I refuse to listen to it because she made it. 

_43. When I do poorly in school I feel I'm letting my mother down. 

_44. My atti tudes regarding environmental protection are similar to my mother's. 

_45. I ask my mother what to do when I get into a tough situation. 

__46. I wish my mother wouldn't try to get me to take sides with her. 

_47. My mother is my best friend. 

^48. I argue with my mother over little things. 

_49. My beliefs about how the world began are similar to my mother's. 

J>0. I do what my mother decides on most questions that come up. 

—51. I seem to be closer to my mother than most people my age. 

JS2. My mother is sometimes a source of embarrassment to me. 

J>3. Sometimes I think I am too dependent on my mother. 

J>4. My beliefs about what happens to people when they die are similar to my mother's. 
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Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Very true 
true of me true of me true of me true of me of me 

1 2 3 4 5 

J>5. I ask for my mother's advice when I am planning my vacation time. 

J>6. I am sometimes ashamed of my mother. 

J>7. I care too much about my mother's reactions. 

J>8. I get angry when my mother criticizes me. 

J>9. My attitudes regarding sex are similar to my mother's. 

JoO. I like to have my mother help me pick out the clothing I buy for special occasions. 

J51. I sometimes feel like an extension of my mother. 

_62. When I don't write my mother often enough I feel guilty. 

J>3. I feel uncomfortable keeping things from my mother. 

_64. My attitudes regarding national defense are similar to my mothers. 

Jo5. I call my mother whenever anything goes wrong. 

_66. I often have to make decisions for my mother. 

^67. I'm not sure I could make it in life without my mother. 

J58. I sometimes resent it when my mother tells me what to do. 

^69. My attitudes regarding mentally ill people are similar to my mother's. 

J70. I like to show my friends pictures of my father. 

_71. Sometimes my father is a burden to me. 

J72. I feel longing if I am away from my father for too long. 

_73. My ideas regarding racial equality are similar to my father's. 

_74. My father's wishes have influenced my selection of friends. 

_75. I feel like I am constantly at war with my father. 

_76. I blame my father for many of the problems I have. 

J?7. I wish I could trust my father more. 

JIB. My attitudes about obscenity are similar to my father's. 

JT9. When I am in difficulty I usually call upon my father to help me out of trouble. 

_80. My father is the most important person in the world to me. 

_81. I have to be careful not to hurt my father's feelings. 

^82. I wish that my father lived nearer so I could visit him more frequently. 

—83. My opinions regarding the role of women are similar to my father's. 

_84. I often ask my father to assist me in solving my personal problems. 

_85. I sometimes feel like I'm being punished by my father. 

_86. Being away from my father makes me feel lonely. 

_87. I wish my father wasn't so overprotective. 
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Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Very true 
true of me true of me true of me true of me of me 

1 2 3 4 5 

88. My opinions regarding the role of men are similar to my father's. 

89. I wouldn't make a major purchase without my father's approval. 

90. I wish my father wouldn't try to manipulate me. 

91. I wish my father wouldn't try to make fun of me. 

92. I sometimes call home just to hear my father's voice. 

93. My religious beliefs are similar to my father's. 

94. My father's wishes have influenced my choice of major at school. 

95. I feel that I have obligations to my father that I wish I didn't have. 

96. My father expects too much from me. 

97. I wish I could stop lying to my father. 

98. My beliefs regarding how to raise children are similar to my father's. 

99. My father helps me to make my budget. 

100. While I am home on a vacation I like to spend most of my time with my father. 

101. I often wish that my father would treat me more like an adult. 

102. After being with my father for a vacation I find it difficult to leave him. 

103. My values regarding honesty are similar to my father's. 

_104. I generally consult with my father when I make plans for an out-of- town 
weekend. 

_105. I am often angry at my father. 

_106. I like to hug and kiss my father. 

_107. I hate it when my father makes suggestions about what I do. 

_108. My attitudes about solitude are similar to my father's. 

_109. I consult with my father when deciding about part-time employment. 

^110. I decide what to do according to whether my father will approve of it. 

_111. Even when my father has a good idea I refuse to listen to it because he 
made it. 

_112. When I do poorly in school I feel I'm letting my father down. 

