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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH QUESTIbN

The Purpose of This Study

The family in contemporary urban society is under severe
strain and in need of support from other social institutions
(Shapiro, 1976). Among the variety of supporting institu-
tions which have been developed in this country during the
last century are those which provide children with complete
care away from home whenever the family can no longer fulfill
its normal childrearing function. The number of children
(foster children) cared for in this manner is between 350,000
(National Center for Social Statistics, 1973) and 500,000
(National Commission on Children in Need of Parent, 1979).

The latter is at best a raw estima*e. "The commission could
not determine the number of such children with precision since
many state child welfare agencies do not maintain complete
records and admit they do not know how many children are in
their charge" (National Commission, 1979).

Approximately three-fourths of the foster children in
America are in foster family care (Pike, Downs, Emlen,

Downs and Case, 1977). By and large, these families receive
no special training as parents and the screening process
is minimal (Jones, 1975; National Commission, 1979). This

is particularly distressing due to the fact that placing



an additional child in the home is a significant stress

and causes disruption to the existing transactional patterns
(Wilkes,'3974). When the finding that mental illness,

child behavior, and neglect or abuse account for over

50% of the problems that necessitate placement (Jenkins

& Norman, 1972), is considered, it becomes obvious that
appropriate screening and training of foster parents is
necessary.

"The ultimate objectives of foster family care should
be the promotion of healthy personality developpent of the
child who cherwise lacks adequate parental care and who
cannot remain in his/her home. It should provide approxi-
mation to a normal family than other types of subsﬁitute
care, and be particularly adapted to meet the child's
normal developmental needs in a family centered society"
(Child Welfare, 1967, p. 6). At this time the social
service system of America has no formalized w;; of determin-
ing the family or personal characteristics that attribute
to meeting the foster "child's normal dévelopmental needs."
Dinnage and Pringle (1967, p. 30) in their comprehensive
review of the research in foster care note that "the
measuring and assessment devices used to assess 'successful’
fostering and adjustments among foster children have, gener-
ally speaking, been rather.crude and unsophisticated."

The complexity of the variables which impinge on

the "success" or "failure" of the foster care situation,



in regard to the child, contributes to the difficulty of
making such assessments (Passmark, 1979). The develop-
mental ﬁistory, age, and characteristics of the child; the
nature of his/her relationship with his/her parents;
reasons for placement; and the quality of attention from
caseworkers and other professionals, in addition to the
characteristics of the foster family, all combine to make
a large variety of dynamic foster care situations. Research
investigations have seldom been able to account for the
simultaneous contribution of even a few of these influences
which help to shape the adjustment of children in foster
care (Fanshel & Shinn, 1978).

Fanshel & Shinn (1978) recommend that foster parents
should be selected from among those who have qualities such-
as those described in the Child Welfare League of America's

Standards for Foster Family Care Services.

They should be persons who:
- a. are able to give affection and cére to a child
in order to meet his needé;
b. have the capacity to be giving without

expectations of immediate returns;

c. are able to maintain meaningful relationships,
free from chronic severe conflict, with members

of their own families and with persons outside

‘the family;




d. give evidence of flexibility and modifiability

g

in their expectations, attitudes, and behavior

in relation to the needs and problems of

child;en and ability to use help when it is
needed to meet problems of family living.

e. have the ability to accept the child's relation-
ship with his/her parents and with the agency,
without any marked tendency to be over-possessive
(Fanshel & Shinn, 1978) (my emphases).

In essence, these standards for foster family care exhort
foster families to have the ability to be adaptable in new
or different circumstances (see "d" above), and have the
ability to maintain bonds of cohesion both in and out of
family relationships (see "c" above). Olson, Sprenkle
and Russell (1979) have developed a model of family inter-
action which is presented and organized around these two

basic dimensions, adaptability and cohesion. These investi-

gators found it possible to place‘the primary concepts that
are widely reported as being essential by family sociologists,
social psychologists, anthropologists, small group theorists
and family theorists on a continuum of these two‘dimensions.
In an effort to integrate concepts from these various fields,
the authors found that certain family types could be
identified if these two dimensions were placed horizontally
and vertically on an orthogonal axis, which formed their
"Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems" (Olson,

Sprenkle & Russell, 1979).



The purpose of the proposed study is to investigate the

relationship between these family interactional variables of

-

family adaptability and family cohesion with overall life

satisfaction and a rating of successful fostering parenting.
A description of foster families, a description of optimal
functioning families, and a description and discussion of the
Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems and the two

dimensions of family adaptability and family cohesion, along

with their respective subcomponents will follow. The pro-
posed study presents testable hypotheses involving foster
families; including foster parents, foster children and natural
children. The proposed methodology will serve to obtain self;
report data from these foster families and subjective data

regarding these foster families from foster care social workers.

Review of the Literature on Foster Parenting

.

Until recently, the literature regarding foster’families‘
and foster childfen has been primarily rooted in the non-
empirical, strictly observational and descriptive format.

Less than twenty years ago Fanshel (1966, p. 4) noted "One
searches in vain in the literature of child welfare practioners'
for well-conceived theoretical formulations about the nature

of foster parenthood. Whét one does find is a few reports

of studies of limited scope along with a good deal of thought-
ful reflection by caseworkers on the character and problems

of foster parents." Since that time, a more precise



perspective on foster families has been emerging, as
empirical investigation have been undertaken. Following
the exhortations of Fanshel (1960), numerous investigators
have followed his lead in an effort to better understand
the foster care system: George (1970), Jenkins and
Norman (1972), Petersen and Pierce (1974), Aldridge and
Cautley (1976), Rowe (1976) and Frank (1980), just to
name a few.

Throughout both the descriptive and the empirical
literature, a major focus is placed on the foster mother.
Foster mothersvare described as the family decision makers
and as women with a need to mother not only many children
but their husbands as well (Fanshel, 19266). Charneyr(l955,
p. 167) makes the flat statement, "Foster mothers tend to
be the dominant members of their families." Markey and
Noble (1236) in a study of 35 foster homes found the foster
mother to be more "masculine” than the foster father in
a large number of instances. However, studies that attempt
to determine the dominant parent in foster families primarily
rely on foster care social workers' perceptions of the
parental relationship. Due to the nature of the foster
parenting situation, the foster father may be much less
accessable to the social worker. Other factors may also
attribute to foster mothers being seen as the dominant person
in the family. Jones (1975) studied 56 British foster homes

who were no longer fostering. When asked "Why did you decide



to foster parent?", 30% of the ex~foster fathers gave their
main reason as being "good for wife." None of the ex-foster
mothers ~said "good for husband.” Over half of these ex-
foster mothers described their reasons for starting to
foster as a way of satisfying their own families' needs.

The implication here is that these mothers can "get a job"
(through fostering) and satisfy some of their needs at the
same time. These fathers may indeed view fostering as the
wife's job and subsequently appear to be less involved.

The early literature often suggests questionable
motivations for foster parenting. Glickman (1957, p. 181)
notes that "it is often found that foster mothers who like
to control and direct in their need to give and to keep
busy, to meet their underlying tresses, find that children
in their natural helplessness lend themselves well to filling
such needs." To date empirical evidence regarding foster
parents "true" motivations for assuming such a task are
unclear. Based on Josselyn's (1952) experience, reasons
given by foster parents often make underlying motives. In
some instances, the choice may be determined almost entirely
by a narcisistic or neurotic need, or defense measures of
maintaining psychiatric equilibrium. For example, a mother
may be unable to cope with the interpsychic distance that
becomes evident between her and her husband following the
launching of their last biological child and thus requests

to have other children to parent so her psychic and physical



energies are directed toward an "appropriate”" and "noble"
source, foster children.

It is unrealistic to expect to find many foster
parents entirely free from neurotic motivations and needs
since the seeking of a foster 'hild is usually, to some
degree, the family's way of so ving a conscious or uncon-
scious problem" (Klein & Overst "eet, 1956, p. 9-10).
Sayles (1936) identified three motives for foster parenting:

1. Search for fulfillment in an object of
devotion, or of a response that they have
failed to obtain elsewhere, or of an opportun-
ity to shape to their own design some young,
malleable personality;

2. Seeking and satisfaction in helping a child
to discover his/her own gifts and essential
desires and in getting him/her started on
the road to self-fulfillment;

3. Satisfying a "strong parental bent."

Whatever the motivation, the foster mother is of
primary focus from the very beginning of the fostering
process. The foster parent application process is even
more rigerous for foster mothers than it is for foster
fathers (Cautley & Lichstein, 1974). Investigators also
focus on the fostér mother when attempting to identify
variables that distinguish "successful" fostering from

"unsuccessful" fostering (Shaprio, 1976). The empirical



literature regarding the characteristics of both foster
mothers and foster fathers is divided in this manner:
successfﬁl vs. unsuccessful foster parenting. This liter-
ature will be reviewed later, following a description of
the foster children that are placed in care.

Placement of a child in foster care can be due to
situations ranging from mental or physical illness to
abandonment or desertion. In an investigation of 390
families involving 533 foster children in New York City,
Jenkins and Norman (1972) found that over 50% of the foster
placements were‘made due to mental illness of the child
caring person (22%), child behavior (16%) or neglect or
abuse (14%). Seventy seven percent had primarilyrbeen
taken care of by their mothers. Seventy three percent of
these foster children had been separated from their fathers
for longer than one month prior to their placement. Most
of the parents of these foster children were‘zn their 20's
and-30's and the majority had not completed the 10th grade.
"For most households, poverty is a necessary but not a sufficient
condition for placement. It is the marginal family, whose
characteristics and social circumstances are such.that it
cannot sustain further stress, which utilizes the placement
system as a last resort when its own fragile supports
break down" (Jenkins & Norman, 1972, p. 19).

It is often a child's physical illness that is the

stress that forces a family to seek foster family assistance.
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Swire and Kayaler (1977) report this to be the case in their
study of 668 foster children. They>had these children,
ages 1 thru 15, screened through pediatric clinics who
administered physical examinations. Their findings were
soméwhat staggering. Seventy four percent of these foster
children showed some form of physical abnormality. Even
more staggering in the finding that 45% were found to
have at least one chronic condition and 37% had conditions
that required referral for specialty treatment. They
also concluded that only 4% (of a school-age sub-group of
179 foster children) were unimpaired mentally. Although
one-time cross-sectional investigation of this type tends
to be biased in the direction of severe pathology (Fanshel,
1971), it ne?ertheless remains that those children who
enter the foster care system have significant medical and
psychiatric problems that not only the social service agency
but also foster parents must meet. While the state and
federal governments provide monetaiy resources through
the social service agency that helps to meet many of these
needs, physical and emotional support is also needed by
the foster family as well as the natural family.

Probably the most in depth research conducted on
foster parents, foster children and the natural parents
of these foster children was conducted by Fanshel and Shinn
(1978). These investigators conducted a 5 year longitudinal

study of 624 foster children in foster family care in New
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York City. The reasons for placement of this sample were
similar to those of Jenkins and Norman (1972), with more
than 45¢ of foster placements being due to mental illness
of the éhild—rearing person (21.9%), neglect or abuse of
child (14.6%) and behavior of child (11.7%). The primary
purpose of this study hqwever was to determine the effect
of the foster‘family on these foster children. At three
intervals during their placement, these foster children
were tested across numerous variables. They averaged in
the 90 to 100 I.Q. range at the time of placement. They
were generally iower in verbal than performance scores.
Extended tenure in care was not associated with loss of
I.Q. on the whole. On the contrary, the evidence from
this sample suggests that some children's mental performance
benefits from foster care while others deteriorate. After
2% years in care white children tended to decline in verbal
I.Q0. while blacks‘tended to show increase in I.Q. through-
out care. However, I.Q. change was not a significant
predictor of change in school performance for the 5 year
span.

In this extensive study, Fanshel and Shinn (1978)
further report that foster-children tend to show somewhat
problematic behavior with passage of time in foster care,
particularly those who enter at age 6 or older. However,

" those children who were placed in foster homes that were
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perceived by social workers as providing an intellectually
stimulating environment were likewise as showing positive
behavioral changes during the 5 year time span studied.

Anastasi (19?8} highly correlates self-concept with
intellectual functioning. This seems to be a plausable
explanation for the above cited findings. These intellec-
tually stimulating envifonments may not only encourage
behavioral chénge but alsc enhance the foster child's
self-concept. From all indications, numerous foster children
are especially in need of enhanced self-concepts. 1In a
research study that investigated the foster placement system
of 2 rural communities, 2 urban communities, 2 metropolitan
areas and 2 big cities, Maas and Engler (1959) reported
findings for some communities demonstrating that as many
as 602 of the children studied showed evidence of confused
Self-conceﬁts. Comparing their sample of foster children
with their sample of adopted children these investigators
stated "The child in foster care was much more likely to
exhibit some psychological disturbance, although these
symptoms did not appear more frequently at the time of our
study than they had appeared at the intake of both these
groups" (Maas & Engler, 1959, p. 453-54).

Rather than attempting to determine the degree of
psychological disturbance, Sherman, Neuman and Shyne (1973)

attempted, among other things, to identify fostex children's
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"total well-being." Their sample included 413 foster children
in the state of Rhode Island. In attempting to attain this
- measure 6% "total well-being" these investigators asked the
foster childrens foster care caseworkers to respond to a
question that read, "To what extent does this child have the
physical, intellectual, emotional and social abilities and
resources to weather his life situations?" A scoring system
was used with seven scale positions ranging from 0 for "extrem-
ely low"to 6 for "extremely high" with the "about average"
position having a score of 3. The sample‘foster children
showed a mean scbre of 2.73, somewhat under the midpoint or
average score of 3. One difficulty with interpreting this
finding is that the reference group is unknown. The question
" is whether the reference groups are natural children or other
foster éhildren? Therefore, other reserachers have difficulty
in intefpreting_this data.

Shernan et al. (1973) interpreted this data in
light of the findings that Weinstein (1959) reported follow-
ing his development and research on this scale. Weinstein
(1959) found that the group of foster children who clearly
jdentified with their biological parents as their parents
had a mean score of 3.29. While those who identified with
their foster parents as their "parents," scored a mean of
2.50. Those foster children with "mixed" identification
had a mean score of 2.19. Even though this original sample
was too small to draw generalizations from, the preliminary
indicationé are that efforts should be made to enable foster

children to maintain their identification with their
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biological parents. However this rating of social workers

is interpreted, therpicture that immerges is that at best,

the average foster child is likely to be below average not

only on the scale of "total well-being, but also on factors
such as I.Q., behavior, and physical and emotional develop-
ment.

All these factors éssociated with foster children in
general makes them appear as a highly vulnerable group.

The .foster parents that assume this role are often provided
with little assistance from the biological parents in per-
forming their challenging job.

The homes from which foster children comerare typically
families that are headed by mothers. This fact has been
reported by numerous authors. Jenkins and Norman (1972)
in their large New York sample report 46% of the families
from which foster children came were headed by mother only.
This figure included 36% never married, 7% divorced, 3%
widowed mothers, and of the 54% who reported being married,
36% were not living with their husbands. Sherman et. al.
(1973) report similar findings from their sample of 413
foster children. Only 24% of these foster children came
from intact families (both mother and father living in the
home). With British samples George (1970) found only 25%
of the legitimate foster children had parents who were
living together at the time of placement and the proportion

is obviously lower when illegitimate children are taken
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into account. Parker (1966) found an equally small |
proportion, only 20% of the natural parents living together
at the tgme of foster placement.

Family structure, by itself, is not a sufficient
determinant of adequate parenting. However, Kellam et. al.
(1977) report that children of single mothers unsupported
by others (i.e. grandmother, boyfriend, etc.) have lower
levels of mental health than those with traditional family
structure.

