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)- . . Abstract

The present thesis has conceptually and émpirically
_*8tudied the definition bf the term "family crisis". It-was
initially found' that %he usage of the terms “crisis" and
“family crisis” is ambiguous, and the author concluded that
terminology-related problems were impeding theory and
reséarch in the crisis area. : A ‘
| A questionnaire was de§iéned to assess th; features
associated with the family crisis phenomena. A conceptual
model of family crisis was presented to facilitate
appreciation for the cufrent status Qf the concept. mplrical
>anal;sis was designed to reveal the ratingS'of each crisis
feature, made by a proféssional sample (psychologists), and

to search for factors in the responses.

A hierafchy of features was produced and six. factors

extracted. Together, these ndfngs répresent an empiricaiiy

based definition of family crisis. ThlS definition app&grs

it

to be comprehensive yet practical, and cbmplementary%to the
. A

theoretical approach presently adopted. This study fa
represents a rudlmentary step in achieving a generally o
acceptable definition of family crisis. ) v3 o

b
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Study

"y
The purpose* of the present study is to gain insight into

the current state of the concept of family crisis, as defined
and used by a group of practitioners. &his study is being
conducted to mollify the-cbnfusiqn;surrounding the definition
of the concept of family crisis. Its basic purpose is to
identify and assess features commonly psed to define crises
and fo determine the features or factors that appear to best
define the phenomena of crisis.

Toxinitiatg this task, a broaq review of the crisis
li;erature was made. The purpose of this réview was to
establish a historical perspective of the usage of the terms
"crisis” and “family crisis”, and to identify the features
commonly associated with the definition of these terms.. A
secondary purpose of the review was to outline previous
conceptual approaches to the crisis phenomena. Features
associated with the definition of crisis, which were
identified in the review, were fqrmulated into a question-
naire and a sample of psychologists was asked to rate each
feature with regards to their own “working definition” of
family crisis. The purpose of this rating was to attempt

to clarify and reduce the number of features presently

associated with the definition. To gain further insight,



respondents were asked for their own definitions and
perfinﬁnt demographic information was 5ollected: A \
cbnceptualization of family crisis, one sygfhesizing
classical and new theory, was elaborated to provide'a
framework .for considéring the responses. Finally, the

results were analyzed and conclusions drawn.

The Problem

The problem of the present investigation was to
articulate and‘sharpen the définition of family crisis.
This problem was approached using an empirical process
intended to assess the meaning of the term as it is
employed by practitionefswin the crisis field. The author
believed that the utilization of a'professionél sample
would provide a sufficien£ combinétion Qf experiéﬁce and
education to address the relevancy of the features |
commonly associated with the definition of famPly crisis.
While many features were isolaféd (twenty-six), it seemed
reasonable that they could be reduced to a more practical
number. The present analysis was designéd to échieve thié
reduction. Té gain maximal insight, fespondents'
definitions were collected and their major featﬁres
summarized. This provided an opportunity to compére
practitioners’ definitions with those identified in the
literature. To aid in the evaluation of the present

~problem, this study addressed the following questions:



)

1. Can the large number of features presently
associated with the definition of.family crisis be reduced
to a smaller number of factors?

> ‘2. What is the present state of conceptualization in
the family crisis area, and how do the present results
relate to*this aspect?
3, Do the définitions collected from the practitioners
reflect the features presently identified in the literat@re?
L. Can a relationshjp be ascertaihed,betwéen various

‘demographic variables (experieﬁcé, education, etc.) and the

ratings of the definitional features?

Need for the Study
A number of authors have called for studies on the
definition of crisis and have underscored 1ts weakness as
a scholarly term (Rapoport, 1962; Robinson, 1968; Halpern,

1973). A number of theoretical reviews have been made of the

crisis concept (Miller and Iscoe, 1963; Darbonne, 1967
Robinson,qX968: Eastham, Coates and Allodi, 1970), but only
two empiric;l studies_have addressed the definition of the
term (Bloom, 1963; Halpern, 1973). An empirical assessment
of the current status of the definition was therefore
considered a high priority> A better understanding of the
features which are used to define this term would facilitate
-both theory and research in the érea. The literature

reflects ongoing confusion regarding the term (eg. Hamsen



and Johnson, 1979). This creates various problems, for
example, in the comparison of studies on specific crisis
phenomena that utilize different definitions (see Jacoby,
1969). Unfoftunately,these definitional differences are
seldom taken into account. As conceptualization becomes
more sophisticated, more precise and concise definitions
of the terms crisi's and family crisis will have to be

¥
adopted.

The terms crisis and family crisis are presently poorly
delineated and a wide range af usage exists for bgth terms.
The focus of the present wo;k,kwhile‘on family crisi§, also
includes'a broad range of crisis matefials. The resuL%s éf
the presgnt work are intended to be generalizaﬁle to the -
family crisis area éhd suggéstive to the general crisis o

~

field of study.

Significance of the Study

Crises are generally vefy real and painful phenomena.
The experienée of érisis'is a universal one having véribus
impécts on individuals. The subjective aspect of‘the |
experienée and the multitude pf’causes’and contexts
associated with crisis have gregtly complicaﬁed efforts to
study the phenomena. Generally, studies have been either
‘descripfive or have focused upoh palliating crisis. The
majority of studies'ig the area are hampered by definitional

problems and few studies of the definition of crisis have

e—

‘
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been attempted. The present study’was for&ulated to

\

clarify this situation.