_113. My attitudes regarding environmental protection are similar to my father's. 
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Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Very true 
true of me true of me true of me true of me of me 

1 2 3 4 5 

_114. I ask my father what to do when I get into a tough situation. 

_115. I wish my father wouldn't try to get me to take sides with him. 

^116. My father is my best friend. 

_117. I argue with my father over little things. 

JL1S. My beliefs about how the world began are similar to my father's. 

_119. I do what my father decides on most questions that come up. 

_120. I seem to be closer to my father than most people my age. 

_121. My father is sometimes a source of embarrassment to me. 

_122. Sometimes I think I am too dependent on my father. 

_123. My beliefs about what happens to people when they die are similar to my father's 

_124. I ask for my father's advice when I am planning my vacation time. 

_125. I am sometimes ashamed of my father. 

_126. I care too much about my father's reactions. 

_127. I get angry when my father criticizes me. 

_128. My attitudes regarding sex are similar to my father's. 

_129. I like to have my father help me pick out the clothing I buy for special occasions. 

_130. I sometimes feel like an extension of my father. 

_131. When I don't write my father often enough I feel guilty. 

_132. I feel uncomfortable keeping things from my father. 

_133. My attitudes regarding national defense are similar to my father's. 

_134. I call my father whenever anything goes wrong. 

_135. I often have to make decisions for my father. 

_136. I'm not sure I could make it in life without my father. 

^137. I sometimes resent it when my father tells me what to do. 

_138. My attitudes regarding mentally ill people are similar to my father's. 
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PARENT ATTACHMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire asks you about your mother and father. 

Not at All Somewhat A Moderate Amount Quite a Bit Very Much 
(0-10%) (11-35%) (36-65%) (66-90%) (91-100%) 

1 2 3 4 5 

In general, my mother/father.. 

M F 

1. is someone I can count on to listen to me when I feel upset. 

2. supports my goals and interests. 

3. sees the world differently than I do. 

4. understands my problems and concerns. 

5. respects my privacy. 

6. limits my independence. 

7. gives me advice when I ask for it. 

8. takes me seriously. 

9. likes me to make my own decisions. 

10. criticizes me. 

11. tells me what to think or how to feel. 

12. gives me attention when 1 want it. 

13. is someone I can talk to about anything. 

14. has no idea what I am feeling or thinking. 

15. lets me try new things out and learn on my own. 

16. is too busy to help me. 

17. has trust and confidence in me. 

18. tries to control my life. 

19. protects me from danger and difficulty. 

20. ignores what I have to say. 

21. is sensitive to my feelings and needs. 

22. is disappointed in me. 



2 3 0 

Not at All Somewhat A Moderate Amount Quite a Bit Very Much 
(0-10%) (11-35%) (36-65%) (66-90%) (91-100%) 

1 2 3 4 5 

M F 

23. gives me advice whether or not I want it. 

24. respects my decisions, even if they don't agree. 

25. does things for me, which I would rather do for myself. 

26. is someone whose expectation I feel I have to meet. 

27. treats me like a younger child. 

During time spent together, my mother/father was someone.... 

M F 

28. I looked forward to seeing. 

29. with whom I argued. 

30. with whom I felt comfortable. 

31. who made me angry. 

32. I wanted to be with all the time. 

33. towards whom I felt cool and distant. 

34. who got on my nerves. 

35. who made me feel guilty and anxious. 

36. I liked telling about what I have done recently. 

37. for whom I felt feelings of love. 

38. I tried to ignore. 

39. to whom I told my most personal thoughts and feelings. 

40. I liked being with. 

41. I didn't want to tell what has been going on in my life. 
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Not at All Somewhat A Moderate Amount Quite a Bit Very Much 
(0-10%) (11-35%) (36-65%) (66-90%) (91-100%) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Following time spent together, I leave my mother/father... 

M F 

42. with warm and positive feelings. 

43. feeling let down and disappointed. 

When I have a serious problem or an important decision to make.... 

(Answer this section based on your family in general) Use the scale of 1 to 5 in rating each item. 