Though not bfoken down by family structure, several
studies document minimal contact of biological parents with
their child during foster placement (Jenkins & Norman, 1972;
Shapiro, 1976; Fanshel & Shinn, 1978). "The numbef of
parental visits to children in placement cannot always
be assumed to be a direct reflection of parental concern,
since there may be interfering factors affecting their
frequency" (Jenkins & Norman, 1972, p. 241).-\Such things
as agency policy, distance from the placement home, hostile
parent-child relétionship or threateniﬁg parent-foster parent
relationship may discourage or make visitations impossible.
Even with these limitations, however, and recogniéing that
the line between "didn't want to" and "couldn't" visit may
be a thin one, the fact remains that biological parent
involvement decreases draétically following foster placement.
Jenkins and Norman (1972) with a sample of 297 natural

mothers and 137 natural fathers with foster children in
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care report 11% of the mothers and 10% of the fathers did
not see their child at all during placement, while 21%

and 16% only saw their child once a month, respectively.
These figures may jump to more "eye opening" levels when
the 11% of mofhers‘and 34% of fathers, whose number of
visits were not ascertainable, are added. Twenty seven
percent of the mothers had never visited their foster child
in Sherman et. al's. 1973 study while 20% made contact

less than once a month.

In Shapiro's. (1976) longitudinal study, she reports
5% of the foster children had no contact at all with their
families and "a large majority" had minimal contact during
the first year. Seventeen percent of the mothers and
fathers were described as.occasionally or‘rarely'viéiting
during this first year, with 13% of the mothers and 22%
of the fathers never visiting. The proportion of childrén
having no contact with their families at all “rose sharply
over the middle years of this study and peak at 29% during
the 5th year.

Fanshel and Shinn's (1978) similar longitudinal study
reports even more discouraging'findings. They state, "At
the end of 5 years, 57% of the children still in care were
not being visited. Behind this figure may well exist acute
feelings of pain for the children involved" (p. 110).

These investigators found a strong association between the

frequency of parental visiting and Ehe discharge of children
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from foster care. During the first year the children whose
‘parents visited at least "frequently" were almost twice\

as likei} to be discharged eventually as those not visited
at all or only minimally. Sixty six percent of the children
whose parents never visited during the first year of their
placement and 54% of those visited "minimally" were still
in foster care 5 years later. 1In contrast, 31% of the
children whose parents visited on a frequent but irregular
basis and 27% of those whose parents visited on all occa-
sions permitted byrthe agency were still in care at the end
of the 5 years.

The picture of natural parents' involvementrin their
childrens' lives following foster placement does indeed
become clearer with thé above information. A laige portion
of foster children appear to be, in essence, "deserted"
by their natural parents following foster placement. It
is yet to be determined whether an emotional‘;esertion may
in fact take place prior to foster placement. Even if
this is an unfouﬁded assumption, the fact remains that
wheni children are placed in foster care a large majority
have at least one mitigating circumstance that makes their
chances for returning to their biological family at best
minimal and often impossible.

Numerous investigatérs have reported that it is

certain characteristics and strengths of the foster family

that determine the chances of the foster childs returning
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to his/her biological family (George, 1970; Cautley & Aldridge,
1975; Aldridge & Cautley, 1976; Rowe, 1976; and Shaprio, 1976).
A look at the foster family follows.

The foster family must not only cope with the stresses
that any average family faces, but must also deal with:

1. Disruption of the family equilibrium following
a foster placement or separation;

2. Coping with the foster child in transition
from his/her natural family to the foster
family;

3. Dealing with the "alien" social service
agency that has responsibility for the foster
'child and the foster family; and

4. Harboring unrealistic ekpectations-about what
is going to be accomplished by the foster
placement (Wilkes, 1974).

Families develop an equilibrium in their functioning
so that there are family patterns of activity, relationships,
decision making and problem solving. Bain (1978) cites
numerous studies that show evidence that times of transition
for a family are times of increased stress. "Stress of
any type tends to disrupt the equilibrium and by and large,
the greater the stress, the greater the disruption. An
additional child in the home is a significant stress and
always causes disruption in the existing transactional

patterns" (Wilkes, 1974, p. 374). In the foster care
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situation, not only is the foster family in disequilibrium
but the natural family's equilibrium is altered and the
foster childs ties are in a state of flux. "When a foster
child is placed in foster care, he/she is unavoidably
wrenched from his biological parents. No matter how benign
the foster family, both the child and his biological parents
react to and profoundlyAexperience the rupture of their
mutual family ties" (Colon, 1978, p. 296). The foster
family must have the strength to not only deal with their
state of disequilibrium but also with the especially pre-
carious situation of the foster child. This may take
exceptional emotional strength, especially from the foster
parents. If the foster child "can reproduce in the foster
home a duplicate of the way they were treatec¢ in their
original home, they are able to feel that they are in control
of what is.happening to them and so are masters of their
fate. They do this by trying unwittingly to manipulate

the foster parents' feelings and behavior into a mold

that fits their memory of how their own parents had acted
toward them" (Littner, 1978, p. 5).

The ability of the foster parents to develop close
relationships with foster children ‘can challenge the need
of the child to establish old familiar patterns. At the
same time, the foster parent is in a double bind situation.
"Oon the one hand foster parents want to develop a close

relationship with the child.... On the other hand, they
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feel threatened by the knowledge that this relationship
may be interrupted or terminated, and that they will be
hurt by “the loss of the child. This concern may be
intensified if they have not yet resolved separation
feeiings from their own childhood. Because of this fear,
some foster parents cannot invest themselves in the child
as much as they would like" (Littner, 1978, p. 9).

The background of foster parents has been found to
be an important variable regarding other issues in foster
care also. Fanshel (1978) has suggested that knowledge
about'the social characteristics of foster parents would
be useful in the recruitment of foster parents. 1In his
study of 101 foster families in Pittsburg-Allegeheny County
area of Pennsylvania, Fanshel (1962) reported that 73%
were white and almost all fell between the ages of 31
and 60. Over three-fifth of the subjects had two or
fewer children of their own, with two-thirds of the
families with own children reportihg that all these child-
ren were still living at home. Nearly 40% of the couples
had been married at least 24 years. The majority of the
foster mothers had been reared in families in which there
were six or more children. The education level of the
foster mothers was below that of the average population
and few were employed.

The foster fathers in Fanshel's sample also tended

to come from large families. Forty percent had not gone
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beyond a grade school education and only 12% had attended
college. Théy were predominately employed in blue collar
occupatians and stably employed. The median income for
these foster families about $500 above the average American
family at that time.

In a sample about the same size as Fanshels, Jaffee
(1970) compared two different social agency's foster parents
in Seattle for social characteristics. Jaffee found the
majority of foster parent ranging in age from 30 to 54;
about 80% were protestant; over 50% of the males held blue
collar jobs; and 96% of the families had an income between
$6,000 and $20,000 in 1968.

Probably the most recent study concerning social
characteristics of foster parents, Petersen and Pierce
(1974) repqrt similar findings. Seventy five foster
parents in Black Hawk County, Iowa were surveyed with the
following findings: the majority were raised in large
families (4 or more children) within Iowa by their biological
parents; 65% had been married 16 or more years; 19% of
the mothers and 9% of the fathers had been divorced; the
mean number of own children (including adopted) per foster
family was 3.14 and the mean living at home was 2.14;
educational attainment beyond high school was relatively
rare, especially the mothers; and average incomes closely

approximated that of the average family of that area.

From the data presented above, foster families do

not differ ﬁarkedly from the general populatioh. Likewise,
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one might expect that they vary little from the general
population in their parenting style.

Tgbically parents aren't rated by an outside source
as to their "success or failure" as parents. The criteria
for "success or failure" for the general public is usually
the outcome of the child. Determining "success or failure"
of foster parents is somewhat more complicated and is
generally determined by foster care social workers. A
limited number of studies have attempted to identify the
characteristics of foster parents that attribute to "success-
ful" fostering.

Social class is one of the criteria that foster care
social workers take into account prior to placing a foster
child. This is to be assured the family is capable of
meeting the child's basic needs. There is contradictory
evidende, however, as to its relation to successful foster
care. Parker (1966) reports that the lower classes are
slightly more successful than higher-socioeconomic (SES)
groups, while Cautley et.al. (1975) found the higher SES
group to be more successful. Numerous studies have found
no relation between class and performance (Trasler, 1960;
George, 1970; and Kraus, 1971). Rowe (1976) , while finding
no relation between SES and successful parenting, did find
that foster parents with a combination of high SES and high
verbal I.Q. tend to show more acceptance of the foster

child. Rowe also reports a strong relation bewteen acceptance
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of the foster child and successful parenting. "It appears
correct to conclude that the social roles imposed on foster
parents Sy their socioeconomic status do not comprise values
and attitudes, nor do they generate traits that aré relevant
to foster care, with one caveat. There may be minimal
levels of literacy and intelligence required for foster
parenting". (Rowe, 1976, p. 512).

There is considerable evidence linking foster parents
attitudes with their success at fostering. Fanshel (1966)
found that the better foster mothers (as rated by social
workers) are more understanding of the child's behavior,
as aware of her own needs, and as capable of meeting the
child's emotional needs. Similarly, Cautley et. al. (1966)
found good foster parents to be considerate of the child's
needs and show skill in dealing with problem children.

Rowe (1976) concludes from his study that parental attitudes
are related to successful foster parenting. On the other
hand, authoritarian attitudes are associated with poor
foster care, as is extreme religious devotion (Cautley

et. al., 1966; Cautley & Aldridge, 1975). The latter may

be due to "legalistic" parenting styles traditionally
associated with extreme religious devotion, while foster
children traditionally come from parents with quite the
opposite parenting style.' Thus over conflict may result.

Other predictors of successful foster parenting are
as follows:

1. Experience of foster mother with having other

children stay in her home;
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2. The foster father reporting that he and his
wife make major decisions together;

3. The foster father's flexibility (i.e. extent
to which he has changed because of his exper-
iences with children) and his self-awareness;
and

4, The foster mother's "differentiation in regard
to her own children" (i.e. seeing them as
distinct individuals) (Cautley & Aldridge,
1975) . |

Rowe, (1976) found the number of siblings, number of natural
children, foster mother's preference for number of children,
and sex and age of foster child to be unrelated to success-

ful foster parenting.

One of the most controversial means of predicting
successful foster parenting is the use of the foster parent's
age. As expected, it is the age of-the foster mother that
has been related to foster care outcome. Trasler (1960)
and Parker (1966) found that foster mothers aged forty
Oor over were more successful than younger foster mothers
though-in both studies the difference was almost but not
gquite significant. Etri (1959) and George (1970) report
foster mothers under the age of forty to be more successful
than older foster mothers but again the difference was
almost, but not quite significant. Murphy (1964) and Rowe
(1976) found no significant association between outcome and

the foster mother's age. Weinstein (1959) did attempt to
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assess success on this factor but did find that children
with younger foster mothers (45 or under) identify with
them more than do children with older foster mothers.

His explanation for this finding was that younger foster
mothers tend to structure the placement situations in terms
of adoption rather than boardinghome care. Therefore, the
implicit assumption as to the type of placement may affect
the outcome of the placement.

In the lone study of foster father's age and success-
ful foster parenting, George (1970) reports that foster
fatherg were on the average 5 years older than foster mothers
so the dividing line for them was somewhat higher. Younger
foster fathers were significantly more successful than older
foster fathers.

All these findings regarding age and successful foster
parenting are made much more difficult to interpret due to
the fact that younger foster mothers take care of younger
children, but this is not always the case. Thus to clear
the picture, the age of children in care must be controlled.
This has not been done to date. The same problem.exists when
attempting to interpret the finding that foster parents
with less than one year experience and those without biologi-
cal children are more successful. Parker's (1966) findings
suggest, rather, that more experienced foster parents with
biological children are most successful. Again age of

foster children needs to be controlled.
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All these studies attempting to find characteristics
conducive to successful foster parenting have used foster
care social workers' subjective criteria for success,
except for Fanshel‘(1966) who used the Parent Attitude
Research Instrument. Shapiro (1976), in an effort to become
more specific than "successful vs. unsuccessful" foster
parenting, asked foster care social workers to share their
concern and praise of foster parents. Foster parenté were
rated 4 times during the 5 year longitudinal study. The
most common form of praise was for warmth, concern and
"extra" attention given the child. This was a pattern that
was consistent across the 5 year span. From the second
assessment on, the next most common positive factor seen
in the foster homes was the treatment of the foster child
as "one of the family."

The limitation that was most often mentioned on the
first evaluation was the foster mother's ability to care
for only specific types of dhildren: infants, children
in need of temporary care, those free of emotional distur-
bance, etc. Second most frequent were complaints about
rigidity and excessive demands for conformity. From the
second evaluation to the end of the 5 year study the
dominant reason for social worker doubts about foster
homes centered on the foster mother's inability to strike
the desired balance between permissiveness and control.

This was the case in over one-third of the 100 cases
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reviewed in content analysis. These parents were described
as either too strict, rigid, or punitive, or at the other
extreme, too permissive, unable to discipline, overpro-
tective or overindulgent. During the middle two evaluations
the majority of the mothers were described as overly
permissive but at the last evaluation the two extremes

were described with equal frequency.

Shapiro (1976), as alluded to earlier, points out
that these are problems that may be no different from that
of other parents. But besides being under the foster care
agéncyland the social worker's scrutiny, foster families
necessarily function differently from the "average" family
of America. "The foster family differs from the modern
nuclear family in that the foster family is an open system,
whereas the nuclear family is semiclosed" (Eastman, 1979,
p. 564). Fanshel (1966, p. 15) describes the "openness”
of the foster family system this way:

"The modern urban middle;class family has been
characteristically described as a compact nuclear
group enclosed in a tight circle. The interdependence
of the family members is often so intense that the
children are not adequately prepared to leave the
unit when they mature into young adulthood. At the
same time anybody who is not a member of the nuclear
family is forbidden entrance, including grandma.

By way of contrast; the foster family is open to

complete strangers - the foster children coming under

its care, as well as the casework staff, the natural
parents of children, the adoptive parents and so on.

This openness is more characteristic of folk-type

societies than the modern industrial societies."

By definition, the foster family must be willing to

‘allow non-related children in their home for at least
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temporary placement. This obviously complicates boundary
maintenance. "Viewing the family as a boundary-maintaining
system suggests that it is partially closed, semi-autonomous,
and when coping with internal issues may seem to exclude

the world from its-affairs" (Hill, 1971, p. 8). Although

the modern nuclear family meets this definition, the foster
family does not. Its ambiguity of boundaries and willingness
to allow foster children and agency personnel into the family
system clearly indicate this. "A system is open if its
boundaries are not well defined or have breaks that enable
the system to interact with the environment" (Banathy,
1973,‘p. 8). Thus, it is well founded to identify the foster
family as an open system.

A certain degree of openness is necessary if a system
is to prosper, but too much openness can be detrimental
(Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson, 1967). "A totally open
system...implies totally unstable, unpredictable and random
input and output. This means the absence of specified and
stated requirements, demands, constraints, resources,
and other factors that define what a system is" (Banathy,
1973, p. 8-9). "The ambiguity that results from too much
openness may be a major cause of foster home dissatisfaction
and dissolution. Many foster parents may choose not to
accept the uncertainty inherent to the situation" (Eastman,
1979, p. 565).

Foster families, as open systems, often find it

‘difficult to know how fully to integrate a child into the
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family system. "Separateness and connectedness are the
underlying conditions of a family's life...a basic family
process is the effort to achieve a satisfactory pattern

of seperateness and connectedness" (Handel, 1967, p. 529).
This balance is especially difficult in the foster family
due to the ever present awareness that the relationship
with the foster child can be severed with little notice
(Littner, 1978). "The longer a component (child) stays
with a system,...the stronger appears its deterministic
clutch on him" (Monane, 1967, p. 144).