¢

Plan of the Thesis {

The materiai presented here and in Chapter II
substantiates the need for an empirical study of the
definition of family crisis. Chapter II also gives the
historical context of crisis study and provides insight
into the conceptual issues associated with the phenomena.
Chapter III elaborates one conceptualization of family
crisis which promises to ehhahce understanding of the
phenomena. Chapter IV describes the thesis'’ methodology
~and in Chapter V the results are presented. In Chapter VI
the results are discussed in terms of fhe“conceptual model,
and comments and fecommendations for future research in °
the family‘crisis érearare made.

g 3 .L.‘>



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This chapter contains a review of the term "crisis"” 1in
the social sciences from 1909 to the present, and identifies
various features associated with its definition. A broad
spectrum,ias been covered with considerable elaboration of
a few key authors (eg. Thomas, Hill, etc.). Because of
their lack of delineation in the literature, both crisis
and family crisis materials appear. While the latter is
émphasized, it is importagt to realize that the source of
the ﬁaterials is diverse.

A tabular summary of the major features associated
with the definition will be presented. This summary will
éssist the reader in gaining a perspective of the literature.
A brief summary of the bésic.cdncepts elaborated will also

be presented. This'will help to sharpen the issues in the

crisis area of study and outline its conceptual status.

Body of Review

The Contribution of W.I. Thomas

The first serious discussion of crisis from a socio-

psychological perspective was made by W.I. Thomas in 1909.



In introducing the work of Thomas, Volkart1 stated that

Thomas:

Considered crises ias among the most significant
of human experiences, affecting the definitions
of individuals and groups, their behavior, and

finally influencing the content of culture and

personality, as well as the rate and direction

of social change (Volkart, 1951, p.13).

Indeed, "the mind itself is the product of crisis” (Thomas,

1909, p.17).

Thomas considered the situation to be of primary
‘importance in understénding behavior.

Behavior is deterffined by certain conditions,
which comprise the 'situation', including the
state of the organism, the objective environment
and the subjective manner in which these are
perceived, evaluated and made conscious

* (Volkart, 1968, p.3).

Either new situations.-or variations of old situations may
precipitate a crisis. Scientific understanding‘of the crisis
phenomena would be gained by observing and comparing the
behavior of individuals or groups in a number'of/different
situations. Such observations would "reveal the relative
influence of different sets of determinants on Human action”
(Volkart, 1968, p.3). In addition to its importance to
scientific understanding, the situation and its

<

definition had great meaning to the .individual as "if men

1 _ .
Volkart has provided a concise and readable introduction
to the ideas put forth by Thomas, which closely reflects

Thomas' original thinking.



define situations as real they are real in thelr congequencoo”
(Thomas and Thomas, 1928, p.572).

Central to this approach is the definition made of =«
situation. As each person defines a given situation
relative to his own unique experiences and outlook, variour
definitions will come to exist. Differences in these
definitions pFOVOke disruptions between individuals and
between the individual and his society or culture (which
collectively possesses a definition exhibited in traditiong,
laws, customs, etc.), Periodic reviews of the def?ﬁ&tions
of situations by an individual will give feedback on his
behavior and provide direction and motivatién to refine
"adjustive pehavior” ?pd to minimize conflicts.

Thomas (1909) further concluded that the definition
of the situation is an interpretation which would eventually
become a behavior pattern (habit). Day to day judgments
and decisions are'guickly méde without conflict on the
basis of these habits. Control is maintained by habit and
the attention of éhe individual is not called into play.

In this normal state, situations "can scarcel& be said to
exist” as there is no need to review the definitions of
situations when habit is maintaining‘control.

In the view of Thomas, a crisis arises when some event
disrupts the operation of habits, disrupting control and
bringing attentioﬁ to bear on the given situation (and its

definition). The definition is reviewed and attention is

directed to the adjustive behavior required to regain control.



When control is restored, the conflict will disappear and

Events such as "birth, death, adolescence and marriagu,w

habit will once again direct activity.

while not unanticipated, are always foci of attention and
occasiong for control” and age thus associated witﬁ crises
.(Thomas,‘l909, p.17).

When influeﬁces appear to disrupt habits,

when new stimuli demand attention, when the

habitual situation is altered, or when an

individual or group is unprepared for an

experience, then the phenomenon assumes the

aspects of 'crisis' (Volkart, 1951, p.12).
The origin of these‘gisrupting influences could be diverse;
from intrapsychic features to conflicts between the interests
of individuals, groups or society at large. \

JIFor Thomas, the perceived simplicity of crisis belled

the actual complexity of the event. Crisis was "a threat,
a challenge, a strain on the attention, a call to new -
action" (Volkart, 1951, p.12). "It is simply a disturbance
of habit and it may be no more than an aécident, a
stimulation, a‘suggestion" (Thomas, 1909, p.18). Yet a
single crisis could produce a change in the fundamental
outlook of an individual and alter the course of a life.
The influence of crises on the individual's personality
eventually found its way into society at large, having an
indirect but ﬁotentially significant impact.