44. I look to may family for help. 

45. I go to a therapist, school counselor, or clergy (priest, rabbi, or minister). 

46. I think about what my mom or dad might say. 

47. I work it out on my own, without help from anyone. 

48. I talk it over with a friend. 

49. I know that my family will know what I should do. 

50. I ask my family for help if my friends can't help. 

When I go to my mother/father for help.... 

M F 

51. I feel more sure of my abilities to handle my problems on my own. 

52. I continue to feel unsure of myself. 

53. I feel that I would have gotten more understanding from a friend. 

54. I feel sure that things will work out as long as I follow my parent's advice. 

55. I am disappointed with their response. 
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SOCIAL PROVISIONS SCALE 

Using the scale below, rate how well each of the following 
statements describes you. 

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

. 1. There are people I can depend on to help me if I really need it. 

2. I feel that I do not have any close personal relationships with other people. 

, 3. There is no one I can turn to for guidance in times of stress. 

. 4. There are people who depend on me for help. 

( 5. There are people who enjoy the same social activities I do. 

b 6. Other people do not view me as competent. 

. 7. I feel personally responsible for the well-being of another person. 

. 8. I feel part of a group of people who share my attitudes and beliefs. 

.9. I do not think other people respect my skills and abilities. 

. 10. If something went wrong, no one would come to my assistance. 

11. I have close relationships that provide me with a sense of emotional security and well-being. 

. 12. There is someone I could talk to about important decisions in my life. 

. 13. I have relationships where my competence and skill are recognized. 

. 14. There is no one who shares my interests and concerns. 

. 15. There is no one who really relies on me for their well-being. 

. 16. There is a trustworthy person I could turn to for advice if I were having problems. 

17. I feel a strong emotional bond with at least one other person. 

. 18. There is no one I can depend on for aid if I really need it. 

. 19. There is no one I feel comfortable talking about problems with. 

. 20. There are people who admire my talents and abilities. 

.21 .1 lack a feeling of intimacy with another person. 

. 22. There is no one who likes to do the things I do. 

, 23. There are people I can count on in an emergency. 

. 24. No one needs me to care for them anymore. 
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2 3 5 

FAMILY STRUCTURE SURVEY 

DIRECTIONS: Using the scale below, respond to each item below by indicating how true each item is of you 
and/or your parents. 

Completely False Mostly False Not Sure Mostly True Completely True 

JL 2 3 4 5 

_ 1. My mother depends on me for emotional support. 

_ 2. Once I'm on my own, things in my family won't be the same. 

_ 3. My parents argue a lot. 

_ 4. I spend more time with my family than with my friends. 

_ 5. I worry about my parents' future. 

_ 6. My father seeks me out for advice. 

_ 7. Time is passing too quickly. 

_ 8. I think I've been sheltered from the real world. 

__ 9. My parents let me make my own decisions. 

_10. I'm anxious about leaving home. 

_11. I wonder if my parents will divorce. 

_12. I don't keep any secrets from my mother. 

_13. My father tells me things he won't tell my mother. 

_14. I consider my mother to be a mature adult. 

_15. I want to live close to my parents' home. 

16. My mother expects to know everything I'm doing. 

_17. My father respects my rights as an individual. 

_18. I feel secure that my parents can work out their differences. 

_19. I can't wait to be totally on my own. 

J20. My mother often acts like a child. 

_21. My parents seem to be drifting apart. 

_22. My father will be very hurt if I don't live near him. 
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Completely False Mostly False Not Sure Mostly True Completely True 

1 2 3 4 5 

_23. I worry about my family's future. 

_24. My father depends on me for emotional support. 

_25. I'm prepared to move wherever I can find a good job. 

_26. My parents are in love with one another. 

_27. My folks look forward to their kid(s) growing up. 

28. I consider my father to be a mature adult. 

_29. My mother worries too much about me. 

_30. My father expects to know everything I'm doing. 

_31. There are matters my parents won't discuss with each other. 

32, My parents seem happier than they really are. 

_33. I want to stay close to my family. 

_34. My mother seeks me out for advice. 

_35. My father often acts like a child. 

_36. The family seems to be breaking apart. 

_37. My parents stay together for the children. 

_38. My father worries too much about me. 

_39. I worry about the rest of the family more than my parents do. 

_40. There is tension in my parents' relationship. 