While exact figures are lacking, indications are that
the average length of time a child spends in the foster
family care system is upwards of three years. 1In that time,
the average number of placements per child is slightly
more than two (National Commission, 1979). This means
that the foster child must adjust to different family
systems. As mentioned earlier adding or subtracting a
child from the home is a significant stress and always
causes disruption in the existing transactional patterns
(Wilkes, 1974). Adequate coping with these stresses
and disruptions call for a foster family system to be able
to undergo change and transition while not changing so
rapidly that it cannot tolerate the stress (Eastman, 1979).
"sudden change in a systeﬁ's components...may tear the
system apart (Monane, 1967, p. 144). The early changes

affect the system much more significantly than do later
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ones, that is, the arrival of the first child is more
traumatic than the ones that follow (Eastman, 1979).

Aithough these necessary changes cause stress, "this
does not mean that change should be avoided, stress is
concomitant to both growth and breakdown; what is important
is to identify the limits withia which health and normality
can exist and beyond which pathology is likely" (Bain,
1978, p. 680). "The equilibrium of the foster family may
be disrupted, but the re-equilibrium may produce more
openness and awareness in the family members. The exper-
ience with a child in transition may allow the family to
begin to be less threatened by the transitory quality of
life itself (Wilkes, 1974, p. 378).

To remain viable as a foster family system, each

foster family must have a certain degree of stability and

unity. At the same time, the foster family must have the

ability to change allowing for adaptability and flexibility

within the system (Eastman, 1979) (my emphases). "The
type of social system that functions mosf effectively
appears to be one in which rules both define interaction
patterns to establish some deggee of stability, and at
the same time, provide procedures for chaﬁging patterns
to maintain flexibility" (Miller, Nunnaly, & Wackman,
1976, p. 23).

What follows is a description and discussion of the

Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems which has
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identified the dimensions of adaptability and cohesion

as primary processes in the family system.

Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems

In an attempt to form a systematic description of the
functioning of marital and family systems, Olson, Sprenkle
and Russel developed the Circumplex Model of Marital and
Family Systems (1979). These investigators report numerous
concepts being reported as being essential in family and
gfoup-process from an array of different scientific fields.
These include family sociologists, social psychologists,
anthropologists, small group theorists, and family theorists.
The common thread that ran through the variously defined
concepts were that of adaptability and cohesion. This
integration into two primary dimensions enabled Oléon,
Sprenkle and Russell (1979) to form them into a circumplex
model. Adaptability and cohesion were placed horizontally
and vertically on an orthogonal axis, thus providing a means
to visually place families and couples at a number of differ-
ent levels in this model.

For a better understanding of the identified dimensions

they will be described individually.

" Family Cohesion Dimension

Olson, Sprenkle and Russell (1979), p. 5) have defined
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f&hily cohesion as "the emotional bonding members have with
one another and the degree of individual autonomy a person
experiences in the family system." These investigators
theorize that a balanced degree of family cohesion is the

most conducive to éffective family functioning and to optimal
individual development. However, they identify the extremes
of this dimension as unconducive to effective family function-
ing or individual development. At one of these extremes,
enmeshment, "there is an overidentification with the family
that results in extreme bonding and limited individual
autonomy." (Olson, Sprenkle & Russell, 1979, p. 5). On

the other extreme, disengagement, or low cohesion, there is
"low bonding and high autonomy from the family." (Olson,
Sprenkle & Russell, 1979, p. 6). They further suggest that
the more balanced families on the cohesion dimension (who

are plotted in the mid-range area) (see Figure I), will be
most effective in dealing with situational stress and develop-
mental change.

The two extremes of the cohesion dimension are much
like the separateness and connectedness identified by Hess
and Handle (1950). Stierlin (1974) identified and equated
centripetal force with that of connectedness or togetherness.
Centripetal force pulls family members toward one another
into an intellectual and emotional oneness. The Circumplex
Model identifies this state as enmeshment. In contrast,

centrifugal force pulls family members away from the family
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FIGURE I:

CIRCUMPLEX MODEL OF MARITAL AND FAMILY SYSTEMS
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system. The Circumplex Model characterizes this state as
disengagement., |

Th;se extremes allow for a broad range of family
functions within its end points. One pathological extreme
that has been suggested to be associated with extreme
enmeshment is the development of schizophrenia (Wynne,
Ryckoff, Day & Hirsh, 1958). Cohen, Caparulo and Shaywitz
(1976) report the development of autism in children may
be due to family disengagement. Earlier in this proposal,
it was noted that foster families often experience conflict
as to how to incorporate the foster child into their family
system,'knowing he/she may be removed at any time. This
ambiguity may indeed hinder foster families from function-
" ing at a moderate level on this dimension.

The importance of moderate cohesion in families has
been fufther highlighted by clinicians as they report on
their observations of extreme clinic populations. Extreme
enmeshment in family cohesion is very similar to the
shared delusional experience reported by Fleck and Lidz
(1958), to Bowen's (1966) description of the "undiffer-
entiated family ego mass," to the extraordinary mutual
"involvement" noted by Scott and Askworth (1967), and to
the description of “pseudomutuality“ and the "rubber fence"
which surrounds schizophrenic family members presented
by Wynne (1958). While these are admittedly clinically

derived concepts that lack empirical support, the fact
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remains that certain family pathologies are being described

by clinicians with common but unsystemmatized concepts.
Nine indicators of the levels within the family

cohesion dimension are listed in Table I. Descriptive

conditions for each of the nine indicators are listed

under the four headings of either disengaged, separated,

connected or enmeshed families.

~ Family Adaptability Dimension

."The ability of a marital/family system to change its
power structure, role relationships, and relationship rules
in response to situational and developmental stress" is the
definition provided for family adaptability by Olson,
Sprenkle and Russell (1979). Basically, this dimension
focuses on the ability of the marital and family system
to change as its developmental and situational contexts
change. As with cohesion, these aﬁthors theorize that those
family systems who display the most problematic behavior
will be functioning at the extremes of the adaptability
dimension. These extremes are identified as rigid, or
highly resistant to change, and chaotic, or excessively
open to change (see Figure I). They further theorize
that optimally functioning family systems will exhibit
a balanced degree of adaptability. The balanced function-

ing family system is identified to be structured or
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Table 1: FAMILY COHESION DIMENSION: INTER-RELATED CONCEPTS

EMOTIONAL . DISENGAGED SEPERATED CONNECTED ENMESHED

BONDING (Very Low) (Low to Moderate} (Moderate to High) (Very High}

Independence mwma independence. of Moderate independence | Moderate dependence High Dependence of
family members. of family members. of family members. family members.

Family Open external Semi~open external Semi~open external Closed external

Boundaries boundaries. Closed and internal boundaries. Open boundaries. Blurred
internal boundaries. boundaries. Clear internal boundaries. internal boundaries.
Rigid generational generational Clear generational Blurred generational
boundaries. boundaries. boundaries. boundaries.

Coalitions Weak coalitions, Marital coalition Marital coalition Parent-child
usually a family clear. strong. coalitions.
scapegoat.

Time Hwaw apart from Time alone and Time together is Time together
family maximized together -is important. Time maximized.
(physically and/ important. alone permitted Little time alone
or emotionally). for approved permitted.

reasons.

Space Seperate space both Private space main- Family space maxi- Little or no
physically and tained;some family mized. Private private space
emotionally is * space. space minimized. at home.
maximized.

Friends Mainly individual Some individual Some individual Limited individual

i -friens seen alone. friends. Some friends. Scheduled friends. Mainly
Few family friends. family friends. activities with couple or family

couple and family friends seen
friends. together.

Decision Primarily individual Most decisions are Individual decisions All decisions, but

Making decisions. individually based, are shared. Most personal and

able to make joint decisions made relationship must
decisions on family with family in mind. be made by family.
issues. =
Interests Primarily individual Some spontaneous Some scheduled Most or all
and activities done family activities. family activities activities and
Recreation without family. Individual activities interests must be

Family not involved.

supported.

Family involved in
individual interests.

shared with family.
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flexible, or somewhere in between (see Figure II),

The assumption underlying the explanation of the
adaptability dimension is that an adaptive system requires.
both positive and negative feedback. Positive feedback
allows a system to elaborate, change, innovate and create,
while negative feedback allows none of this and forces
maintenance of the statis guo (Buckley, 1967). Haley (1962,
1963, 1964), in early development of the systems theory
to families, emphasized the rigidity of the family and
its tendency to maintain the status quo. The systems term
used to describe this pattern of rigidity to change is
morphostasis, while morphogenisis is the systems potential
to develop and grow (Olson, Russell & Sprenkle, 1980).

The stability of a family system is maintained by
morphogenic (changing) and morphostatic (stabilizing)'
processes éBuckley, 1967; Speer; 1970). Morphostasis
allows for a somewhat predictable pattern of rules to
govern family relationships while morphogenesis allows
for enough change to successfully cope with the challenges
of stress and developmental tasks. Speer (1970) and
Wertheim (1973, 1975) have noted that systems need both
stability and change and that it is the ability to change
when appropriate that distinguishes functional couples and
families from others. "In line with this thinking, the
Circumplex Model postulates that the balance is critical and

that problematic families often function at either the
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FIGURE II: Circumplex Model with Family Types
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extreme of continual change leading to chaos or that of
no change, which results in rigidity" (Olson, Russell &
Sprenklé, 1980, p. 132).

Olson, Russell and Sprenkle (1980) suggest that the
difference between moderate and extreme functioning family
systems can be determined by observing how problems or
stress are haqdled. While a balanced family system may
shift toward one of the extremes in an attempt to deal with
a problem, they will probably return to functioning at a
moderate level after the problem is resolved. In contrast,
when an extreme family type encounters problems, they are
much more resistance and will have difficulty functioning
at another level to enable resolution of the problem.

A review of the literature reveals that, as with
cohesion, empirical research regarding adaptability is
is minimal. Tallman (1961) and Kieren and Tallman (1972)
used a conceptualization of adaptability as a framework
for evaluating both spousal and parental competency. They
found that in order to effectively deal with a problematic
situation, changes in roles and strategies were necessary
to cope with new and modified assessments of the situation.
Moderate change allowed for necessary adjustments while,
at the same time, allowing for some continuity.

Haley (1964, 1967) and Winter and Ferreira (1967)
investigated the dimension of adaptability with clinic

and non-clinic families. 1In general, these researchers



40,

have found clinic families to maintain interaction patterns
more rigidly than non-clinic families. The "normal"
families were found to be more adaptive to situations
but not so flexible as to be chaotic.

| The observations of clinicians indicate that when
disturhed families are forced to change their patterns
of relating, they often change radically. The predictable
unpredictability of these drastic shifts functions to
create additional stréss in the family, which often results
in some form of symptomatic behavior emerging. -

As in foster families, who have already been identified
as open systems, it would consequently be expected.that they
are more susceptible to the perils of prolonged functioning
at one of the extremes of this dimension. However, it may
be further expected that "successful" foster families
will have that quality identified as healthy for families
(Speer, 1970; Wertheim, 1973, 1975; Olson et al. 1979, 1980),
the ability to return to moderate functioning following
stress.

The specific sub-indicators of the adaptability
dimension are provided under four main categories of this
dimension. - Descriptive conditions for each of thesevariables
are listed under the catagories of chaotic, flexible,

structured and rigid families (see Table 2).
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Table 2: FAMILY ADAPTABILITY DIMENSIONS: INTER-RELATED CONCEPTS
SYSTEM
ASSERTIVENESS CONTROL DISCIPLINE NEGOTIATION ROLES RULES E
1
CHAQTIC ¢
(Very High) | Passive and No Laisses-faires | Endless :&QOI Dramatic | Dramatic |Primarily
: Aggressive leader- Very lénient tiation. Poor | role rule shifts. |positive
Styles ship problem solv- | shifts Many implicit |loops
’ ing rules. Few
explicit .
rules. Arhi-’
trarily en- =
forced rules,
FLEXIBLE Generally Equali- Democratic:; Good nego- Role Some rule - |More
Assertive tarian Unpredictabile | tiation;good making changes.More: |positive
with consequences problem solv~ | and implicit than
fluid ing sharing. | rules. negative
changes Fluid often loops
change enforced
s of roles
STRUCTURED Generally Democratic | Democratic; Structured Some Few rule More
Assertive with Predictable negotiations role changes.More |negative
stable conseguences good problem sharing explicit than
leader solving than positive
implicit loops
rules. Rules
usually
enforced \;
i
RIGID Passive Authori- Autocratic; Limited Role Rigid rules; |Primarily
Aggressive tarian Qverly negotiantions;| rigidity;| Many explicit|negative
Styles leadership | strict Poor problem | Stereo- rules. Few loops; A
solving © | typed implicit few
roles rules. positive
Strictly en- |loops

forced rules
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Types of Marital and Family Systems

There are sixteen family types identified by Olson,
Sprenkle and Russell (1979) and classified within the
Cirdumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems (see Figure II).
Each type is labeled to highlight the level of cohesion and
adaptability, while avoiding value-laden terminology. The
focus is on the pattern of interaction, rather than the
clinical label attached to a single family member. There
are two descriptive terms for each type of family and each
of the terms is related to levels of cohesion and adaptabil-
ity, respectively. Their terms are intended to describe
the basic and underlying dynamics of a marital and family
system.

The eight most common types of families are represented
within the inner and outer circles of the Circumplex Model
(see Figure II). The four types within the central circle
reflect balanced levels of both adéptability and cohesion.
These are considered to be the most functional for individual
and family development. These four types within the center
circle are labeled 1) "flexible separateness," 2) "flexible
connectedness," 3) "structured connectedness" and 4) structured
separateness." The terms "flexible" and "structured" refer
to the degree of allowed change on the adaptability dimension
and the terms "separateness" and "connectedness" refer to

the degree of balance on the cohesion dimension.
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The four types within the outer circle represent the
extremes. They reflect very high and very low levels of
adaptabiiity and cohesion and are seen as dysfunctional
to individual and family development. These four extreme
and less functional types are labeled: 1) "chaotic disen-
gagement," 2) "chaotic enmeshment," 3) "rigid enmeshment"
and 4) rigid disengagement." The terms "chaotic" and
"rigid" refer to the extremes on the adaptability dimension,
and the terms "disengagement"” and "enmeshment" refer to
the extremes on the cohesion dimension (Olson, Russell
& Sprenkle, 1980).

The remaining eight types within the circle between
the inner and outer circles (see Figure II) are bélanced
on one dimension but extreme on the other. Olson, Sprenkle
and Russell (1979) suggest that these types appear less
frequently than those previously described.

The model is considered to be dynamic iﬂ that it
provides for changes in family types over time. Changes
in developmental and situational contexts may demand per-
iodic shifts in family functioning. For example, the
requirements on behalf of the family to meet the needs
of infancy may vary considerably as their child grows into
adolescence. A "structurally connected" family with an
infant may find it necesséry to gradually move toward a
more "flexible connectedness" or "structured separateness”
in order to meet the developmental demands at a later

state in the life cycle.
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The model assumes that families may move from one
family type to another in meeting new situations, such as,
loss of a family member, birth of a child or changes in
the external environment. However, it is alsoc the author's
contention that over a period of time, a pattern of relat-
ing will emerge into a predominant style. Families whose

predominate style is "rigid enmeshment," "rigid disengage-
ment," "chaotic enmeshment" or "chaotic disengagement"”

are expected to be more likely to develop problems which
could lead to a more dysfunctional family style. Tradi-
tionally, these more dysfunctional family styles have been
clinically referred to with labels such as schizophrenia,
delinquency, depression, etc.

Several empirical investigations have been conducted
which Suppqrt certain components of the Circumplex Model.
Sprenkle and Olson (1978) perfromed an empirical study
utilizing clinic and non-clinic couples. By examining
the interaction processes of twenty-five couples receiving
marriage counseling, and observing the same in a comparable
control group, not receiving counseling, they were able to
examine the variable of family adaptability. Utilizing
the instrument, SIMFAM, they found a combination of high
support and equalitarian leadership (balanced adaptability)
to be especially characteristic of non-clinic couples.
These couples were also found to be significantly more
creative, more supportive, and more responsive to each

other's attempts to influence each other than clinic couples.
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Russell (1979) empirically investigated the variables
of family cohesion, family adaptability and the facilitative
variableg of support and creativity. Thirty-one Catholic
family triads with daughters ranging in age from 14 to 17
years of age participated in the study which utilized
SIMFAM and questionnaries designed to measure crucial
variables in relation to the Circumplex Model. Analysis
of the data yielded some support for the model.