Thomas recognized many important aspects of the crisis

pheQSmena that are generally accept=d today. He was aware



that the same crisis event would not have uniform effects
and that "the power of the attention to meet a crisis ig
primarily an individual matter” (Thomas, 1909, p.19). He
perceived that "the character of the accommodations already
made affects the character of the accommodation to the new
crisis” (Thomas, 1909, p.20). The association of security
with habit and past, proven behavior was expressed and was
the basis for his statement "“change is consequently
introduced with a maximum—~of resistance” {Thomas, 1909,
p.21). Change could be either advantageous and lead to
improvement, or be "disastroué“ and worsen the situation.
Either way, the change implied "a loss of settled habits
and disorganization” (Thomas, 1909, p.21).

Crisis and growth were equated by Thomas (1909, p.18:
in that "the a%gree of progress of a people had] a certain
relation to the nature of %he disturbances encountered,
and that the most progressive have had a more viéissitudinous
life". 1In this respect science could turn to "great men”
having a profound influence on their culture, and gain
insight from their handling of crisis. He gave Moses,
Mohammed, Confucius and Christ as examples of such men.

Thomas also realized that growth could be curtailed in
a group if the "level of culture ofuthe group" was infdequate
to allow for readjustment and coping with crises. The

implication of this for the family is that indivi%ual



memﬁers may be limited in their crisis-meeting resources by

the level of thelr fqmlly, or. that a family could be llmlted

Aas a group by the level of the culture to which they belong.
In summaryy Thomas made many perceptive observat¥ons

on the crisis phenomena and viewed it as a catalyst,

"disturbing old habits, evoking neW“?esponses, and becoming

a major factor in charting new developments"” (Volkart, 1951,
p.13).

. e
L)

Early Views of the Family.in Relation to Crisis.

3

The Family as an “"Organic System”. 1In 1927, E. Mowrer

discussed family disorganization and disintegratiop; Family
disorganization was defined as ua relative differentiation
of the interests aﬁd aims of family members which tended to
terminate in the disruption of the marriage union. Family
disirftegration was termed the actual termination of the
family relationship, be it by divorce, separation or
desertion.
' Mowrer's perceptions suggest a systems perspective in

* that the parts of the family were 'seen to act differently .
when combined, as compared to when in isolation. The "law of
the aggregate”-therefore may not be a funqtion of the laws
of the separate'parts.; Mowrer (1927) reférred to the family
as aﬁﬁynamic ‘organic system” and indicated that disorgani-
zation was a relative concept, affecting all families to

some degree. Several factors of fdmily disorganization
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~werc elaborated and developed into a questionnaire used to

gather information via interview settings.

Angell's Family Types. The depression was the
motivation and setting‘for a méjor Study of ‘the family
published in 1936 by Angell. An intimate case study Qas
made of fifty families in which the forces influencing the
family were divided into two main caﬁegories: thgﬁg thﬁ}
tend to organize and integrate the family and thése thaf 52
tend to disorganize it. Analysis showed that changes in
the external epvironment could be accommodated by famiMes
in relation to the degree of integration and flexibility
present in them. Based ﬁpon Qhese two features of family
life and the cases sﬁudied, fagily types wére developed.
These types represented "actual family relations and
potential family processes” {Angell, 1936, p.259).

Angell's work contained an implication that was .
significant for the future of family study. This implication
was that fairl& discrete famiiy types may exist (in terms of
structure and proceds) and that certain types of familie§
ﬁay react to situations in characteristic ways. Othygr
family reséarchers began to explore family types and to
search for commonalities in the reactions of variocus types

of families.
g
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The Lindemann Study of Grief

Lindemann's (1944) classic study of the reactions of
‘-grief focused upon the survivors and relatives of the victime
of-a nightclub fire in Boston. Acute grief was seen to
constitute an identifiable syndrome with both psychological
and somatic symptomology. This view was based upon the
observation of a remarkable uniformity in individuals"'
reactions to_the crisis. Common factors which were present
included respiratory distress and an association of somatic
distress with mention or thought of the deceased. Some
patients attempted to avoid experiencing the syndrome &t any
cost and soon found themselves in states of exhaustion and
digestive distress (loss of appetite, nausea, etc.).
Psychological reactions included preoccupation with guilt,
and general disruptions in interpersonal relationships.
Feeling emotionally cut off from others, and experiencing
generally high levels of irritability and anger, were also
common . |

Lindemann (1944) was able to distinguish two basic
types of reaction; one, often involving a preoccupation with
the above,factors, léd to poor or pathological grief .
reactions. The"second, characterized by successful: grief
work, led to adjustment in the patient's life. Using
therapy, many casés of pathological grief were transformed

.into normal grief reactions and resolved.
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Lindemann introduced two critical ideas into the study
of crisis. First, that individuals' reactions to a crisis
situation may be very similar, and that features may be

ldentifiable with groups of reactions (eg. groups of

successful resolvers, and groups of those who show patho-
logical reactions). Secondly, that given appropriate
techniques, intervention could be effective in helping

people adjust or in transforming poor adjustment to good.

Koos Studies Families in Trouble

During the late 1940's, family crisis bloomed as a

+field of study. Earl Koos published a book on the subject

entitled Families in Trouble, in 1946.l Koos defined crises
as "those situations which create a sense of sharpened
insecurity or which block the usual patterns of action

call for new on«=" (Waller, 1951, p.457). Koos found that
almost aﬁy event could precipitate a crisis ar.~. he considered
the important variable was not the event itself, but "what

happens as a result of the event" (Waller, 1951, p.459).

Koos believed that family crisis was relative to a
number of factors, including the social and cultural heritage
of each family. Associated with this view wés the importance
of the social milieu in dictating what shall and shall not be
regarded as a crigis. Koos (1950) went on to elaborate

1

social class differences in family crisis.