41. My parents usually consult me before making household decisions. 

_42. I'm not sure why my parents are together. 

43. My mother respects my rights as an individual. 

_44. I don't keep any secrets from my father. 

_45. My mother tells me things she won't tell my father. 

_46. My mother will be very hurt if I don't live near her. 
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Completely False Mostly False Not Sure Mostly True Completely True 

1 2 3 4 5 

_47. My parents can handle stress. 

_48. I wish I were younger. 

_49. My parents' marriage is solid. 

50. My parents know what is best for me. 
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2 3 9 

FAMILY ADAPTABILITY AND COHESION SCALES II 

Using the scale below, rate how well each of the following statements describes you. 

Almost Never Once in Awhile Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Family members are supportive of each other during difficult times. 

2. In our family, it is easy for everyone to express his/her opinion. 

3. It is easier to discuss problems with people outside the family than with other family 

members. 

4. Each family member has input regarding major family decisions. 

5. Our family gathers together in the same room. 

6. Children have a say in their discipline. 

7. Our family does things together. 

8. Family members discuss problems and feel good about the solutions. 

9. In our family, everyone goes his/her own way. 

10. We shift household responsibilities from person to person. 

11. Family members know each other's close friends. 

12. It is hard to know what the ruled are in our family. 

13. Family members consult other family members on personal decisions. 

14. Family members say what they want. 

15. We have difficulty thinking of things to do as a family. 

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

17. Family members feel very close to each other. 

18. Discipline is fair in our family. 

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

20. Our family tries new ways of dealing with problems. 

21. Family members go along with what the family decides to do. 

22. In our family, everyone shares responsibilities. 

23. Family members like to spend their free time with each other. 

24. It is difficult to get a rule changed in our family. 
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Almost Never Once in Awhile Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. Family members avoid each other at home. 

26. When problems arise, we comprimise. 

27. We approve of each other's friends. 

28. Family members are afraid to say what is on their minds. 

29. Family members pair up rather than do things as a total family. 

30. Family members share interest and hobbies with each other. 
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2 4 3 

EXTENDED OBJECTIVE MEASURE - EGO IDENTITY SCALE 

Read each item and indicate to what degree it reflects your own thoughts and feelings. If a statement has more 
than one part, please indicate your reaction to the statement as a whole. 

Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. I haven't chosen the occupation I really want to get into, and I'm just working at 
whatever is available until something better comes along. 

2. When it comes to religion, I just haven't found anything that appeals and I don't really 
feel the need to look. 

3. My ideas about men's and women's roles are identical to my parents. What has worked 

for them will obviously work for me. 

4. There's no single "life style" which appeals to me more than another. 

5. There are a lot of different kinds of people. I'm still exploring the many possibilities to 
find the right kind of friends for me. 

6. I sometimes join in recreational activities when asked, but I rarely try anything on my 

7. I haven't really thought about a "dating style." I'm not too concerned whether I date or 
not. 

8. Politics is something that I can never be too sure about because things change so fast. 
But I do think it's important to know what I can politically stand for and 
believe in. 

9. I'm still trying to decide how capable I am as a person and what jobs will be right for 

10. I don't give religion much thought and it doesn't bother me one way or the other. 

11. There's so many ways to divide responsibilities in marriage, I'm trying to decide what 
will work for me. 

12. I'm looking for an acceptable perspective for my own "life style" view, but I haven't 
really found it yet. 

13. There are many reasons for friendship, but I choose my close friends on the basis of 
certain values and similarities that I've personally decided on. 

14. While I don't have one recreational activity I'm really committed to, I'm experiencing 

numerous leisure outlets to identify one I can really get involved in. 

15. Based on past experiences, I've chosen the type of dating relationship I want now. 

16. I haven't really considered politics. It just doesn't excite me much. 
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Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. I might have thought about a lot of different jobs, but there's never really any question 

since my parents said what they wanted. 

18. A person's faith is unique to each individual. I've considered and reconsidered it myself 

and know what I can believe. 

19. I've never really seriously considered men's and women's roles in marriage. It just 

doesn't seem to concern me. 

20. After considerable thought I've developed my own individual viewpoint of what is or me 

an ideal "lifestyle" and don't believe anyone will be likely to change my perspective. 