A modified multi—trait multi-method analysis was
again used by Russell (1980) to assess the validity of
féur separate instruments for measuring family cohesion
and adaptability. Twenty volunteer families with at least
one child between age 13 and 17 responded to the Bowerman
and Bahr Identification Scale and the Moos Family Environ-
ment and participated in the Kvebaek Family Sculpture Test
and the SIMFAM game. This study clarified the usefulness
of the Kvebaek Family Sculpture Test, esﬁecially as a
measure of family cohesion. Thus, providing additional
support for the Circumplex Model of Marital and Family

Systems.

Optimal Family Functioning

In the preceeding literature review reference has been
made to numerous terms to describe the level of functioning

in a family. On the continuum of "good vs. bad," family
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systems have already been described as "healthy vs. unhealthy,"
"normal vs. abnormal" and "functional vs. dysfunctional."
In descfibing the level of functioning in families one
difficulty that arises is the use of value ladden terms
which makes them too ambiguous for comfortable use. This
is one reason why the Circumplex Model is so refreshing
to the field of family theory, research and practice.
However, for clarity concerning how foster families
function, a descriptién of how optimal families function
may be beneficial. Numerous studies have been undertaken
t6 determine the differences that occur between clinic and
non-clinic families (primarily schizophrenic families).
~ Reis (1971) investigated family pathology and styles of
family problem-solving. By using a card-sort procedure,
Reiss was able to distinguish among normal, schizophrenic
and delinquent families. Normal families in his sample
allowed individual members exploration before coming to a
consensus ("environment-sensitive families"), whereas
schizophrenic families rapidly came to share a distorted
view of the environment, omitting exploration of alternatives
("consensus-sensitive families"), while delingquent families
frequently failed to come to a consensus at all ("inter-
personal-distance-sensitive families"). These findings
suggest optimally functioning families explore alternatives
and respond to them in proper perspective.
Stachowiak (1975), similar to the Circumplex Model,

identified "separateness and togetherness" as the key element
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of family functioning. This issue needs resolution so that
each individual can be an individualrin his/her own right
and yet ;ome together with the other members of the family
as a group when this is indicated. "The adaptive families
in all our studies reached a significantly greater number
of group decisions in the allot:ted time period than the
maladaptive families" (Stachowiack, 1975, p. 70).

Numerous investigators have associated leadership and
parenting style with adequate family functioning. Foster
families have been identified as maternally dominated.
However, the critical issue may be the degree of support
provided by the remaining parent (foster father). Murrell
and Stachowiak (1967), Stachowiak, (1975), Lewis ét. al.
(1976) and Lewis (1980) have noted that effective family
leadership seems to require that the parents have the
greatest influence in the family, and that one take the
more dominant leadership role, with the otheéxparent
cooperating and supporting this leadership. "In families
with young children, the mother tended most often to be
the one designated as the leader in relationships with
small children, and as the children became adoleséehts, the
father seemed to take a more active role. In maladaptive
families what we found was either on extremely autocratic
position by the mother or'father, or an inept attempt to
be equalitarian resulting in everybody sitting around not

knowing who was going to make a decision or be the leader

in the situation" Stachowiak, 1975, p. 71).



Lewis et al. (1976) undertook an extensive investi-
gation of family functioning as did Lewis (1980). These
reportsf while using different semantics to distinguiéh
levels of functioning, ended with similar results in
regards to optimal functioning. Such families may vary
widely in style, but their relationship patterns and wavs of
communicating_support Tolstoy's observation that happy
families are much alike.

These families respect each others differences, have
clear ego boundaries, and associate with high levels of
closeness. They are clear in their communication, despite
high levels of spontaneity. Family members take responsi-
bility for their thoughts and actions, and the system as
a whole have high levels of permeability. These family
systems offer family members a high level of emotional
support and, at the same time, encourage individuality and
autonomy.

In contrast to these optimally functioning families,
Lewis (1980) reports finding two types of dysfunctional
families: the dominant-submissive and the conflicted.
Both patterns are characterized by rigidity, with a fixed,
"is now, was then, and ever will be" quality to family
life. In severely dysfunctional families, Lewis (1980)
also reports two types, with one being chaotic. That is,
no member has enough influence to provide leadership.

As an open system with numerous intrusions that result

in family étress, foster families may be especially prone
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to functioning in a less than optimal manner. With this
type of stress, Anthony (1970) suggests that there may be
a change‘from a pattern of clear structure and flexibility
to rigid patterns of responding. If the stress is not
dealt with adequately, the organization may disintegrate
into chaos, with the family drifting aimlessly "like a

ship without a rudder."

Hypotheses

.The preceding literature review of foster families
suggests that the primary characteristics necessary for high
quality foster parenting involves balanced degrees of
adaptability and cohesion. By measuring these dimensions
the family may be located in the matrix developed in the
Circumplex Model of Marriage and Family Systems.

There are strong indications from social workers
ratings that the foster families that have balanced degrees
of adaptability and cohesion are more "successful" than
are those who are more extreme on these dimensions (Fanshel:.
1976) . The factors that may affect the functioning of the
foster family have been identified and again a balanced
range of these dimensions is described as being desirable
for these families to adéquately deal with their role.

The previously discussed literature also suggests that
those persons perceiving their family to be balanced on

adaptablity and cohesion also perceive themselves to be
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"satisfied with life." As the preceeding literature

review suggests, the degree of stress in the family affects
the degree of life satisfaction. It further indicateé

that those families with extreme degrees of adaptébility
and cohesion experience higher degrees of stress.

Following the above rationale, the two major hypotheses

of this study are:

Major Hypotheses I: Those foster families in which there is

balanced family adaptability and family

cohesion will report high levels of

well-being.

Major Hypotheses II: Those foster families in which there is

balanced family adaptabiligz and family

cohesion will earn high social worker

ratings.

In the preceeding literature review the foster family
has been identified as an open system, and by necessity
open to complete strangers. Yet, there are strong indications
that families experience stress with each entrance and exit
of a member into or from its system. Over time, it is reason-
able to expect the family to be able to recuperate from such
a stress situation.

The foster éhild's perception of the foster family
and his/her response to this perception may indeed have an
obvious effect on the functioning oﬁ the family, both

positively and negatively. While evidence is inconclusive
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as to the effect of parental age on the level of function-

ing in the family, the older the parents, the more likely

the foster child will perceive them as "grandparents"

rather than parents.

Following the above rationale, the four minor hypotheses

of this study are:

Minor Hypothesis I:

Minor Hypothesis II:

Minor Hypothesis III:

Minor Hypothesis IV:

Family cohesion and family adaptability

will be more extreme the greater the

number of entries and exits of family

members the core family experiences.
The greater the number of persons in
the home, the more extreme the levels

of reported family cohesion and family

adaptability.

Family cohesion and family adaptability

will be more balanced as the length
of the shortest current placement
increases.

Family cohesion and family adaptability

will be more extreme in families with

parents over age 45,

Operational Definitions

Several hypotheses have been stated in conceptual terms.

The following provides operational definitions for the con-

‘ceptual terms stated:
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Foster Family:

The term foster family refers to a fémily'in which
persons are placed by a social agency. These families
maintain the title of "foster family" for up to one year
aftér the last foster placement has left their home, as
long as their home is open for additional foster place-
ments,

Family Cohesion:

Levels of "famiiy cohesion" are measured in degree
through the summation of the sub-scales associated to this
dimension by FACES. These sub-scales are: emotional

bonding, independence, family boundaries, coalitions, time,

space, friends, decision-making, interests and recreation.

For the specifics of the calculation of this score refer
to Appendix F.
Family Adaptabiiity:
Levels of "family adaptability" are measured through
the summation of the sub-scales aséociated to this dimension

by FACES. These sub-scales are: assertiveness, control,

discipline, negotiation, roles, rules, and system feedback.

For the specifics of the calculation of this score refer to
Appendix F..
Well-Being:
Levels of "well-being" are measured through the

summation of the sub-scales on the Index of Well-Being.

These sub-scales are: general affect and overall life
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CHAPTER ITI:
METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The complexity of family interactions makes precise
inquiry into the family especially difficult. The problem
lies in validly identifying and measuring the variables
in question. A common problem, especially with self-
report surveys, involves the poor fit between the action-
process phenomena and the conceptual and linguistic frame-
work in which the action processes has to be reported
(Lennard & Berstein, 1969). Distortions often exist between
the individual's pérception and the actual interactional
processes of the family (Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson,
1967; Minuchin, 1974).

Accurately assessing and measuring variables in
foster families may pose even more of a problem. "Family
loyalties, based on blood ties and early personality-
formation influences, supercede all other allegiances,
even when the family members do not like or have much to
do with each other" (Framo, 1965, p. 418). That is,
perceptions reported by family members may be clearly
(but subconsciously) distorted.

Outside observation of the family will allow for

there to be a check of this effect and that of distortions



54,

in the family's perception. Insiders (foster family members)
can provide information about their "subjective reality,"
and outsiders (foster care social workers) can provide

data on "objective reality," "and both realities are
important if we are to gain a comprehensive picture of
interpersonal relationships" (Olson, 1974, p. 2).

The present study employs this insider-outsider
approach; gaining the insider's perspective by utilizing
the self-report measures of the Family Adaptability and
Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FACES) (Olson, Bell & Portner,
1978) and Campbell, Converse and Roger's (1976) Index of
Well-Being Scale with foster families and attaining the
outsider's perspective through responses of foster care
social workers on a revised "flexibility" scale from
the Potential for Foster Parenthood Scale (Touliatos

& Lindholm, 1977).

Subjects and Procedure

The sample population for this study was drawn from
the more than 2100 foster families across the state of
Kansas. All subject families were volunteers from educational
workshops that were made available to foster parents by
the Social Rehabilitation Services of Kansas and Kansas
State University. While all 2100 foster families in Kansas
were invited to these workshops, approximately 225 attended

at least once. This clearly indicates that the sample drawn
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from this population may be non-representative of the entire
population. The social workers that attended these workshops
indicatéd that the foster parents in attendance were, by
and large, among the best they knew, yet, face problems
very similar, if not identical to the population at large.
At these workshops the foster parent participants
were provided with a brief rationale and request of their
foster family;s confidential participation in a study
of the characteristics of foster families (see Appendix A).
All those who filled out the provided form indicating their
willingness to participate in this study (see Appendix A)
were contacted by phone at a later date and asked if their
family was still interested in participating in this study.
If the response was "affirmative," the foste: mother or
foster father was asked to provide demographic information
of the'family (parents, natural children, and foster children)
(see Appendix 8). At this time they were also asked for
consent to allow their foster care social worker to share
his/her yearly evaluation of the foster parents with us.
Whether.dr not this later permission was granted,
each person in the foster family above the age of 12 was
mailed a guestionnaire (including FACES and Index of Well-
Being questions) (see Appendix C thru E) and a self-
addressed stamped envelope for the confidential return of
the questionnaire. (Exceptions: Those children who were

11 but in the 6th grade were sent questionnaires while
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those over 12 that had a handicap that limited their
reading ability below the 6th grade level were not.)

One and wone-half months after receiving the guestionnaire,
those who had not returned it were called by telephone

to determine if they planned to return it.

As mentioned earlier, the foster care social workers
of those foster parents‘who gave the appropriate consent
were asked to‘respond to a short evaluation of the foster
parents.

What follows is a description of each evaluation
instrument used in this study, along with a brief explana-
tion of its development and the validity and reliability

associated with each measure.

Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FACES)

The self-report Family Adaptability and Cohesion
Evaluation Scale was developed by Olson, Bell, and Portner
(1978), in an attempt to more adequately and systematically
assess family cohesion and adaptability. These are the
two variables Olson, Sprenkle and Russell (1979) found to
be underlying a number of concepts in the family field.
This 111 item questionnaire enables the clinician and the
researcher to obtain a subjective or "insiders" measure
of those variables. Responses to these items are made on

a 4-point scale. They range from "true none of the time"
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to "true all of the time" with "true some of the time”
and "true most of the time" in between (see Appendix F
for scoring procedure).

Fifty-four of the items measure the cohesion dimen-
sioﬁ and 42 measure the adaptability dimension. FACES
also provides subscores for the 9 concepts related to
cohesion and the 7 concepts related to adaptability that
the Circumplex Model identifies. The 9 cohesion subscales

are: emotional bonding, independence, family boundaries,

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

and recreation. The 7 adaptability subscales are: assert-

iveness, control, discipline, negotiation, roles, rules, and

system feedback. FACES measures each of these sub-scales

with two items each for the high moderate and low levels

of each concept. Also included in FACES are 15 items from
a modified version of the Edmonds Social Desirability Scale.
It is estimated that for the average reader this entire 111

item questionnaire takes approximately 20 minutes to complete.

Validity and Reliability of FACES

To date, rigorous investigation into the validity and
reliability of FACES is somewhat lacking. The items that
appear on this questionnaire have been selected from 204
statements that were initially developed by its authors

(Olscn et al. 1978).
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The limited evidence available regarding reliability
of the FACES indicates support of its use for both clinical
and research purposes. The internal reliability of the
major dimensions of adaptability and cohesion is respectable,
.75 and .83 respectively. However, the split-half reliabil-
ity has been measured at a rather low .49 on the cohesion
dimension and .42 on the adaptability dimension (Olson,
et al., 1979). While figures are not available, indications
at the present time indicate that the subscales are producing
relatively low reliability coefficients (Bell, 1980).

Further investigation into the validity and reliabilify
of the FACES is presently continuing at the University of
Minnesota under the direction of David Olson (Olson et al.,

1979} .

Index of Well-Being

Campbell, Converse, and Rogeis (1976) in their
extensive study of the guality of American Life developed
the Index of Well-Being. This scale utilizes a technique
developed by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) for
exploring the connotative meaning which any concept,
object, or situation may have for an individual, known
as the semantic differential. This technique involved a
battery of opposite or polar adjectives placed at the extremes
of a 7-point rating scale with respondents being asked

'to check a point-on the scale that best represents their



58,

description of the concept or object.

In the case of the Index of Well-Being, respondents
were asked to describe their "present life" by responding
to the given set of 10 semantic differential items and
1, seven-point Likert item. Campbell et al. (1976) broke
the Index of Well-Being down into 2 separate measures;
the Index of General Affect and the scale of Overall Life
Satisfaction.— The average of 8 of the 10 semantic differ-
ential items produces the Index of General Affect (Following
factor analysis, 2 of the items did not seem to fit as
tightly within the same cluster as did the other eight.).
The Overall Life Satisfaction Scale consists of the respon-
dent indicating on a 7-point scale where they rate their
satisfaction of life "these days" between "ccmpletely
satisfied" and "completely dissatisfiea." An independent
item is‘ad&ed to determine if these respondents are "very
happy," "pretty happy" or "not too happy" with "how things
are these days." '

The Index of Well-Being is computed as the mean of
the Overall Life Satisfaction question, and of the Index
of General Affect. Thus the Index of Well-Being gives
considerably more weight to the overall life satisfaction
item than to any of the semantic differential items taken
alone.
| Scores on the Index of Well-Being are calculated by

the following formula: Index = 1.1 x (Overall Life
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~Satisfaction) + 1.0 x (Index of General Affect) (Campbell,

et al., 1976) (see Appendix G).

-

Validity and Reliability on Index of Well-Being

Both the validity and the reliability on the Index
of Well-Being are relatively respectable. However, at
this point the validity of this scale is a statistical
approximation derived from the reliability coefficient.