1 * - .
The author was unable to obtain this volume and therefore
relied on secondary sources Qgill, 1949; Waller, 1951).

oLl
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The Contribution of R. Hill

One of the most significant contributions to the under-

I

standing of family crisis was made by Reuben Hill in

Families Under Stress (1949). This work studied adjustments

made by families to.the separations and subsequent reunions
forced by the war. Family crises were associated with the
presence of three variables;

(1) the hardships of the situation itself,
(2) +the resources of the family, its role structure,

flexibility, and previous history with crisis,
and

(3) the definition the family makes of the event
(Hill, 1949, p.7).

Any rupturing of family relatlonshlps which forces

reorganization of the famlly pattern not only

constitutes a family crisis, but is a threat to

family habits and family unity (Waller, 1951, p. 454)
Hill thus reflected the view of Thomas: a crisis was an
event which "interrupted the run” of habit.

Hill (1949) categorized crisis on the basis of the
following criteria: by 'source (either extra-familial or
intra-familial), by the effects upon the family cenfiguration
(dismemberment and demoralization), and by the type of event
impinging upon the family. Accession, or the addition of a
family member, was also included. A summary of these types

is presented in Table I, "Hille's Classification of .Family

Breakdowns", from Hill (1949, p.10).

1
Hill's views are presented in Waller, 1951, a volume
revised by Hill. :

I
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Thie schema gave Hill a method by which to organize life
events and predict which life eventsemay be commpniy
associated with crisis. '

The "roller coaster profile" developed by Hill (1949,
is a conceptualization of the pathways a family may follow
after a crisis event occurs. The stepwise eonsideration
of crieis, disorganization, recovery, and reorgénization,

- helped reduce the hystery involved around the adjustment
process. This model could be adapted (see Hill, 1949,
Lpp 98-99) to fit various families' styles of adjustment.
The basic model is presented in Figure 1, ”Hiil's Roller
.Coaster Profile", from Hill (1949, p.14).

° Hill's formula (equation) of crisis combi;ed the evept,
definition, family resources‘and the crisis. The'approach
was represented as a\ N

A (the event) interacting w1th B (crisis-meeting?¢

resources) produces X (the crisis). OR,. .

A interacting with " (the definition the family

makes of the event) produces X. OR,

A 1ntera2j1ng with B leads to C whlch leads to

X (Hansen and Hill, 1964, p. 80L).1
Armed with a stepwise approach, researchers could determine
where factors fit 1ﬁto the crisis plcture For example,
it can be seen retrospectively that Angell (1936) addressed

the B factors in the equation or the crisisémeeting resoﬁrcesw

Again, each specific component of Hill's formulation could

3 ) |
For the convenience of the reader, this updated (and
slightly modified) formulation is presented.

’

g



18

FIGURE 1
HILL'S ROLLER COASTER PROFILE

Crisis' Level of Réorganization

Angle of
Recovery

'

" Period of -—

Disorganization
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be scrutinized and knowledge of the general crisis érea
gdvanéed. | |

The 1949 study cond%cted by_Hill involved the analysis
of a detailed'questionnaire‘given to 135 families
experiencing fhe crisis of wartime sepafation.p Using the
ad justment profile; if was éonclude@ that: (1) not all
families start with the same degree of internal adjustment;
(2) the "slope" of disorganization differs from family to
family; (3) the angle of recovery and time taken to reach
recovery are variable; and (4) the road to recovery is
rocky and seldom can be repreésented by a straight line even
when reorganization is.successful. Hill's study confirmed
that previous crisis experience can yield‘a great deal of
information as to the péttern of adjuétment in subéequent
crisés._

Hill's study'also explored éausation and supported the
.model Koos (1946) employed to demonstrate the inter;
“relationship of causes. This diagram is presented in
Figure 2, "The Interrelationship of Causality" (from Hill,
1949, p.106).1 Causatibﬁ was seen as a multi-factorial
phenomena. Often a minor initial cause sets in. motion a
build up of tensions'in other areas of the family that

eventually precipitate crisis.

This diagram was drawn by Koos and first‘appearéd in
"Families in Crisis”, In The Dynamics of Family Interaction,

ed. by Evelyn Duvall and Reuben Hill (Washington: The
National Conference on Family Life, 1948, mimeographed
report). ; ‘
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Hill's great care in applying terminology helped
prevent confusidn, clarify processes and segregate fgmily
crisis into ménageab;e component parts. Perhaps Hill's
greatest insight lay in his understanding of crisis as é
procesgiof life that could be examined-stepwis- «wd studied
in its component parts.