21. My friends know what's best for me in terms of how to choose my friends. 

22. I've chosen one or more recreational activities to engage in regularly from lots of things 
and I 'm satisfied with those choices. 

23. I don't think about dating much. I just kind of take it as it comes. 

24. I guess I 'm pretty much like my folks when it comes to politics. I follow that they do in 
terms of voting and such. 

25. I 'm really not interested in finding the right job, any job will do. I just seem to flow 

with what is available. 

26. I 'm not sure what religion means to me. I'd like to make up my mind but I 'm not done 

looking yet. 

27. My ideas about men's and women's roles come right from my parents and family. I 
haven't seen any need to look further. 

28. My own views on a desirable life style were taught to me by my parents and I don't see 

any need to question what they taught me. 

29. I don't have any real close friends, and I don't think I 'm looking for one right now. 

30. Sometimes I join in leisure activities, but I really don't see a need to look for a 
particular activity to do regularly. 

31. I 'm trying out different types of dating relationships. I just haven't decided what is best 

for me. 

32. There are so many different political parties and ideals. I can't decide which to follow 

until I figure it all out. 

33. It took me a while to figure it out, but now I really know what I want for a career. 

_ 34. Religion is confusing to me right now. I keep changing my views on what is right and 
wrong for me. 

35. I've spent some time thinking about men's and women's roles in marriage and I've 
decided what will work best for me. 

36. In finding an acceptable viewpoint to life itself, I find myself engaging in a lot of 
discussions with others and some self-exploration. 
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Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

37. I only pick friends my parents would approve of. 

_ 38. I've always liked doing the same recreational activities my parents do and haven't ever 
seriously considered anything else. 

39. I only go out with the type of people my parents expect me to date. 

_ 40. I've thought my political beliefs through and realize I can agree with some and not other 
aspects of what my parents believe. 

_ 41. My parents decided a long time ago what I should go into for employment and I'm 
following through their plans. 

_ 42. I've gone through a period of serious questions about faith and can now say I 
understand what I believe in as an individual. 

_ 43. I've been thinking about the roles that husbands and wives play a lot these days, and 
I'm trying to make a final decision. 

_ 44. My parent's views on life are good enough for me, I don't need anything else. 

_ 45. I've tried many different friendships and now I have a clear idea of what I look for in a 
friend. 

_ 46. After trying a lot of different recreational activities, I've found one or more I really 
enjoy doing by myself or with friends. 

47. My preferences about dating are still in the process of developing. I haven't fully 
decided yet. 

48. I'm not sure about my political beliefs, but I'm trying to figure out what I can truly 
believe in. 

49. It took me a long time to decide but now I know for sure what direction to move in 
for a career. 

50. I attend the same church my family has always attended. I've never really 
questioned why. 

51. There are many ways that married couples can divide up family responsibilities. 
I've thought about lots of ways and now I know exactly how I want it to happen for 
me. 

52. I guess I just kind of enjoy life in general, and I don't see myself living by any particular 

viewpoint to life. 

53. I don't have any close friends. I just like to hang around with the crowd. 

54. I've been experiencing a variety of recreational activities in hopes of finding one or more 
I can enjoy for some time to come. 

55. I've dated different types of people and now know exactly what my own "unwritten 
rules" for dating are and who I will date. 



2 4 6 

Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

56. I really have never been involved in politics enough to have made a firm stand one 
way or the other. 

57. I just can't decide what to do for an occupation. There are so many that have 
possibilities. 

58. I've never really questioned my religion. If it's right for my parents it must be right for 

me. 

59. Opinions on men's and women's roles seem so varied that I don't think much about it. 

60. After a lot of self-examination I have established a very definite view on what my own 
lifestyle will be. 

61. I really don't know what kind of friend is best for me. I'm trying to figure out exactly 
what friendship means to me. 

62. All of my recreational preferences I got from my parents and I haven't really tried 

anything else. 