The omega and Cronbach's alpha internal reliability
have been determined and found .to be equal to .89. Campbell
et al. (1976, p. 50) note that this figure was "calculated
as if the index were on equally weighted mean of the 9
items, so may be overestimated." The stability reliability
over an 8 month period has been found to be .43 for the
overall life satisfaction question and .56 for the Index
of General Affect. While these coeffecients appear to
be measuring test-retest reliabilify, these investigators
identify them as stability correlations since real change
in the experience and states of mind of the respondents
may have occurred. "Since we can demonstrate that some
true change was involved for some respondents between
interviews, the actual reliability is surely somewhat
greater" (Campbell et al., 1976, p. 48).

These authors have reported the validity of the

Index of Well-Being as being "very respectable.” They
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arrived at this conclusion by taking the square root of
the reliability coefficient as a measure of the validity
of the measure. Thus, they concluded the validity to be
equal to the square root of .89, or .94. They adﬁit

that this may be an overestimate of the validity, "since
some of the strength of the correlations among the items
can probably be attributed to a methods factor" (Campbell,

et al., 1976, p. 47).

Procedure of Testing for FACES and Index of Well-Being

After the parents voluntered their family for partici-
pation in this study and were contacted by phone for demo-
graphic data, each family was mailed a packet containing
materials for each member meeting the prior stated criteria.
This packet contained envelopes personally addressed to
the appropriate subjects plus: h

l. Tweo informed Consent Forms

(One to be signed and kept bj the respondent
and one to be signed and returned with the
gquestionnaire) (see Appendix D); |

2. One five page questionnai:e plus one page

instructions (see Appendix E). The first 111
guestions were FACES items and the last 12 were

Index of Well-Being items: a total of 123

guestions;
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3. One self-addressed stamped envelope to allow
each respondent to return his/her guestionnaire
individuélly. This was done to insure qonfi—
dentiality of response within the family.

The packet containing the personal envelopes also
included a letter to the foster parents informing him/her
that the enclosed questionnaires for the identified family
members takes approximately 20-30 minutes to complete.
They were asked to inform each person in their family,
with an envelope addressed to them, of this and to wait
until they had that much time to attempt to complete the
questionnaire. They were also informed of the coding
numbers on each envelope that matches the code nuﬁber on
the questionnaire. This assured each person and each
family of their promised confidentiality and increased
the study's reliability by making sure that the assigned

~

respondent matched the appropriate code number (see

Appendix C).

Foster Care Social Workers Evaluations

of Foster Parents

The foster care social workers of the foster parents
who give their consent, were asked to respond to a 10 item
questionnaire (see Appendix H). Seven of these 10 items

were drawn from "The Potential for Foster-parenthood Scale"
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(PFPS) developed by John Touliatos and Brian Lindholm
(1977). The items on PFPS were correlatedlwith each other
and factor analyzed separately for both foster mothers

and foster fathers. The results of the factor analysis
yielded 9 clusters that comprise this scale. One of

the factors identified overlaps with the adaptabiltiy
dimension that the present study is focusing on. It is
“flexibility.J The sub-scale on the PFPS measures flexi-
bility in 3 areas: children's needs and problems, expecta-
tions of children, and use of help if needed.

The remaining 3 guestions were devised by this author.
Issues often identified in the literature as being character-
istics of "healthy" families involve parental coalitions
and parent's support of each other (Stachowiack, 1975;
Aldridge & Cautley, 1975; 1976; Lewis, 1976; Shapiro, 1976;
and Hofliné & Lewis, 1980). These questions attempt to
tap these dimensions of the family, with social workers
rating them on a 7 point scale. The final question is
included to gain an "outsiders" perspective as to the
degree of success each set of parents are as foster parents.

This will be done on a rating scale of 1 to 5 (see Appendix I).

Validity and Reliability of Foster Care

Social Workers Evaluations

The validity and reliability of the Potential for

Foster Parenthood Scale (PFPS) has been established for
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when it is used in its entirety. However, it is undeter-
mined for the sub-scales.

Two types of validity, content and construct, have
been established for the PFPS. The fact that the items

were based upon the Standards for Foster Family Service

"insures that they are representative of the domain of
characteristics that need to be measured" (Touliatos &
Lindholm, 1977, p. 3). Construct validity "is reflected
in terms of internal consistency and factor analysis.
internal consistency was obtained by means of the item-
total correlations, and the factor analysis revealed clustefs
of sub-sets of items which were consonant with the Standards”
(Touliatos & Lindholm, 1977, p. 3). The 9 factors identified
accounted for 70% and 74% of the total variance for the
mothers and fathers, respectively. Factor loadings for
gquestions being used in this study load very high, average
.73, on the factor identified as flexibility.

The reliability of the PFPS is based on coefficient
alpha for an estimate of the upper limit of reliability.
For mothers this coefficient is .97, and fathers is .98.
Specific reliability for the flexibility sub-scale has not
been established.

The final 3 items that the social workers will be
asked to respond to have no validity or reliability estab-

lished.
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The final 3 items that the social workers will be
asked to respond to have no validity or reliability estab-
lished. - However, 2 of the items are adapted from scales
used by Lewis, Beavers, Gossett and Phillips (1976),
in their research on pyschological health in family
systems. There are indications that the final question,
regarding success, may éctually measure cooperativeness
of the foster‘parents. After using a similar guestion
in research of 118 foster homes, Rowe (1976, p. 512)
notes, "If a foster parent is cooperative, it is possible
that the social worker would rate the parent as successful,
regardless of the parent's actual performance with foster
children. This investigator found a correlation of .76
between success and cooperation. Due to the complexity
of measuring "true success" this measure is the only

measure'préctical for use in the present study.

Procedure for Collecting Foster Care Social Workers

Evaluations of Foster Parents

The fosfer care social worker, for each foster family
that gave their consent, were asked to respond to a brief
questionnaire regarding the specified foster family. These
social workers were mailed a copy of the guestionnaire
with brief description and explanation (See Appendix H).

At a later date they were contacted by phone and asked to
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respond to the questionnaire with a specified foster
family in mind. Their responses were taken by phone,
however,* the social workers had a copy of the questions

to refer to.
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CHAPTER III:
RESULTS

Demographic Description of Sample

Of the ninety-nine foster families that agreed to
participate in this study, sixty-five (65.7%) returned
usable questiqnnaires which included 212 individuals.

These included 65 foster fathers, 65 foster mothers, 40
foster children (above age 11), and 42 biological children
(above age 1ll). Fifty-two of these foster families (80%)
had at least one child in their home 1l or younger.

The average length of foster parent involvement for
these couples was 6.1 years with a range from 1 to 18 years.
Their length of marriage averaged 17.5 years with a range
of 1 to 42 years. Foster fathers in this sample averaged
41.9 yéars of age while the foster mothers mean age was 39.2
years. Formal educational levels of foster fathers and
foster mothers was 13.5 and 13.9, respectively (see Table 3).
Forty-one (63.1%) of the foster mothers did not work outside
the home while 12 (18.5%) worked part-time and 12 (18.5%)
worked full-time outside the home (see Table 4).

Fourteen (21.5%) of these families presently had no
biological children. in the home. Of those families who
did have biological children in the home the range was
from one to six children. Eleven of the families (16.9%)
in this sample had no foster children in present care,

but all of these had had foster children in théir home
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in the bast year. Otherwise the range of the number of
foster children in the home was from one to five.

The total number of persons in the home ranged from
2 to 10, with only 2 families (3.1%) presently having
neiﬁher a biological nor natural child in their care.

The average number of persons presently in the home was

5.7 persons. Forth (61.5%) of the families had no biologi-
cal children living outside the home while 18 (27.7%) had
more thah one biologidal child living outside the home.
During their years of foster parenting, these families
céred,for 1,052 foster children, an average of 16.3 foster
children per family.

These families have had repeated experiences with
what Hill (1958) describes as "crises of accession." 1In
the past year the number of new persons coming to live
in these homes (including aunts, uhcles, grandmothérs,
grandfathers, nieces, nephews, friends, etc.) averaged
3.6 persons, with a range from 0 tb 18 persons. The number
of new persons coming to live in these families over the
past 2 years averaged 6.1 persons with a range from 0 to
35 persons. Over the past year these families averaged
3.1 persons. leaving their homes to live elsewhere. Simi-
larly over the past 2 years these families averaged 5.2
persons leaving their homes to live elsewhere (see Table 3).

The foster children participating in this study

ranged in age from 11 to 18 with a mean of 14.95 years.
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Their average formal education level was slightly above
grade 9. They had been placed outside their biological
families' in foster homes for an average of 4.08 years and
had been living with their present foster family for a
mean of 2.6 years.

The biological children living in the home at the
time of this study averaged 14.45 years of age and had a

mean formal education level of 8.8 years (see Table 5).

Treatment of Data

In those cases in which there were missing data (due
to items being left blank) on the FACES porticn of the
questionnaire, individual means were obtained for cohesion,
adaptability and social desirability subscores for each
respondent and the appropriate mean was inserted to replace
missing data. =

Cutcff points for FACES subscores followed those
used by Olson, Bell and Portner (1979). Family cohesion,
adaptability and social desirability subscores were calcu-
lated as the mean of all family members' subscores respec-
tively. The mean family cohesion score was 261.3, with a
standard deviation of 12.0 and a minimum score of 242.6
and a maximum score of 302.0 (see Table 6). The mean
family adaptability score was 179.9, with a standard

deviation of 9.3 and a minimum score of 163.6 and a maximum
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score of 201.0. These means indicate the average family
would fall in the "structurally connected guadrant."
Thirty-nine point zero was the mean social desirability
score, with a standard deviation of 3.9 and a ranée from
29.2 to 47.5. This mean is approximately 1 standard
deviation above the mean reported by Olson, Bell and Portner
(1979). Items omitted from the Index of Well-Being (IWB)
scores were treated as missing data. The family Index

of Well-Being was the mean of all individual family members'
scores on this scale. The mean IWB score was 11.8 with a
standard deviation of 1.3 and a range from 8.1 to 14.6

(see Table 6).

Of the sixty-five study families, only four (6.2%)
requested that their social worker refrain from evaluating
them. The reasons given ranged from "we're not getting
along with our social worker" to "I would prefer you didn't."
A factor analysis of the social worker-scored items revealed
two primary factors. Factof 1 consisted of the 7 items from
the adaptability subscale of Touliatos and Lindholm's "The
Pbtential for Foster-parenthood Scale" (1977). All these
items, except number six ("Is édaptable in use of help
when it is needed to meet probiems of family living"},
loaded above .75 on Factor 1. Item 6 loaded .48 on both
Factor 1 and Factor 2 and was consequently not used. The
remaining 6 items made up a scale that is referred to as

the Couple Adaptability Scale (CAD), and represents the
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social worker's evaluation (see Table 7).

The second factor from social worker evaluations
consisté‘of items 8 and 9 (description of parental coali-
tion and parents "togetherness" of discipline of the children).
They loaded .86 and .91, respectively, on Factor 2. These
two items make up the scale identified as Parental Cohesion

(PCO). The PCO, like the CAD, represents the sccial worker's

perception of the couple (see Table 7).

The tenth and final item of the social worker evalua-
tion of foster parents weighted .65 on Factor 1 and .50 on
Factor 2. Consequently this single item was used by itself
and is identified as foster parent success (SUC) from social
worker's evaluations (see Tables6 and 7). It is important
to notice that the three factors identified in Table 6
are coﬁsistent with the conceptual foundations of this study.
That is; the first two factors refer to the two main
independent variables of adaptabilify and cohesion, while
the third factor relates to the dependent variable, success

of family functioning.

Data Analysis

Following the Olson, Bell and Portner (1979) cutoff
points, cohesion and adaptability scores were collapsed
from four categories to two (balanced vs. extreme) .

Balanced categories include "seperated" and "connected"
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on the cohesion continuum and "flexible" and "structured,"
on the adaptability continuum. Extreme categories include
"disengaged, " "enmeshed,"'"chaotic," and "rigid." This
collapsing was done in order to maintain a high enough
expected cell frequency to allow for first order analysis
(controls), to utilize the power of the statistical tests
and to be consistent wiﬁh the curvilinear hypotheses of
the study. |

Scatterplots were done for all hypotheses. No curvi-
linear relationships were revealed. Therefore, data will
be reported in chi-square tables only, without going to the
more sophisticated comparisons between eta (a non-linear
statistic of association) and Pearson R (a linear statistic
of associaticon).

The distribution of cases within the contingency tables
which would support the main hypotheses of this thesis is:

FACES SUBSCORES
{(Independent Variables)

EXTREME EXTREME

(Deperdent Variables)
ot
'—l
e
[
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Extreme levels of cohesion and adaptability were hypothe-.
sized to be associated with low levels of family functioning
while balanced levels of cohesion and adaptability were
hypothesized to be associated with high levels of family
funétioning.

The analysis of the data was carried out and will be
presented in two parts. First, the data was analyzed by
mean family response, then it was analyzed according to
family position: fatﬁer, mother, foster child and biclogical

child. The results will be presented in that order.

Family Hypotheses

Family: Major Hypothesis I Results - Chi-square

tests of association between the variable family cohesion
and family Index of Well-Being (IWB) yielded 11 families
in the extreme cohesion dimension and 54 families in the
moderate cohesion dimension. Thirty-seven families scored
in the Lo IWB category while 28 families scored in the Hi
IWB category. This analysis resulted in significance at
the .01 level (x2 = 6.3). This significance, however,
was in the opposite direction hypothesized. The majority
of families reporting moderate cohesion were low on the
Index of Well-Being (see Table 8).

Family adaptability was not significantly correlated

with Family IWB (x2 = .005, p <94) (see Table 9).
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Family: Major Hypothesis II results - The chi-square

tests between cohesion and Couple Adaptability (CAD) revealed
a non-sibnificant association (x2 = ,003, p<.96) as were
the correlations of cohesion and Parental Cohesioﬁ (PCO)
(x2 = 0.0, p<l.0), and SUC (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see Tables 10,
11, and 12).

Non-significant results were also yielded between
adaptability and CAD (x2 = .53, p<.46), PCO (x2 = .83,
p<.36), and SUC (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see Tables13, 14, and 15).

Family: Minor Hypothesis I results - Chi-square tests

between cohesion and the number of entries into the family

in the past year were non-significant (x2 = .69, p<.41), as
were the tests with the other dependent variables of entries
to the family in the past two years (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) and exits
from the family in the past year (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) and past
two years (x2 = .15, p<.70) {see Tablesl6 thru 19).

Those same dependent variables yieldedﬁﬁon—significant
results when chi-square analyses were done with the independent
variable of adaptability (x2 = .30, p<.58), x2 = .39, p<.53),
(x2 = 0.0, p<l.0), and (x2 = .05, p<.82) respectively (see
Tables20 thru 23). |

Family: Minor Hypothesis II results - Non-significant

results were yielded when chi-square was computed between
cohesion and the number of persons in the home (x2 = 0.0,

p<l.0) (see Table 24).
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Similarly, non-significant results were yielded in .
the chi-square test of adaptability.and number of persons
in the home (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see Table 25).

Family: Minor Hypothesis III results - The chi-square

betﬁeen cohesion and the length of the shortest current
foster child placement was non-significant (x2 = 0.0,
p<l1.0) (see Table 26).

A non-significant association (x2 = .181, p<.67) was
found to exist betweeﬁ adaptébility and the length of the
shortest current foster child placement (see Table 27).

Family: Minor Hypothesis IV results - Chi-square

tests between cohesion and the foster father's age (with
the split being at 45) yielded non-significant results
(x2 = 1.56, p<.21). This was also true with respect to
the foster mother's age (x2 = 1.07, p<.30) (see Tables 28
and 29).

Non-significant tests also resulted from the chi-
square analysis between adaptabi1i£y and the age of the
foster father (x2 = 0.0,<p 1.0) and age of the foster
mother (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0), also with the cutoff at age 45
(see Tables 30 and 31).