Crisis Study in the 1950's *

Lindemann Elaborates Crises. Lindemann (1955)

presented a baper on the meaning of'crisis; based upon a
étudy of bereavement reactions. Various-inevitable events
in the life ;ycle were coﬁéideféd hazardous situations to
1emotional equilibrium (eg. beréavement, birth of a child,
marriage). These situations create an emotional strain
that would in some persons lead to a crisis. "For persons -
whose intérnal psychic patterns make a situwation especially
meaningful emotionally, a crisis may develop"” (Lindemann, .
1955, p1515). The crisis upsets the structuring of
"intrapsychic forces” and a new emotional'equiiibrium will
often bélformulated.‘ Erisesfcause a fealignment of
.relationships with significant others and stimulates
adaptive behaviors.' During a crisis, persons are
particularly sensitive to help'from-professionals, and

Lindemann discusses the role of the mental health worker

during crises. . o a

N
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Tyhurst Views Crisis. Tyhurst (1957) em ha31zed

“transifional states” and attempted to focu@ on the "state
of change" of individuals rather than on the #ctual change
itself. The social and psychological circumstances within
a change period were emphasized. The situation was used to
examine various types of change, community disaster,
retirement, etc. ‘

Tyhurst (1957) elaborated upon various features of the
change process, indicating that the intensity of tné change
would be associated with the extent to which a personfs
"premises” were called into question. These premises
involved the assumed roles, personal vélues, and life image
held by individuals. Other general features of transition
included the "consistent'anbearancgs of a phase of .
disturbance or‘furmoil” (Tyhurst, 1957, p.160). The absence
of this phase may imply that no crisis took place, that
individuals' defenses denied the awaréness of the e&ent, or.
that a “pafnological delay"” took place. Disturbances |
commonly_involve "body functiqn,‘mood, mental content, and
intellectual function” (Tyhurst,'1957} p.160). |

;It was pointed out by Tyhurst (1957) that various
crisis situétions may be accompanied by specific types of
features in the transition syndrome Within the transitional
state all such symptoms and disturbances should be regarded

as nofnal, and further, that the transition and disturbance

should be regardéd as an opportunity for growth.
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'Tyhurst»also.strengthened the notion that the behavior
of the individual during these transitions was crucial in
its effect on subsigugﬁt behavidf and even upon the mental
health of the individual.. He pointed out that this
tranéition was an optimum time for interventign to take
place. Related to intervention, tﬁe individual should be
kept in the situation if possible, and have his irratienal
attitddes and négative fespon§es accepted. The input of

interveners may be minimal and yet be highly effective and

should always take place in the context of the social system

or network of relationships of the individual.

Hill Refines His Approach. Hill's (1958) second major;

contribution to the crisis literature enfailed’a refinement
of his earlier ideas. The family, a small group organized
internally into pairéd positions, was considered a closéd
system that could open itself at its oWn discretion for
transacting with outside agencies. The stressor was defined
»as a situation for which the family'has had little or no
" prior preparation” and which therefore was probléﬁatic
(Hill, 1958, p.34). Each stressor was unique to each family
and would be unique in the amount of hardship it created.

Hardships may be'defined as those complications

in a crisis precip' tating event which demand
‘competencies from the family which the event

itself may have temporarily paralyzed or made
unavailable (Hill, 1958, p.35).

.

\
\

\
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Again. Hil; feltrthat ror an‘eyent to be stressful the
family must define it as stressful. This definitional
aspect reflected the families' values, perceived roles,
previous experience with crisis and previous definitions of
crisis. The -families' subjective definition Was seen to
exist within the cultural definition formulated by the
community and the objective definition which may be formed
by an impartial observer.

Hill (1958) summariéed eight general factors
associated with family crisis which were derived from .
previous studies. These factors are pfesented in Téble II,
"General Crisis Factors Elaborated by Hill“ (from Hill,

.

1958, p.49). . | . )

T~

Crisis Study in the 1960's

In the period of the 1960's a great deal of crisis
research was conducted. The period saw several different

approaches to the study of crisis and family crisis. &

Farber Examines Family Crisis. Farber {1960, p.5)

defined family crisis-as "the breakdown ofapatterns of
conduct and values which had been developeﬁ to guide
activities of family members throuéh the family's life
cycle”. The birth .of a severely mentally retarded child
provided the setting for a "games of strategy” approach to

family crisis. In this view a "game consists of a set.of’



O
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. | ~ TABLE II o .
GENERAL CRISIS FACTORS ELABORATED BY HILL

CrlSlS -proneness, the tendency to define troubles as
crises, 1s distributed dlsproportlonately among
families of low family adequacy. .

The course of adjustment is a roller-coaster pattern
of disorganization~-recovery-readjustment
(corroborated as modal pattern for \separation but
not for reunion).

AN

Family reactions to crisis divide betwe short-time
immediate reactions and secondary long-time
ad justments.

Demoralization following a crisis usually stems from
incipient demoralization before the crisis

“The length of time a family continues to be digorganized

as a result of crisis is inversely related to\its
adequacy of organization.

Unadaptable and unintegrated families are most llkely
of all.to be unpredlctable deviants in adjjusting to
crisis. ~

Foreknowledge and preparatlon for a critical event
mitigates the hardships and 1mproves the chances
for recovery. / -

‘The effects of crisis on families may be punitive or

strengthening depending on the margin of health, ’
wealth, and adequacy possessed by the family. .
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admissible mo which, combined in certain ways, result

in a regolution of'a contest”. "The family crisis presents
a situation whieh'requires solution” (Farber, 1960, p.t).

In order to achieve this solution family members had to
select one or more available and admissible alternatifes
(moves).. Given the proper combinatioh of moves the crisis .
,would be resolved. The whole process would be considered a
"game of strategy“ type of event

Farber (1960, p.90) used marital integration as a

criteria for suecessful crisls resolution and found that it

"is not a function of elther (a) the severity of the crisis
situation, or (v) the strategles used by the family, but is
a resultant of the combin&ticn of the two”. The implicétion
was that for counselors to assiet the family igicrisis, both
factors-Would have to be considered. Fareer also noted that

strategiés of coping could be idiosyncratic and may not be

anticipated by the model or by the families themselves.