63. I date only people my parents would approve of. 

64. My folks have always had their own political and moral beliefs about issues like abortion 
and mercy killing and I've always gone along accepting what they have. 
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Table 1 

Subject Characteristics 

Variable n % of Sample 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Class Ranking 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Ethnicity 

African American 

Native American 

Caucasian 

Asian 

Hispanic 

Other 

Male Sample (n = 150) 

9 

26 

32 

27 

26 

30 

25 

43 

39 

43 

9 

1 

112 

9 

15 

4 

6.0 

17.3 

21.3 

18.0 

17.3 

20.0 

16.7 

28.7 

26.0 

28.7 

6.0 

.7 

74.7 

6.0 

10.0 

2.7 

(Table continues) 
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Variable n % of Sample 

Aae 

18 

19 

20 

Female Sample (n = 150) 

23 

30 

38 

21 23 

22 15 

23 21 

Class Ranking 

Freshman 31 

Sophomore 48 

Junior 35 

Senior 36 

Ethnicity 

African American 12 

Native American 1 

Caucasian 114 

Asian 10 

Hispanic 11 

Other 2 

15.3 

20.0 

25.3 

15.3 

10.0 

14.0 

20.7 

32.0 

23.3 

24.0 

8.0 

.7 

76.0 

6.7 

7.3 

1.3 



259 

Table 2 

Means. Standard Deviations, 
Variables 

and Ranges of Family Process 

Scale M SD Possible range Range 

Male Sample (n = 150) 
PSI 

FI 69.61 18.54 0-104 9-102 
AI 54.27 23.86 0-112 1-110 
CI 162.44 24.98 0-200 87-197 

SPS 
ALLIANCE 14.59 1.51 4-16 9-16 
ATTACHMENT 13.60 2.39 4-16 6-16 

FSS 
MC 25.17 9.03 13-65 13-53 
FS 34.98 5.37 13-65 22-53 
PCRR 24.88 5.86 12-60 13-41 
PCO 29.64 6.07 12-60 14-45 

Female Sample (n = 150) 
PSI 

FI 60.97 20.28 0-104 9-103 
AI 48.42 24.50 0-112 0-101 
CI 157.31 29.58 0-200 56-196 

SPS 
ALLIANCE 14.86 1.55 4-16 10-16 
ATTACHMENT 14.01 2.36 4-16 5-16 

FSS 
MC 26.96 9.97 13-65 13-55 
FS 36.13 5.60 13-65 21-54 
PCRR 25.72 5.94 12-60 14-42 
PCO 32.22 6.32 12-60 19-50 

Note: PSI = Psychological Separation Inventory. FI = 
functional independence. AI = attitudinal independence. CI 
conflictual independence. SPS = Social Provisions Scale. 
ALLIANCE = reliable alliance. FSS = Family Structure Scale, 
MC = marital conflict. FS = fear of separation. PCRR = 
parental-child role, reversal. PCO = parent-child 
overinvolvment. 
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Table 3 

Means. Standard Deviations, and Ranges of Identity Varieties 

Scale M SD Possible range Range 

EOMEIS 

ACHIEVEMENT 
DIFFUSION 

ECS 

EXPLORATION 
COMMITMENT 

EOMEIS 

ACHIEVEMENT 
DIFFUSION 

ECS 

Male Sample (n = 150) 

66.97 
47.80 

31.13 
25.26 

9.37 
9.88 

5.15 
3.52 

16-96 
16-96 

8-40 
8-32 

Female Sample (n = 150) 

69.14 
43.52 

8.59 
9.97 

16-96, 
16-96 

43-89 
24-78 

11-40 
10-32 

48-90 
19-67 

EXPLORATION 31.72 
COMMITMENT 25.29 

5.21 
3.07 

8-40 
8-32 

13-40 
15-32 

Note: EOMEIS = Extended Objective Measure - Ego Identity 
Scale. ECS = Exploration and Commitment Scale. 
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Table 10 