Family: Controls for Social Desirability - In this

sample, families average just slightly below one standard
deviation above the mean on family social desirability
then that reported by Olson, Bell and Portner (1979)

(see Table 6). Due to the susceptibility of family cohesion
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94.

to a social desirability response set (Olson, Bell and
Portner, 1978), first order partial tables were constructed
for all associations involving family cohesion. These
first order chi-square tests for association failed to
bring the relationships up to a level of statistical signif-

icance.

Fathers Hypotheses

Fathers: Major Hypothesis I results - Chi-square

analysis between foster fathers' cohesion score and their
IWB score in a 2 X 2 matrix yielded significant results
(x2 = 9,48, p<.002). As with the significant results found
with family cohesion and IWB, this significant finding for
fathers was in the opposite direction than that was
hypothesized. That is, the majority of fathers reporting
Lo IWB also reported moderate cohesion and thé\majority
of those fathers reporting Hi IWB scores also reported
extreme cohesion scores (see Table 32).

In order to clarify the distribution of IWB within
the extreme cells, a 3 X 2 chi-square analysis was done,
controlling for social desirability. Low social desirability
respondents (39 or below) yielded non-significant results
between cohesion and IWB (kz = ,082, p<.78). However,
significant results were yielded for high social desirability

respondents (40 of above) between the same variables (x2 = 7.64,
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p<.02). In this analysis the majority of the high IWB
fathers also reported cohesion scores that would be plotted
in the enmeshed quadrant (see Tables33 and 34).

Foster fathers adaptability was not found to be
significantly correlated with IWB (x2 = .11, p<.73) (see
Table 35).

Fathers: Major Hypothesis II results - Non-significant

relationships were found between cohesion and CAD (x2 = 0.0,
p<l.0), PCO (x2 = .15, p<.70) and SUC (x2 = .52, p<.47) (see
‘ables 36, 37, and 38).

Similar non-significant associations were found betweén
adaptability and CAD (x2 = .18, p<.67), PCO (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0),
and SUC (x2 = .47, p<.49) (see Tables39, 40, and 41) .

Fathers: Minor Hypothesis I results - The analysis

revealed non-significant associations between cohesion and
the number of entries in the home in the past year (x2 = .58,
p<45), the number of entries in the past two years (x2 = 0.0,
p<l1.0), the number of exits in the'past year (x2 = 0.0, p<.98),
and the number of exits in the past two years (x2 = .34,
p<.56) (see Tables42 thru 45).

Non-significant associations were also found between
adaptability and the same dependent variables of entries
(x2 = .19, p<.66), entries (x2 = .10, p<.76), exits (x2 = .003,
p<.95), and exits (x2 = .10, p<.76), respectively (see Tables
46 thru 49).

Fathers: Minor Hypothesis II results - The analysis

‘revealed a non-significant association between cohesion and
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the number of persons presently in the home (x2 = .21,
p<.65) (see Table 50).

Similarly, there was a non-significant association
between adaptability and the number of persons presently
in the home (x2 = .87, p<.35) (see Table 51).

Fathers: Minor Hypothesis III results - The chi-

square tests between cohesion and the length of the shortest
current foster child placement was non-significant (x2 = .001,
p<.97) (see Table 52),

A non-significant association (x2 = 0.0, p<i.0) was
likewise found to exist between adaptability and the length
of the shortest current foster child placement (see Table 53).

Fathers: Minor Hypothesis IV results - In order to

obtain adequate cell size, the age cutoff for foster fathers
was dropped to age 40 and for foster mothers it was lowered
to age-35.. Non-significant associations were revealed
between cohesion and the foster father's age (x2 = .08,
p.<78), and foster mother's age (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see
Tables54 and 55).

Non-significant associations also appeared between
adaptability énd these two dependent variables (x2 = 0.0,

p<l.0), and (x2 = ,19, p<.66) respectively (see Tables56

and 57).
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Mothers Hypotheses

Mothers: Major Hypothesis I Results - The association

between foster mothers' cohesion scores and their IWB score
was non-significant (x2 = 1.40, p<.24) (see Table 58).

The same dependent variable was found to have a non-
significant association with adaptability (x2 = 0.0, p<1l.0)
(see Table 59).

Mothers: Major Hypothesis II results - Non-significant

results were found to exist between cohesion and CAD (x2 = .37,
p<.54), PCO (x2 = .03, p<.87) and SUC (x2 = .53, p<.47) (see
Tables60 thru 62).

Similar associations were found to result from chi-
square analysis between adaptability and CAD (x2 = ,35,
p<56), PCO (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) and SUC (x2 = .10, p<1.0) (see
Tables63 thru 65).

Mothers: Minor Hypothesis I results - There were

non-significant associations between cohesion and the number
of entries in the home in the past year (x2 = 1.11, p<.29),
the number of entries in the past two years (x2 = .47, p<.49),
the number of exits in the past year (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0), and
the number of exits in the past two years (x2 = .87, p<.35)
(see Tables 66 thru 69).

Non-significant results were also found between
adaﬁtability and the same dependent variables (x2 = .05,
p<.82), (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0), (%2 = .10, p<.75) and (x2 = 0.0,

p<l.0) resbectively (see Tables70 thru 73).
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Mothers: Minor Hypothesis II results - Non-significant

results were yielded when chi-square was computed between
cohesion and the number of persons presently in the home
(x2 = .47, p<.49) (see Table 74).

Similarly, non-significant results appeared between
adaptability and the same dependent variable (x2 = .04,
p<.84) (see Table 75).

Mothers: Minor Hypothesis III results - The relation-

ship between cohesion and the length of the shortest current
foster child placement was non-significant (x2 = 0.0, p<1.0)
(see Table 76).

A non-significant relationship (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) was
likewise found to exist between adaptability and the length
of the shortest current foster child placement (see Table 77).

Mothers: Minor Hypothesis IV results - Cutoff points

were again lowered to age 40 for foster fathers and age 35
for foster mothers (as reported earlier). Non-significant
associations resulted between cohesion and the foster father's
age (x2 = .27, p<.60) and foster mother's age (kz = 0.0,
p<l.0) (see Tables 78 and 79).

Non-significant results also appeared between adapta-
bility and these two dependent variables (x2 = .82, p<.36),

and (x2 = 1.18, p<.28) (see Table 80 and 81).
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Foster Children Hypotheses

Foster Children: Major Hypothesis I Results - The

association between foster children cohesion scores and
their IWB scores were non-significant (x2 = .02, p<.90)
({see Table 82).
The same dependent variable had a nén—significant
association with adaptability (x2 = .58, p<.44) (see Table 83).

Foster Children: Major Hypothesis II results - Non-

significant associations were revealed between cchesion
and CAD (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0), PCO (x2 = .04, p<.84), and SUC
(x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see Tables 84, 85, and 86).

Similar associations were found between adaptability
and CAD (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0), PCO (x2 = .34, p<.56) and SUC
(x2'= 0.0, p<l.0) (see Tables 87, 88, and 89).

Foster Children: Minor Hypothesis I results - Non-

significant associations were revealed between cohesion and
the number of entries in the home in the past year (x2 = 1.50,
p<.22), the number of entries in the past two years (x2 = .23,
p<.63), the number of exits in the past year (x2 = .08, p<.78)
(see Tables 90 thru 93).

Non-significant associations were found between adapt-
ability and the same dependent variables (x2 = .63, p<.86},
(x2 = .73, p<.39), and (x2 = .35, p<.56), respectively

(see Tables 94 thru 97).
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Foster Children: Minor Hypothesis II results - Non-
significant associations appeared bétween cohesion and the
number of persons presently in the home (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0)
{see Table 98).

Similarly, non-significant results appeared between
adaptability ‘and the same dependent variable (x2 = 0.0,
p<l.0) (see Table 99).

Foster Children: Minor Hypothesis III results - The

association between cohesion and the length of the shortest
current foster child placement was non-significant (x2 = .42,
p<.52) (see Table 100}.

A non-significant relationship (x2 = .11, p<.74) was
likewise found to exist between adaptability and the length

of the shortest current foster child placement (see Table 101).

Foster Children: Minor Hypothesis IV results - Cutoff
points were again lowered to age 40 for foster fathers and
age 35 for foster mothers (as reported earlier). Non-
significant associations appeared between cohesion and the
foster fathers age-(x2 = .10, p<.75) and foster mothers age
(x2 = .003, p<.95) (see Tables 102 thru 103).

Non-significant results were also yielded between
adaptability and these two dependent variables (x2 = .03,

p<.87), and (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see Tables 104 and 105).
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Biological Children Hypotheses

Biblogical Children: Major Hypothesis I Results - The

association between foster children cohesion scorés and
their IWB scores was non-significant (x2 = .19, p<.66)
(see Table 106).

| The same dependent variable was found to have a non-
significént association with adaptability (x2 = 1.41, p<.23)
(see Table 107).

Biological Children: Major Hypothesis II results - A

non-significant association were found to exist between
cohesion and CAD (x2 = 0.0, p<1.0), PCO (x? = « 56, px.33), and
sSuC (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see Tables 108, 109, and 110).

Similar associations were found between adaptability
and CAD (x2 = 1.73, p<.19), PCO (x2 = 1.68, p<.20) and SUC

(x2 = .33, p<.57) (see Tables 111, 112, and 113).

Biological Children: Minor Hypothesis T results - Non-
significént associations wéie found between cohesion and
the number of entries in the home in the past year (x2 = 0.0,
p<1.0), the number of entries in the past two years (x2 = .59,
p<.44), the number of exits in the past year (x2 = 1.50
p<.22), the number of exits in.the past two years (x2 = .59,
p<.44) (see Tables 114.thru 117}.

Non-significant associations were also found between
adaptability and the same dependent variables (x2 = 0.0,
p<l.0), (x2 = 1.08, p<.30)} x2 = .56} p<.45), and (x2 = .11,

p<.74), respectively (see Tables 118 thru 121).
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Biological Children: Minor Hypothesis II results - A

non-significant association was found between cohesion and
the number of persons presently in the home (x2 = 0.0,
p<l.0) (see Table 122).

. Similarly, a non-significant association appeared
between adaptability and the same dependent variable
(x2 = .09, p<.76) (see Table 123).

Biological Children: Minor Hypothesis III results - The

association between cohesion and the length of the shortest
current foster child placement was non-significant (x2 = 0.0,
p<l1.0) (see Table 124). |

A non-significant association (x2 = 1.15, p<.28) was
likewise found to exist between adaptability and the length
of the shortest current foster child placement (see Table 125).

Biological Children: Minor Hypothesis IV results - Cutoff

points were again lowered to age 40 for foster fathers and age
35 for foster mothers (as reported earlier). Non-significant
associations resulted between cohesion and the foster fathers
age (x2 = 2.34, p<.13) and foster mothers age (x2 = .02,
p<.90) (see Tables 126 and 127).

Non-significant associations also appeared between
adaptability and these two dependent variables (x2 = .005,

p<.94), and (x2 = 0.0, p<l.0) (see Table 128 and 129).



153.

¥B8°€EL
1€

$2°92
11

USIRTTYD TedTborotd

=d 60T - = X

60T" = ®3d
967" - = euweb
T9L* = d
T ="3"P
¢60° = X
%8 €L $2°9¢
T€ 11
3 AR A $V°1C
A4 6 HOIH
$9°1C $8° ¥
6 z MO'T
QIONYIVE ANTILK T
A3T1Tqeadepy

:SWOH UuT

AT1jussaxg suosaeg pue X31TTqeadepy

usaM19d UOTJRTIDOSSY

ECT arqgel

owoy uT ATjusseld suosiad

S0y" = d = I
= B39
TeQ” eunreb
=d
/ "3I°p
“Nun
%L*99 $E°EE
8¢ PT
8 €L 30709 §8°¢€¢
TE 12 0T HDIH
%$2°92 %L°9T 2G°6
1T L ¥ MO
QIDNVTIVL CINELNA &
UoTsSayoDd
USIPITYD TeoTboTOoTH :2WOH UT

ATjussaxg suosIag pue UOTSIYOD
uaamilad UOTIRTOOSSY

ZZT oTqelL

swoy ut ATIUSS3dIJ SUOSII]



154.

¥8°¥S
£Z

%C°SY
6T

USIPTFYD TeoThotroTrd

180" = d 0zZZ" =1
0ZZ° = ®e3d
0Ly " = euwueb
€gz =d
T =3P
. PCT°T = NN
$8°€L -~ %2°92 £
1€ . 1T -
$T°G¥ %$5°6
6T . s HOTH
$9°8¢ $L°9T
A L MOT
AIONVIVe THTILX T
A3T1Tqe3depy

JusuedeTd

Iuszand 3se9laoys pue A3TTrqeirdepy

u29M39g UOTIRTOOSSY -

SCT S1qel

JuUSWSdeTd JIUSIAND 3IS23I0YS

91v° =d PEQ" - = 2
FEO® = e3®
ZL0*- = rPueb
0°T =
T ="°3°P
0°0 = NN
%L799 FEEE
8¢ PT
$8°%9 . %L°GE %$0°6T
£C ST 8 HOIH
$2°S¥P $0°T€ $E€°PI
. 6T €T 9 MOT
QIONYIVH HNEILX
i UOTSaYo)

USIPTTYD TeoTboToTg :3juswedeTd
jusIIn) 3IS93I0YUS pPUB UOTSIYOD
usoMmlag UOTIRTOOSSY

FZT aTqeL

JUSWSDRTd JIUSIIND IS23I0YS



155.

; 60€° = = X
6L0° = ©39
06T = euureb
= d
3P
“NN
$L°99 ¥8°€C
8¢ VT
$CT 9L L2 A4 ¥8°¢EC
(A2 (44 0T HOIH
¥8°¢Ct SE°VT %G°6
01 9 v MO'T
JEONVIVE NI LXE
uoTsaYoD

© USIPTTYD TelThototrg
:2bV¥ s,19Yy3jOoN puER UOTSIYOD
usomled UOTIRTOOSSY

LZT =Tqed

aby s,I9Y30R

$0°69
6c

30°T€E
€T

uaIpPTTYD TeoTbOoTOTd
toby s,I19yleg pue UOTSaYOD
usoM1ISg UOTIRTOOSSY

9¢T =T9qelL

T€0" = d = I
210
TLS* = eumrebh
GZI* = d
*F°P
= Nuﬂ
%L°99 gE°¢€e
8¢ ¥T
E Y A gL 9T
ZzT L HOIH
$E°PT $L°9T
9 Z MO1
AIONYIvd T LXE
uoTSayo)

by s,19y3zed



156.

Nge* =d 8pQ° = X
80" = ©3Id
GZT" = runre b
o'r=4d
T="3'D
0°0 = X
$8°€L $2°9¢2
TE 1T
$2°9L $T*LS $0°6T
¢k v B HOTH
$8°€Z $L°9T $T°L
o1 £ & MOT
QIONVTVE TWTI LY
A3T1TqRIdepy

’

UsIpTITyYd TedoTboTOTH
:9by s,I9Yy30 pue A3TITqR3depy
usaMmlag UOTIRTOO0SSY

62T °TdelL

aby s,a9y3lon

QEeE" = d 0L0" = x
0L0° = v33
99T * = eumueb
Zve” = d
\ H“ o“ov
S00° = NN

38°¢L 32797

| 3 T

%$0°69 E /A $L°9T
62 zZz L HOTH

$0°1¢ 8712 $5°6
€T 6 v MOT

QIONVTIVE  EWTYIX
. £3111qe3depy

USIPTITYD TeoTboTOTqg
196y s,a3y3zeg pue A3rTTqeydepy
uU99M3ISg UOTIRTOOSSY

8¢T sTqgel

oby s,10Yy3eg



157.

CHAPTER IV:
DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, AND SUMMARY

Discussion

The basis of this research thesis has been that cohesion
and adaptability are primary indicators of optimal family
functioning. While this may indeed be the case, support
for the following hypotheses was very limited.