A Study of Fagily Stress. - A study involving family R

stress pre01p1tated by a premature blrth was presented in E [f
1960 by D. Kaplan and E. Mason. Thls.s??dy used the term o
"stress"” to refer to the psychological ubsetxpr disequilib-
rium experienced by individuals. There appeers to be little

difference between what they term as stress and what others

e

term as crisis.
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Parad and Caplan Study Family Crisis. Parad and,

G. Caplan (1960) presented a framework for the study of the

.family in crisis. They studied the active coping efforts

of familigs during crises associated with selected "stress”
situations (prematurity, congenital abnormality and
tuberculosis).

Crisis was seen to have a peak or sudden turning point,
at which time tension reaches its maximum and stimulates
“the ‘mobilization of previously hidden strengths :4.d
capacities" (Parad and Caplan, 1960,  p.55). As in Caplan's
later work, reviéwed below, a homeostatic approach to crisis
was taken. 1In ?Fis approach, a crisis was considered to be
a periog of diseéuilibrium during which time the homeostatic
mechanisms of the individual were overpowered. The authors
pdintéd.oﬁt that in some éases-conflict and unhappiness are
appfopriate responses to situations and that adaptive
responseé to stress cén produce solutions to previously

unresolved problems. h
‘fata from the Parad and Caplan (1960) study were

orgariized into three broad areas: family life-style,

,
intermediate problem solving mechanisms, and need-response

patterns. The family life-style (the normal, stable family

orgaqﬁzation) incorporated values, communication and roles.

-Intermediate problem solving mechanisms represented the

fémily life-style during.afcrisis'situation. The need-
response pattern described the way families satisfied the

basic needs of their members.



28

Parad and Caplan (1960) outlined the impact of crisis
in five points. First, that the event by definition had no
solution in the immediate future with the given resources at
hand. Secondly, that the broblem strained the psychoiogical
resources of the family and created feelings'of helplessness.
Thirdly, the situation was perceived as a threat to the
"1ife goals” of the family members. Fourth, that during the
crisis period tension would build to a peak and then fall.
And finaliy,‘that the situation would awaken unresolved and

key problems from the past.

Caplan Elaborates Crisis. Gerald Caplan (1961)°

continued to contribute to the area of crisis through his
hwork on Community Mental Health. Again, crisis was pefceived
as an obstacle to life goals that could noﬁ be sufmounted
through the usual, available problem—solving methods.
Disorganization resulted and attempts to find a solution
were stimulated until "some kind of adaptation” was
achieved (Caplan, 1961). : ; o
In his attempts to outline the situations of crisis,
Caplan presented various definitions of crisis. One
involved a person facing a difficulty, "either:ra threat of
~ldss, or a loss in which his existiﬁé coping repertoire 1is
insufficient”; and in which he tﬁerefére has "no immediate
way of handling the stress” (Caplan, 1961, p.41). New

behavior was clearly required to handle the situation.
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Caplan (1961) suggested that some solution (be it a "good"
¢ ™~

“or "bad” one) would be foundﬁfﬁmigom four to six weeks.

.
I
N
T o
T

‘Rapoport Views Family Crisis. Lydia Rapo§8?$w41262)

N

focused upon definitional issues and noted that the termw“\“mhh
crisis wés ”general%y‘used in a‘rather loose and indeterminate’
way"”, and covéred "a variety of meanings" (Rapoport, 1962,
pP.22). She differentiated stress from crisis; the former

was assumed to have pathogenic potential, the latter of

~

having a growth-promoting potential. -
Rapoport (1962), puilding upon the works of Thomas and
Tyhurst, édvanced.the view that crisis consisted of a break-
down in habitual problem-solving methods léading to a
diséquilibrium. Crisis could lead either to higher or léwer
levels of functioning of mental health. She also noted that
as past crisis events come back into consideration during a
crisis, people effectivély‘have a "second chance” to resolve

any'outstanding conflicts. I

Bloom Empirically Studies the Crisis Definition.

Bloom (1963) attempted‘to clarify the concept of crisis by
examining the nature of agreement among theoreticianéAon a
number of theoretical case .studies. This study was the first
(and only to aafe) to atfeﬁpt to derive a definition from an

empirical study of Yhe term's clinical usage.
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Fourteen case histories were constructed by Bloom (1963)
to incorporate various crisis-related factors. Eight experts
judged whether or not each'case constituted a crisis‘and why.
The results showed that two factors were related to the
crisis jddgment. These were the presence of a known
precipitating event and a resolution which took between one
and two months (as opposed to a ore week or less resolution)
The primary factor was found to be the presence of a clear
precipitating.event, in the absence of{@hich, reactions
were likely to have been vieWed as psychiatric disorders
rather than»as crises.