Multiple Regression Test for Multicollinearity Displaying R 

Squared: Series One 

Subscale Attachment Family Health Separation- All 
individuation 

Variables 

AFCT .79 .55 .75 .85 

SPRT .62 .53 .66 .77 

INDP .62 .50 .69 .80 

ATCH .58 .18 .13 .61 

GUID .58 .13 . 11 .59 

RE LI .45 .16 .17 .51 

PCO .43 .15 .38 .50 

PCRR .09 .33 .11 .37 

MC .26 .60 .26 .61 

FS .13 .23 . 16 .32 

COH .57 .64 .50 .75 

ADPT .42 .55 .37 .60 

FI .52 .42 .62 .69 

EI .53 .45 .57 .71 

CI .69 .47 .15 .75 

AI .44 .35 .44 .51 

Note. FI = functional independence. CI = conflictual 
independence. AI = attitudinal independence. EI = emotional 
independence. INDP = parental role in fostering autonomy. 
SPRT = parental role in providing emotional support. AFCT = 
affective quality of attachment. RELI = reliable alliance. 
ATCH = attachment. GUID = guidance. FS = fear of separation. 
PCO = parent-child overinvolvement. PCRR = parent-child 
role-reversal. MC = marital conflict. COH = family cohesion. 
ADPT = family adaptability. 
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Table 11 

Multiple Regression Test for Multicollinearitv Displaying R 

Squared: Series Two 

Subscale Attachment Family Health Separation-
individuation 

All Variables 

INDP .19 .50 . 69 .73 

ATCH .39 . 11 . 12 .44 

RELI .37 . 10 . 17 .43 

PCO .18 . 14 .36 .45 

PCRR .06 .26 .11 .33 

MC .21 .28 .26 .48 

FS .07 .22 . 12 .28 

FI .06 .28 .36 .52 

CI .66 .38 . 14 .71 

AI .20 .15 .42 .46 

Note. FI = functional independence. CI = conflictual 
independence. AI = attitudinal independence. INDP = 
parental role in fostering autonomy. RELI = reliable 
alliance. ATCH = attachment. FS = fear of separation. PCO 
= parent-child overinvolvement. PCRR = parent-child role-
reversal. MC = marital conflict. 
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Table 12 

Multiple Regression Test for Multicollinearitv Displaying R 

Squared: Series Three 

Subscale Attachment Family Health Separation- All Variables 
individuation 

AFCT .20 .27 . 66 .70 

ATCH .39 .11 . 13 .44 

RELI .38 .10 .17 .43 

PCO . 01 . 14 .36 .41 

PCRR .04 .26 . 11 . 33 

MC .25 .28 .26 .49 

FS .04 .22 .12 .29 

FI .22 .28 .36 .55 

CI .45 .38 . 14 . 66 

AI .34 .15 .42 .47 

Note. FI = functional independence. CI = conflictual 
independence. AI = attitudinal independence. AFCT = 
affective quality of attachment. RELI = reliable alliance. 
ATCH = attachment. FS = fear of separation. PCO = parent-
child overinvolvement. PCRR = parent-child role-reversal. 
MC = marital conflict. 
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Table 13 

Multiple Regression Test for Multicollinearitv Displaying R 

Squared; Series Four 

Subscale Attachment Family Health Separation- All Variables 
individuation 

AFCT .17 .27 .66 .69 

GUID .40 . 10 . 11 .42 

RE LI .42 .10 .17 .45 

PCO .01 . 14 .36 .41 

PCRR .03 .26 .11 .32 

MC .26 .28 .26 .49 

FS .04 .22 .12 .29 

FI .21 .28 .36 .55 

CI .45 .38 .14 .66 

AI .33 .15 .42 .47 

Note. FI = functional independence. CI = conflictual 
independence. AI = attitudinal independence. AFCT = 
affective quality of attachment. RELI = reliable alliance. 
ATCH = attachment. FS = fear of separation. PCO = parent-
child overinvolvement. PCRR = parent-child role-reversal. MC 
= marital conflict. 
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Table 14 

Multiple Regression Test for Multicollinearitv Displaying R 

Sguared: Series Five 

Subscale Attachment Family Health Separation- All 
individuation 

Variables 

SPRT . 14 .25 .61 .67 

ATCH . 39 .11 .13 .45 

RE LI .36 . 10 . 17 .43 

PCO .07 . 14 .36 .41 

PCRR .04 .26 .11 .33 

MC . 19 .28 .26 .48 

FS .05 .22 . 12 .28 

FI .49 .28 .36 .62 

CI .20 .38 .14 . 52 

AI .43 .15 .42 .49 

Note. FI = functional independence. CI = conflictual 
independence. AI = attitudinal independence. SPRT = parental 
role in providing emotional support. RELI = reliable 
alliance. ATCH = attachment. FS = fear of separation. PCO = 
parent-child overinvolvement. PCRR = parent-child role-
reversal. MC = marital conflict. 
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Table 15 