Major Hypothesis I - Those foster families in which

there is balanced, family adaptability and cohesion will
also have a high degree of well-being. Contrary to the
hypothesis, families with balanced cohesion scores tended

to get low scores on the Index of Well-Being. This is

in the opposite direction of hypotheéis. These-results
would indicate that these family members perceive themselves
to be doing rather poorly individually, though the family
group is moderately cohesive. The range on the Index of
Well-Being in this sample was from 8.1 to 14.6 with amean

of 11.8. The cut-off point used in the data analysis was
12.1 (the approximate median score). However, this is

.35 above the mean reported by Campbell, Converse and Rodgers
(1976) for their rational sample. It could be argued that
some of the families labeled as "Lo IWB" are actually
moderate in well—Being. ITf this indeed is the case, it
would be expected that this phenomenon would contaminate

the results since the "Hi IWB" families were expected to
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be moderately cohesive.

Méﬁor Hypothesis II - Those foster families in which
there is balanced family adaptability and family cohesion
will also have high social worker ratings. The Couple
Adapatability (CAB), Parental Cohesion (PCO) and Parental
Success (SUC) scores had no significant association witn
either independent variables (cohesion or adaptability).
The dependent variables determined by social workers
evaluations are apparently quite different from that of
the family members themselves. While obviously different
scales were used to determine cohesion and adaptability,
the factor analysis of social workers evaluations indicated
rather dramatically that CAD (which had already been
established as a scale of adaptability by Touliatos and
Lindhoﬁ, 1977) was indeed an adaptability scale and PCO
was a cohesion scale. Thus, these results indicate that
foster care social workers perceive.the degree of cohesion
and adaptability somewhat differently than the family members
themselves. Likewise, when social workers measure Success
of the foster home, it is not indicative of the family
members perception of their cohesion or adaptability. These
indeed, may not be the two diminsiéns that foster care
social workers focus on in determining success. However,
as mentioned above, social workers perception of cohesion
and adaptability differed substantially from the familie’s

perception. This raises guestions in the "insider,"
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"outsider" approach. Social workers may not be seeing
the family as it actually is or foster families may report
a higher' degree of functioning than actually exists.

Minor Hypothesis I - Family cohesion and family

adaptability will be more extreme the greater the density
of entries and exits of family members the core family
experiences.

This hypothesis failed to be supported. Contrary
to the notion that stress is created by people entering or
leaving the family system (Monane, 1967; Eastman, 1979),
the foster families of this study appeared to accomodate
with little shift in overall adaptability or cohesion.
Possibly entries and exits have become part of the routine
of these families and not a departure from their usual
rythmn.

Eastman (1979) statesthat the early changes effect
the family system much more significantly thah do later
ones, that is, the arrival of the first child is more
traumatic than the ones that follow. While this was not a
testable hypothesis for this thesis, the effect of numerous
system changes may be observed through these results.

The continual system changes tﬁat these foster parents

6 entries and 3.1 exits in the

L - -

experienced, averaging 3.
‘past year, may indeed result to a numbing effect to change

that Eastman (1979) alludes to. Thus, due to the openness
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of the system, the consequential reverberations of stress

may go unnoticed or ignored. Yet, it would appear that these
foster families have the ability to incorporate entries

and deal with the loss of exits to a degree that enables

them to maintain balanced levels of cohesion and adaptability.

Minor Hypotheses II & III - The greater the number of

children in the home, the more extreme the levels of reported
family cohesion and family adaptability. Family cohesion
and adaptability will be more balanced as the length of
the shortest placement increases.

| These hypotheses failed to be supported. A majority
(83%) of the large families (6 or more persons) reported
balanced cohesion and 92% reported balanced adaptability.
This indicates that these foster families did not respond
to the challenge of coordinating a large household size by
moving to extreme levels of cohesion and adaptability.
Once again, the "normative" frame of reference for these
families may be different from the population at large.
A larger household may not be perceived as a stressor or
unusual challenge. Hill (1978) has emphasized the importance
of the family's perception of the event in his A+B-+C-+X model
of family crisis. It may take- more dramatic events for
these families to define the situation as stressful.
Furthermore, the expectation that foster children are to
be temporary household members may serve to buffer any

stress associated with entries and exits.
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This ability to define entries and exits as non-
stressful may also be associated with the lack of signifi-
cant association between the length of placement and family
cohesion and adaptability. If the entries and exits are
not responded to with a shift in these dimensions of family
interaction, "a return to the balanced region" of the
Circumplex Model would not be expected as the length of
placement increases.

Contrary to the literatures suggestion that stress
and interaction styles may be related to the number of
persons in the home, the indication from this analysis is
that these families, after numerous changes in the configura-
tion of their family, develop a style of adjustment that
treats such change as "routine" - responding with balanced
levels of both cohesion and adaptability. While balanced
cohesion and adaptability are somewhat unexpected in these
foster families (especially the larger ones) that also have
numerous other stressors effecting them, may use the
maintenance of a' large family as a means of coping with such
stresses. For instance, the larger the family the easier
it is to insolate from the stress yet maintain adequate
functioning within the system. Likewise, the larger the
family, the greater the number of potential subsystems
within the family that are available to buffer stress.

Minor Hypothesis IV - Family cohesion and adaptability

will be more extreme in families with parents over age 45.
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This hypothesis failed to be supported. Prior
literature is contradictory regarding the age of the
foster parent and functioning of the foster family.

Trasler (1960) and Parker (1966) report older foster

parénts (over age 45) as being most successful, while
Murphy (1964) and Rowe (1976) found success to have no
association with parental age. Similar to Trasler (1960)
and Parker (1966) the results of this study were not signifi-
cant but were to some-degree in that direction regarding

the cohesion dimension. Thus it may be that in foster
famiiies the degree of cohesion is more a function of
parental age than is adaptability.

It was the implicit assumption of this thesis that
the degree of adaptability and cohesion would be indicative
of success. This does not appear to be the case, and simi-
larly, age does not appear to be associated with the degree
of family functioning. The structure of foster families
may indeed by very similar across barental age ranges.

This structure may be a function of mitigating circumstances
prior to foster parenting that are maintained across the
foster parenting experience. From the results of this

study there are no indications that a certain age range

of the parental dyad provides the "most" beneficial care

for foster children.
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Limitations of This Study

Due to the nature of this study, the sample was
necessarily made up of volunteer families of whom at
least one of the foster parents was attending a Foster-
Parent Educational Workshop provided by the Kansas State
Foster Parent Project. This in itself precluded random
selection. '

The representativeness of this voluntary sample is
likewise unclear. The question arises as to whetlLer these
foster parents were already very qualified foster parents
and were seeking additional education or whether they were
less then qualified foster parents in need of additional
education. Subjective observation would faver the former
(Marr and Haines, 1980). If this is indeed the case, it
may be expécted that these families would tend to be more
adaptable and cohesive than the general population of foster
parents.

Foster parents are also, by and large, a very closely
monitored group of people. That is, they must fill out
extensive application forms and go through extensive
interviews prior to receiving a license to keep foster
children. Even thoqgh all families were informed that the
information they brovided would not be shared with social
service agencies on an individual basis, and confidentiality

was guaranteed, they may have feared that this study, in
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one way or another, could affect their status as foster
parents. While workshop participants were very willing

to partibipate in this project (approximately 70%, with
65.7% of these returning usable responses) their ﬁilling-
ness seemed to be based on a desire to refute réceﬁt nation-
ally publicized news reports concerning the "atrocities"

of foster care. A common concern of foster parents in

each of these workshops was the bad press foster parents
were receiving and what could be done to point out the
positive elements of foster care.

The family problems reported by these families did
not seem to be unusually abnormal to those expected in
the foster family situation but, due to the fore mentioned
circumstances, these foster families would appear to have
good reason to lean toward social desirable responses.

It was also impossible to cross-validate the self-
report of these families on the independent variables of
cohesion and adaptability with a behavioral measure of these
variables due to the time and expense involved. Two
commonly used behavioral measures used are SIMFAM (Straus
and Tallman, 1971) which takes 20 to 30 minutes to administer
and the Kvebaek Family Sculptufe Test (KFST) (Kvebaek, 1978),
which takes approximately 15 minutes. Self-reports of
their own family process are difficult for people to gife
(Olson and iﬁéﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁy’ 1972).  Furthermore self report

measures may be more susceptible to the effects of social
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desirability: It is easier to alter one's perceptions

in a favorable direction than to alter one's behavior.
Therefore, it may be expected that the responses of these
families be in the socially desirable direction. -

At this point it is unclear if the self report
measures used are adequate indicators of foster family
functioning. The occurrance of elevated social desirability
scores, would indicate, when logically followed, that report
of family functioning would also be elevated. This, in
fact, is the case in this study.

A final limitation of this study involves the cutting
points for levels of cohesion and adaptability. To insure
generalizable results within the research field on the
Circumplex Model of Marriage and Family Systems, the
recommended cutting points determined by Olson, Bell and_
Portner (1979) were used. In many cases they did not
allow for adequate cell sizes to be obtained.™ For instance,
chi-square analysis of family responses using these cutting
points allowed only 11 families to fall in the extreme
cohesion guadrant and only 6 families to fall in the extreme
adaptability quadrant. For accurate analysis of the data,
manipulation of the cutting points of FACES scores may be
necessary. In first nrder, Analyses controlling for the
effects of social desirability, cutting points of depenéent
variables were manipulated in an attempt to supplement the

small cell size of independent variables. Cutting points
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on FACES for specific populations is an issue in need for

further exploration.

Practical Applications

The sample population of this study was found to be
very adaptable and cohesive as families. The flow of
people in and out of the home and maintenance of a large
number of persons in the home had no significant effect on
the style of functioning in these families. However, social
wbrke;s perception of cohesion and adaptability and the
families perception of cohesion and adaptability was notice-
ably different. Social workers reported families to be
much less adaptable and cohesive than did the foster families
themselves. This may be another indication that foster
families tended to respond in a socially desirable fashion.
Yet, the social worker, foster family relationship may be
such that enables social workers tb have the most accurate
perception of the families functioning. Yet, social workers
have the least contact with the person in the family that
probably provides the most accurate assessment of the family,
the fathers, As mentioned earlier, it is generally the
foster mothers who are most involved in the care of the
foster children, thus the foster father, by and large, has
"the least to lose" in providing information to social

workers (outsiders). By tapping this resource of foster
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fathers, social workers may be able to most adequately
monitor the functioning of the foster family.

Whatever source is used by the social worker to
determine family functioning, it is necessary to be aware
of the foster families need for acceptance and a need to
please those who are responsible to evaluate them. Indi-
cations are that foster families may learn what the social
worker wants to know, and provide that information in a
way that may cover-up other pertinent aspects of the family.
Focusing in on the indicators of cohesion (emotional bend-
ing, independence, family boundaries, coalitions, time,
space, friends, decision-making, interests, and recreation)
and adaptability (assertiveness, control, discipline,
negotiation, roles, rules, and system feedback) may allow
social workers to make the most accurate assessment of
foster family functioning and lessen the importance of
extraneous inter-personal relationship variables that

often makes such a task difficult.

Suggestions for Future Research

This study is just a start at empirically looking at
foster family functioning in relation to the stressful
events such a familf experiences. It is suggested that
future research not only use self-report measures of

family functioning but also behavioral measures. Likewise,
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the addition of a comparison group from the population at
large would provide pertinent information regarding family
styles wLich are most condusive to foster parenting.

It is still unclear as to whether foster families
actually make a shift in their style of family functioning
when stressful events (such as the placement of a new child
in their home) occur in their family. Subsequent research
may provide this answer by assessing foster family functioning
prior to such stressing events then at intervals afterwards.

There likewise remains unanswered questions-regarding
the foster family, foster care social worker relationship.
While criteria for "successful" foster parenting remains
ambiguous, foster families may provide the "expected"
information to foster care social workers in an effort to
be conside:ed a "success." Continued efforts should be
made in-accurately assessing "successful" vs. "unsuccessful"
foster parenting. At the present time the interpersonal
relationship between the social worker and the foster
family (especially the foster mother) seems to be the most
pertinent variable in determining success. Thus, new

measures of determining success may be especially beneficial.

Summary

The results of this study indicate that self-reported

family cohesion and adaptability (as measured by FACES) have
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no association with the level of family functioning as
measured by social workers evaluations and the Index of
Well-Being. Furthermore, balanced versus non-balanced
patterns of family cohesion and adaptability failed to
be associated with the number of persons "entering" and
"exiting" the home in the recent past, the total number of
persons in the home, the length of the shortest current
foster child placement or the age of the foster parents.
The implicit assumption throughout this thesis has been
that any occurrence in the foster family that induces stress
and a reorganization of the family structure would be
respoﬂded to with shifts in family cohesion and adaptability.
These results tend to indicate that this is not the case.
The families of this study seem to have a family style of
interaction that allows for repeated reorganization of the
family without noticeable shifts in family cohesion and
adaptability. One possible explanation for this finding
is that families which volunteer for foster child placements
have a high "threshold for crisis definition." That is,
these families may not define successive addition and
departure of persons as stressful, but rather as routine
and expected.

Further research is necessary to determine if foster
families do indeed have a style of adjustment to stress
and family reorganization that allows for a balanced level

of adaptability and cohesion to be maintained in the face
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of repeated entries and exits. More work should be done
on what constitutes a "crisis" in the perception of foster
families.

The often sacrificial work of foster families is
complex and often misunderstood. Future research is
necessary to adequately determine the characteristics
that optimally benefit these families while facing the

array of difficult situations they voluntarily handle.
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FOSTER PAREN'D EDUCATION

Characteristics of Foster-Families

In conjunction with our educational workshops for foster parents,
we also want to look at how such a family adjusts to the challenges of
foster care. Since there are so few families that are willing to ac-
cept the responsibility of foster care, we believe that the families
that are willing to be foster families have special characteristics
and abilities. With this in mind we are looking at family character-
istics that aliow ydur 'family to adjust and succeed with not only the
challenge of parenting your biolegical children but also your foster
children.

If you can assist us in identifying and understanding how your
family has made the adjustment to foster care, we may be able to help
others do the same.

If you are willing to volunteer to assist us with this project
we would ask each member of the family to confidintially fill out a
guestionnaire that takes about twenty minutes. Then we would ask each
family member to return their questionnaire tc us seperately in a self
addressed, stamped envelop that we will provide.

It is our estimate that children under the age of 8 - 10 years
may be unable to respond adeguately or confidentially.

No names will ﬂe placed on the questionnairé and no individual re-

sponses will ever be released. All information is confidential.

The responses of a large nember of families (or group responses) are
what we will focus on, not individual responses.
These questionnaires will be mailed to you at a later date.

Your cooperation is very much apprediated.
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Yes, our family is interested in participating in this study
of identifying characteristics of foster families.

Name (Husband) (Wife)

Biological Child(ren)

Foster Child(ren)

Address =ip

Phone
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Appendix B

Demographic Questionnaire
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Demographic Questionnaire

(Collected by phone)

1. How long have you been foster parents?

2. How long have you been married to your present spouse?

3. How old are you? and your spouse?

4. How many years of schooling have you completed? and your spouse?
5,

What are the names of your natural children living at home?

and their ages and their grade in school

6. Do you have any natural children Tiving outside your home?
How many How long have they been livingiout of your home?

7. What are the names of the foster children living in your home?

his/her age his/her how long has how Tong has
grade in he/she been he/sha been
school in foster in your home?

8. How many new persons have come to live in your home {including relatives) in the
past year past 2 years 7

9. How many persons have lived in your home but left to live somewhers.else
(including family members) in the past year past 2 years

10. A1l total, how many foster children have you had in your care?

11. Are there any of the children in your home above the age of 12 who would be unable
to complete a questionnaire?

"Your family's participation in the Kansas State Foster Parent Education Project
study of 'the Characteristics of Foster Families' is greatly appreciated. I'm

syre you are aware that social workers make eyarly evaluation of each foster family.
We realize these social workers evaluations are simply one :piece of information.
That is shy we are asking each family member for their perceptions of your family.
It would be helpful to us if you would agree to allow us to compare this information
with that of the social worker. May we have your permission to contact your social
worker for this information? If yes, what is the name of your foster care
social worker?