1

Ego Growth Through Crisis. A psychoanalytic perspective

was employed by Cumming and Cumming (1963). Central to this
approach was the view that successful resolution of crises
enhanced the egoiby permitting periodic "disequilibriums”
followed by "re-equilibriums” at higber.levels of ego
organization. These re-equiiipriums nelp"adapt the ego to
changes in the environment: | |
Crises were divided into three'main classes: biological'
crlses (of which growth and 1llness are the prototypes),
env1ronmental crises, and adventitious crises. Environmental
crises\involve major‘changes in the environment:and can
include\retirement, migration and bereavement. Adventitious
crises usgally occur'suddenly andlwithout warning, disaster
being the\nost severe example. | |
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Based upon the work'of Tyhurst, Cumming'and Cumming
(1963) used the term crisis to refer to the 1mpact of any
event that challenged the ”assumptlve state” and forced the
1nd1v1dual to change hls view of, or readapt to, the world
or himself or both. When this occurred it.was likely that

new combinations of established sets that have worked in

the .past would be tried.
'If new sets must be developed, the 'crisis will
- last longer, the ego will be more open to change

and reorganization may be at a slightly higher
level of generallty (Cumming and Cumming, 1963, -

p.54).
Ego growth was therefore seen as a series of disequilibriums
and subsequent re-equilibriums between the individual and

the environment.

The Therapeutic Value of Crisis. The péychoanalyﬂ.‘c

view was the basis for a discussion of the therapeuticAValqe
of crisis by Forer (1963). Forer consideredvcrises not'onl&
as inevitable components of biological and social life, but
vas‘paerequisites for growth. "Without the impact of(cfisis—
generating experiences, comparatively few people would
attempt to change themselves” (Forer;I1§63, p.276); In this
sense crises could be an important impetus "to the
development of thinking and learning processes” (Forer,
1963, p.276).

| Forer (1963) differentiated psychclogical crisis from

disastrous events as disastrous events need not precipitate

a crisis in a given .individual. This, in part, is determined
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by the threshold fér criéis, a highlthreshold indicating a
more rigid and impervious_igdividual.' Too‘low a crisis
threshold -implied few or low resources available to deal with
a crisis and achieve adabtive reorganization. Clearly an
optimum threshold between the two extremes would produce
"frequeht small crises that representaalmOSt continual
change{ sélf expansion, aﬁd widened grasp of the world”

T

(FO_I‘EI‘, 19631 p'277) .

Miller and Iscoe Review Crisis. The first attémpf to

" review the crisié area was made in 1963 by Miller and Iscoe.
In this review, various factors associated with thé crisis

' phenomena were identified; and the majority of the above

authofs were included. Five coﬁmon aspects of emotional

crisis were extracted‘from the literature which included a

time factor, changes in behavior, subjective aspects;

relativistic aspects, and organismic tension. The authors

went on to discuss the implications of crises to the area

. H

of mental'health,ﬂand to discuss research possibilities.

L

'Crises as Turning Points. It appeared to R. Rapoport

(1963) that all crises could be viewed as qufning points, or
as points of no return: "If a crisis is handled
advantageously, it is'assumed,the result for the individual
is some kind of maturation or development” (R. Rapoport,
1963, p.75). Rapoport presented the view that critical
/ .

turning (transition) points exist for the family which are

| o

\ .

\



normal and expectable (eg. marriage, birth of the first
;“child,'death of spouse, etc.). She went on to describe the
intfapsychic and inter- and intra- personal tasks associated

with marriage. : o

' Crises as Changes in Outlook. Allport (1964) conceived

crises as situations of emotional or mental stress that _‘
required major changes in "oﬁtlook" over a short period of
~time. The resulting changes éould be either pfogfessive or
regressive in a person’s life. ACriseS-were considered normal
'*jandfexpected aspects of personalify deyelopment. Crises were
identified in cdllegé'studeﬁts, particularly in théir
sophomore year, as this was seeh,aé thé final transition

from childhood to adulthood.

. Caplan's Refined View. ferald Caplan discussed crisis

again in 1964 and presented a slightly refihed'approéchl
The importance bf-";ife‘crisis” was eﬁphasized and the .
pefspective'of Eriksoén (1959) was‘ﬁséd. A ¢risislwas
considered an'eveﬁt that, if dealt with in a maladjustive’
manﬁer, could begin a movement toward @ventual mental illness.
On the other hand, if handled "properly”, a crisis could
present an opportunity leading to én'increase in mental °
health and maturity. '

Caplan . (1964) felt that'"theveséential factor
influénéing'the occurrence of crisis is én imbalahce between

the difficulty and importance of the problem and the



34

resources immediately available to deal with itf (p.39).
.The role of crisis resolution in the past was discussed as
/ .

an inflnence affecting the present crisis outcome.
Erpepience was central in the perception of the present
situation as.being "problematic or stressful”. Clearly, a |
¢ Crisis could be either an opportunlty for psychologlcal_A |
growth or psychologlcal deterloratlon The outcome of a
crisis depended upon the action taken during the period of}
disequilibrium.- | -

In Caplan's view, the family could‘be.either a ‘help
or hindrance to the indiyidualveﬁperiencing a crzsis;
crisis Was seen as a largely indi;idual phénomena - Many of

the varlables and factors prev1ously elaborated upon by other

authors were 1ncorporated and dlscussed by Caplﬁ;'(l964)

.Farberfs Refined.View. “In 196#, Farber.refined his
approach'tojfamily crisis and emnhasized the‘importance.of
the process aspects of the family and of crisis ”The
p?ocess view empha51zes what aotlon is to be taken to
counteract a series of events over Whlch the family members
are concerned” (Farber, 1964, p. 394) ) o .