Multiple Regression Test for Multicollinearity Displaying R 

Squared: Series Six 

Subscale Attachment Family Health Separation- All Variables 
individuation 

ATCH .35 .11 . 13 .42 

RE LI .35 . 10 . 17 .43 

PCO .01 .14 .36 .40 

PCRR .03 .26 . 11 . 32 

MC .11 .28 .26 .48 

FS .04 .22 .12 .28 

FI .04 .28 .36 .49 

CI .15 .38 .14 .46 

AI .08 . 15 .42 .44 

Note. FI = functional independence. CI = conflictual 
independence. AI = attitudinal independence. RELI = reliable 
alliance. ATCH = attachment. FS = fear of separation. PCO = 
parent-child overinvolvement. PCRR = parent-child role-
reversal. MC = marital conflict. 
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Table 24 

Hierarchial Regression Comparisons 

281 

Identity Achievement 

Family Health 
Multiple R 
R Squared 
F Change 
F 
Significant Subscales 
Marital Conflict 

Attachment 
Multiple R 
R Squared 
R Squared Change 
F Change 
F 
Significant Subscales 
Reliable Alliance 

Separat i on-i ndi vi duat i on 
Multiple R 
R Squared 
R Squared Change 
F Change 
F 
Significant Subscales 
Attitudinal Independence 

Identity Diffusion 

Family Health 
Multiple R 
R Squared 
F Change 
F 
Significant Subscales 
Marital Conflict 

Attachment 
Multiple R 
R Squared 
R Squared Change 
F Change 
F 
Significant Subscales 
Attachment 

Separat i on-i nd i v i duat i on 
Multiple R 
R Squared 
R Squared Change 
F Change 
F 
S i gn i f icant SubscaIes 
Attitudinal Independence 
Func t i ona I I independence 
Conflictual Independence 
Attachment 

Males 

.26 

.06 

Females 

.26 

.06 
.04° 
.04a 

- .04 

.31 

.09 

.03 

.18 

.04a 

.04a 

.35 

.12 

.03 

.10 

.02a 

- .03a 

.21 

.04 

.15 

.15 

.24 

.05 

.03 

.53 

.26 

.37 

.13 

.08 

.00b 

.01a 

.00? 
-.00b 

.03 

.03a 

-.or 

.44 

.20 

.14 

.00c 

.00c 

.54 

.29 

.09 

.00c 

.00c 

- .00 c 

.27 

.07 

.02a 

.02a 

.03 

.44 

.19 

.12 

.00c 

.00c 

- .04 

.63 

.40 

.21 

.00c 

.00c 

.00c 

- .04a 

.03a 

- .04a 

(Table continues) 
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Identity Exploration 

Males Females 

Family Health 
Multiple R .16 .16 
R Squared .02 .02 
F Change .38 .41 
F .38 .41 

Attachment 
Multiple R .23 .25 
R Squared .05 .06 
R Squared Change .03 .04 
F Change .28 .12 
F .33 .20 

Separat i on-i ndi vi duat i on 
Multiple R .37 .40 
R Squared .14 .16 
R Squared Change .09. .10 
F Change .00® ,00p 
F .00b .00b 

Significant Subscales 
Attitudinal Independence -.00° -.00c 

Identity Commitment 

Family Health 
Multiple R .19 .12 
R Squared .03 .01 
F Change .20 .67 
F .20 .67 

Attachment 
Multiple R .23 .28 
R Squared .05 .08 
R Squared Change .02 .07 
F Change .48 .02a 

F .29 .08 

Sepa ra t i on-i nd i v i dua t i on 
Multiple R .38 .42 
R Squared .14 .17 
R Squared Change .07 .09 
F Change .00^ .00c 

F .00° .00c 

Significant Subscales 
Attitudinal Independence .00c .00c 

a E < .05. b e < .01. c £ < .001 
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