Within the next month we will mail to you questionnaires to be completed by your
family. Your confidentiality is guaranteed and we will provide stamped self-
addressed envelopes for each person's responses. We would 1ike to thank you in
advance for your assistance,
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Appendix C

Cover Letter Sent to Foster Families
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Department of Family and -
Child Development

Justin Hall
Manhattan, Kansas 66506
813-532-5510

‘We, the Foster Parent Education Project staff, arc grateful to

you and your family for agreeing to participate in our study
of the characteristics of foster families that enable you to
connfront numerous unique circumstances.

Encloscd are envelopes for each identified family member. Each
person has a number beside their name. It is important that
each person complete the questiomnaire having the same number
as that beside his/her name. This enables us to know that cach
person has completed the questionnaire assigned to him/her and
also assures confidentiality for each person.

Instructions for filling out the questionnaire are in each
family member's envelope. We suggest that each member wait to
open their envelope until they have approximately 20-30
minutes to complete it.

Enclosed with each questionnaire is a self-addressed, stamped
envelope. Each member of your family can individually enclose
their completed questionnaire in this envelope and retumn it
to us as soon as possible. This assures confidentiality among
family members.

If any or all the addressed persons in your family choose not

to complete this questionnaire, please return the blank questionnaire
in the self addressed, stamped envelope. If you have any questions
regarding this project please feel free to contact Jon Benigas

or Pam Marr at 913/532-5519.

Again, we thank you and your family for your participation in
this part of the Kansas State Foster Parent Project.

- Sincerely,

Famelo. C. Phan,

Pamela C. Marr
Coordinator
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Appendix D

Informed Consent Form
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Family Characteristics in Foster Families

Informed Consent Statem:q=nt

The purpose.of this study is to help develop a better understanding
of foster famili»s. Training and planning with foster parents can be
improved as thei: experiences and attitudes are better understood. Your
participation will help us gain that understanding.

Your answers will be treated confidentially, therefore, you are not
to put your name on the questionnaire. Hknu?participation in the study
is voluntary. Taere is no physical activity or risk associated with
this study. In regard to mental or emotional risks, while the questicns
deal with general information, it is possible that one or morc may
stimulate painful memories or thoughts. If there is a question you do
not wish to complete, you are free to omit that question or to quit
working on the questionnaire at anytime. In any report from this study,
no name will identify any individual participant.

Project staff will be happy to answer any questions regarding this
study.

There are two copies of this statement. Please sign both copies
(below). Keep the top copy for your file and leave the second copy
attached to the questionnaire.

I have been fully advised of the procedures to be used in this
study as described above. I understand the conditions associated with

the study and I hereby voluntarily agrec to participate.

Date Signature
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Appendix E
FACES and Well-Being

Questionnaire
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This is a questiomnaire that has been speci:fically written and developed
for families. It specifically.look: at the ways {amily members interact
with each other.

After you haw read the statement place an .. in the hox that most appropr.ately
describes the way you sce your family. See example below:

) L
&&E Exanplé
[(T1A[5){3] 1. Family menbers are concemed with each other's welfare.

1§ you feed the membens of yowr famdily are concesned
with each other's wekljare afl the me, place an X L
box 4. 14 J:he_{ are concerind with cach othen's weldare
most of the time, pface an X ia box 3, and 40 on. 13
they axe concenned semetimes mank box ¢ and i Jou feel
they ane noi concemed mate box 1.

By the word family in each of these questions, we mean all the persons you
are living with now.

When you complete this questionnaire, pleasc mail it back to us in the
self-addressed, stawmped envelope that is provided.

“Thank you for your time and participation.
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Family menters are concerned with each other's welfare.

Family memters feel fréc to say what's on their mind.

We don't hive spur of the moment guests it mealtime.

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

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

Family members are afraid to tell the truth because of how harsh the
punishment will be.

Most personal friehds arc not family friends.

Family members talk a lot but nothing ever gets done.

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

There are times when other family members do things that make me unhappy.
In our family we know where all family members are at all times.

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

The parents in our family stick together.

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

Family members make the rules together,

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

It is difficult to keep track of what other family members are doing.
Family members do not check with each other when making decisions.

My family completely understands and sympathizes with my every ncrod

Family ties are more important to us than any fricndship could pessibly be.
When our family has an argument, family members just keep to themsclves.
Family members often answer questions that were addressed to another jperson.

The parents check with the children before making important decisicns
in our family,

Family merbers like to spend some of their free time with cach other.

Punishnent is usually pretty fair in our family.

Family memhers are encouraged to have friends of their own as well as
family fricnds, c

Fanmily members discuss problems and usually feel good about the solutions.
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28, Family members shave almost all interests and hobbics with each other.

29. Our family is not a perfect success.

530, Family menters are extremely indep-ndent

31, So one in our family seems to be able to keep track of what their duties are.
32, Tamily members feel it's“everyone for themselves".

33. Tvery ncw thing I've learned about my family has pleased me.

34. Cur farily has a rule for almost every possible situation.

35. We vespect each other's privacy.

35, Once our family has planned vo do scmething, it's difficult to change it.

37. 1In our family we are on our own vhen there is a problem to solve.

38. I have never regretted being with my fam®ly, not even for a mement.

39, TFamily nembers do not turn to each other when they nced help.

40. It is hard to kncw what other family members are thinking.

41, Family members make visitors feel at home.

42. Parents make all of the important decisicns in cur family,

43. Even when everyone is home, family mewbers spend their time scparately,

44, Parents and children in our family discuss together the‘n;thod of punishment,
45. Family members have littlc ‘need for friends because the family is so close.
46. Ve feel good about our ability to solve problems.,

47. Althoush family members have individual interests, they still participate
in family activities.

48, My family has all the qualities 1've always wanted ina family. .
49. Family members arc totally on their own in developing their ideas.

50. Once a task is assigned to 2 family member, there is no chance of charging it.
51. Family members seldom take sides against other members.

R

52. ‘Therc arc times when I do not feel a great deal of love and affection
for my family. :

53. IWhen rules arc broken, family members ave treated fairly.

54, Family members don't entey cach other's arcas or activities.
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Family members encourage each other's e:forts to find new ways of doing things.

Family members discuss important decisirns with each other, but vsualiy
make their own choices.

If T could be a part of any family in tie world, I could not have a better

7 match,

58.
59,
60.

72,
73.

74.
75.

76.
77.
78,

79.

Home is one of the loneliest places to he.
In our family, it's important for everyune to express their opinion,

Family members £ind it easier to discuss thmgs with persons outside the
family.

There is no leadership in our family.

Tie try to plan some things during the week so we can all be together

TFamily mem>ers are not pmished or reprimanded vhen they do something vrong.
In our family we know each other's close friends.

Our family does not discuss its problems.

Our family docsn't do things together,

If my family has any faults, I am not aware of them.

Family menbers enjoy doing things alone as well as together.
In our farily, everyone shares responsibilities. ~
to handle the children.

Parents agree on how

I don't think anyone could possibly be happier than wmy family and I

when we are tcgether.

It i-s unclear what will happen when rules are broken in our family.
When a bedroom door is shut, family members will knock before entering.
1f one way doesn't work in our family, we try another.

Family merbers are expected to have the approval of others before making
decisions.

Family memhers are totally involved in each other's lives.
Family merbers speak their mind without considering how it will effect others.

Family members feel comfortable inviting their friends along on f.'—uul)
activities.

Fach family mewber has at least sosc saf in major family decisions,
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Family menders fcel pressured to spend nost free time together.

Members of our family ‘can get away with almost anything.
Family merbers share the same friends.

When tryirg to solve problems, family memhbers jump from one attemptod
solution 1> another without giving any of them time to work.

We have difficulty thinking of things tc do as a family.

Family membders Lmde‘rstand cach cther conpletely

It seems as if we agree on everythinga

It secems as if males and females never do the same chores in our family.

Family members know who will agree and who will disagree with them on most
family matters,

My family could be happier than it is.

There is strict punishment for breaking rules in our family.

Family members seem to avoid contact with eoch other when at home,

For no apparent reason, family merbers scem to change their minds.

We decide together on fanily matters and separately on personal matteis.
Our family has a balance of closeness and scparateness.

Family members rarely say what they want.,

It secms there are always people around home who are not members of the
Certain family members order everyone else around.

It scems as if family members can never find time to be together.
Family merlbers are severcly punished for anything they do wreng.

We know very little about the friends of other fumily members.

Family members feel they have no say in solving problems.

Menbers of our family share many intercsts.

Our family is as well aljusted as any family in this world can be.
Family members are encouraged to do their own thing.

Family members never know how others are going to act.

family,
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Certain incividuals scem to cmuse most o our family problems.

I don't think any family could live toge:her with greater harmony than
ny family,

Jt is hard to know what the rules are in our family because they alwm's change.
Fawmily members find it hard to get away Zrom each other.

Family mewhers feel that the family will never change.

Family menhars feel they have to go along with what the family decides teo do.

Taking all things together, how would you say things are these days?
Would you say you are: 1. VERY HAPPY 2, PRETIY HAPPY 3. NUT 700 HAP2Y_

Here are some words and phrases we wonld like you to use to dosarile
how you {eel about yeur wresant life. For exanple, if you think your
present life is very boring, but an X in the blank right next to the word
U"poring". If you think it is very intercsting, put an X in the blank right
next to the work "interesting”. If you think it is socwewhere in between,
put an X vhere you ikink it belongs. Put an X in one blank on every lins,

BORING INTRRESTING
MISERABLE ENJOYABLL
HARD EASY

USELESS WORTIMI[1LE
LONELY FRIENDLY
EMPTY ’ FULL
DISCOURAGING HOPEIUL

TIED- DOWN ' ' FIED
DISAPPOINTING o mAWING
DOESN'T GIVE BRINGS OUT TIE

ME MUCH CANCE BiGT INTE

How satisfied are you with your 1ife as a whole these days? Put an X where

you think it belongs. :

COMPTETELY
DISSATISETLD

COMPLETELY
SATISFIED
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Scoring Procedures for FACES

Computation of scores for FACES provides total scores for each family
member in three areas or dimensions; (1) Adaptability Dimension Score, (2)
Cohesion Dimension Score and (3) the Edmonds Social Desirability Score.

The FACES answer sheet provides the person: scoring the results with a
number for“each answer. The answer is then multiplied bythis number to
provide weighted scores for each sub-scale within each dimension. Under

family adaptability, the sub-scales are: assertiveness, control, discipline,

negotiation, roles, rules and systems feedback. Under family cohesion, the

sub-scales are: emotional bonding, independence, family boundaries, coali-

tions, time, space, friends, decision-making, interests and recreation.

According to Olson, Bell and Portner (1978; p.6), the breakdown of

these scores are as follows:

Family Cohesion: The possible range for this scale is 162 to 303.
(271-303) indicates high cohesion
(231-270) indicates balanced cohesion
(162-230) indicates low cohesion

Family Adaptability: The possible range for this score is 109 to 236.
(199-236) indicates high adaptability
(167-198) inidcates bdalanced adaptability
(109-166) indicates low adaptability

Social Desirability: The range is from 20-48, with the mean equal to 35.

To determine the total family score on each of these areas, each
individual's score in each area of adaptability, cohesion, and social =
desirability is added up and divided by the number of participating family

members. This allows for families to beo compared with other families.
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Scoring Procedure for Index of Well-Being
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Scoring Procedure for Index of Well-Being

The Index of Well-Being is computed by summation of two independent

sub-scores that comprise this Index. The first sub-scale is identified as
the "Index of General Affect". This scale contains 10 sematic differential
items scored on a 7 point scale. Two of the items are not inc]ﬁded in the
scoring of this Index. They are "easy" vs. "hard" and "free" vs. "tied-down".
Each respondent's "Index of General Affect" is the mean of their responses on

the remaining 8 items.

The second sub-scale in the Index of Well-Being is a 1 item "Overall

Life Satisfaction" question. This question is alsoc on a 7 point scale; 1
being completely dissatisfied to 7 being completely satisfied.

Computation of the Index of Well-Being follows the following formula:

Index = 1.1 x ("Overall Life Satisfaction) + 1.0 x (Index of General Affect).
Another independent item, a 3 point scale of overall happiness, is

not included in the computation of the Index of Well-Being.
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Research Office
Department of Family and Chlild Development -
Justin Hall

Manhattan, Kansas 66506
©13-532-5505

To social worker:

“We would 1ike you to respond to the following questions regarding
Mr. and Mrs. X ‘

Rate the following questions on a scale of 1-4, with 1 being unchar-
acteristic of the couple and 4 being a characteristic of the couple.

1. Attitudes concerning needs of children are flexible.......... 1 2 3 4
2. Gives evidence of flexibility in behavior regarding

children's needs......ccvvunu.n S teeeeransrareaens el 2 3 4
3. Attitudes concerning problems of children are flexible.......1 2 3 4
4. Gives evidence of flexibility in behavior regarding

children's problems.....ccuues e e e O veresssal 2 3 4
5. Is adaptable in expectations of children..... e EEE e eeel 2 3 04

6. Is adaptable in use of help when it is needed to meet
problems of family living..... R R Y R T 1 2 3 ¢4

7. Has capacity to be giving withou* prospect of immediate
FELUNNS cvovwnms suwas sesuman G cevsrsarnsssnseanesasl 2 3 4

Respond to the following questions as indicated.

8. Would you describe this parental coalition.......1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very very
weak strong

9, How supportive do you see the parents being of
each other in their discipline of the children...1 2 3 4 5 6 7

unsupportive : very
of each other supportive
. each other

10. Overall, how successful do you think these foster parents have been..

1 2 3 4 5
Definitely worse than average Much Among the
among the majority above best I've

worst average knqwn
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Scoring of Foster Care Social Worker Evaluyations of Foster Parents

The first 7 items of this evaluation are adopted from a flexibility
sub-scale in the Potential for Foster Parenthood Scale (Touliatos &
Lindholm,1977). The range of scores on this sub-scale are from 28 to 7,
with 28 being excellent; 27-25 being good; 24-21 being fair; and 20 or
less being poor.

Scores from the two questions regarding parental coalition and
discipline of the children wf]l be combined for a "Parental Functioning"
score, |

The final question regarding successful foster parenting will be

an independent item.
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Abstract

The results of this study indicate that self-repofted family co-
hesion and adaptaﬁility (as measured by FACES) have no association
with the level of family functioning as measured by social workers
evaluations and the Index of Well-Being. Furthermore, balanced v
versus non-balanced patterns of family cohesion and adaptability
failed to be associated with the number of persons "entering' and
"exiting' the home in the recent past, the total mumber of persons
in the home, the length of the shortest current foster child place-
ment or the age of the foster parents. The implicit assumption
throughout this thesis has been that any occurrence in the foster
family that induces stress and a reorganization of the famiiy
structure would be responded to with shifts in family cohesion and
adaptability. These results tend to indicate that this is not
the case. The families of this study seem to have a family style
of interaction that allows for repeated reorganizatioﬂ\bf the
family without noticeable shifts.in family cohesion and adaptibility.
One possible explanation for this finding is that families which
volunteer for foster child placements have a high "threshold for
crisis definition.'" That is, these ﬁamilies may not definersuc-
cessive addition and departure of persons as stressful, but rather
as routine and expected.

Further research is necessary to determine if foster families
do indeed have a style of adjustment to stress and family reorgani-

zation that allows for a balanced level of adaptability and cohesion



to be maintained in the face of repeated entries and exits. More
work should be done on what constitutes a “crisis".in the perception
of foster families.

The often sacrificial work of foster families is complex and
often misunderstood. Future research is necessary to adequately
determine the characteristics that optimally benefit these families
while facing the array of difficult situations they voluntarily

handle.