Farber (1964) contrasted the process view w1th the

stimulus-response model and Judged the former to be superior -

in 1ts application to the famlly | The stimulus response
(s- R) conception v1ewed the "crisis proneness"” of a family
as anrlndlcator Qf-the extent to which the responding

family has crisis meeting resources. The S-R approach
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sought to explain crises on the basis of reactions to
~classes of stimuli and considered adjustmént-reacfions-to be
" more or less unique (Farber,‘196ﬂ). In the S-R model, the
ways b§\which families meet critical events are not generally
well conceptualized.
Farber (1964) perceived crisis as a situation that

- "induces a proceés in family 1life which is counter to the
ordinary organization of the norms and values of the family
members“.(p:392). By considering a crisis in this manner it
| would eventually be possible to identify the distort:
process initiated by the crisis and  to "predict types . i
vstrategies developed by families to handle.this new process"
(Farber, 1964, p.393). The potential number of responses to
cfisis WOuid'be mahaéeabie for the researcher. Thus, a-crisis

. O ¢ .
initiates a new disruptive family process that leads to one of

a2 small number of pattgrns of fahily reofganization. .
Knowledge of the%k patterns would assist in the choice of

action to be taken to counteract the crisis. . : , }
\ The impact of family crisis as discussed by Farber (1964)
waé seen to ¢Enter on the organization éf the values of the
family. .The roles within a family would shift and disrupt
.the normal coalifions among famiiy members. Families would
not define the éitu;tion as problematic until after the
coalitions had been affected. The "continuation of family

‘1ife in the crisis situation is sustained through a

~—~;——~peaprangement;of age,-8€X,- and generational -roles in the .__... . . . _

family" (Farber, 1964, p.405). Evéntually the basic

-

il e iy
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organization of the familthould become deviant and an
identified deviant member-would often‘be "frozen-out” of the
family. The end-product of\this process was |often the
permanent institutionalization of the frozen-out member,
permitting the rest.of the family to return to aenen—crisis
‘existence.' Farber illustrated the process using the example

of a severely handicapped child.

Hill's Theory is Further Developed. Hansen and Hill

(1964) published a major theoretlcal paper on ‘the famlly under
stress. The family- orlented aspects of crisis were
‘elaborated upon, and Hill's theory Qetailed. A systems type
of approach was used to analyze the family in crisis.
Streséofs were fully considered from community and individual
'perspecfives. Families were also considered as a variable
from a number of perspeetives, and were .categorized into
fypes. Hansen and Hill (1964) pointed out that crisis
researeh was, generally, simply descriptive, and they went

on to discuss implications for future research.

Dow Studies Families in Crisis. Dow. (1965, p.363) noted

that "in spite of considerable research in family reacfion to
crisis, no general theory exists which can be applied to a
wide range of crisis”. Dow studied 58 families, each
contalnlng a dlsabled child, and found that, for many, the

crisis was a generally dlsorgan1z1ng event.

-
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Dow (1965) associated two basic family structures with
the reactioﬁ to diéabiiity-and institutiénalization. "A
structure founded on a small network of interactions and
obligations”" was associated with dysfunctional family )
resbonses "while one containing an extended network" proved
to be functional and encpuraged crisis resolution (qu, 1965,
p.365). These structufes were thought to influence family
reactions in all crisis situations. Additionally, the type
.0of structure and the naturé of the crisis would .interact and

prevent one structure from being-uniformly associated with

a functional response to ‘'crisis in all situations.

Grunebaum and Bryant Comment on Crisis. Grunebaum and

Bryant (1966) concluded that the termindlogy in the.crisis
field was "unsettled”. The authors used crisis in a generic
sense "to refer both to the‘normalland unusual étress which
necessitate‘specific tasks of intefpersonal and intrapsychic
read justment” (Grunebaum and Bryant, 1966, p.151). . "Each
life crisis leads to a particular constellgtion of affects
in any given family"” (Grunebaum and Bryan%; 1966, p.153).
Grunebaum and‘Bryant (1966) concluded that family
studies was afflicted by premature theoretical closure and
premature therapeutic enthusiasm. They noted that problems
‘faced by family therapists are multicausal and that the
balance of variables is too éomplicated to be explained by

a single hypothesis.
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- An Operational Definitfon. Womble (1966, p.473) stated

that
A crisis may be operationally defined as an
unexpected or undesired turn of events in which
the persons most involved feel either extremely
hard-pressed or incapable of solving the ,
problems alone. 01d patterns of behavior cease
to be rewarding and new ones are needed ‘
immediately.

’
The seriousness of a crisis depends upon the number of
solutions possiblé for tﬁe persons involved. The fewer '
solutions available, the ~ore serious the criéis.

Wombie (1966) discussed various family crisis
situations and families' adjustments to them. He notea that .a
Qrealistic attitude was required which would allow for the
acceptance of the situation.. A family could prepare for .
crises by being prepared fof the unexpeéted and being

integrated to function for the‘greatest benefit of all.

Darbonne Reviews Crisis. A fairly comprehensive review

was made of crisis theory, practice, and research by Darbonne
(1967). Lindemann's (1944) work was attributed to be the
foundation for "crisis theory”. The work of G.'Caplan was

emphasized and his definition of crisis utilized. "Crisis

~—

was used to refer to a persons emotional reaction to the

situation and not to the sitﬁation itself. Various crisis-

-

related literature from the 50's and 60's was also reviewed. -
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Erikson's View of Development and Crisis.’ The

contribution of E. Erikson to the area of human dévelopmént
ig extensive. -In his various works he has pfresented the view
that life unfolds according to an epigenetic principle:

Anything that grows has a ground plan, and that
out of this ground plan the parts arise, each

part having its time of special ascendancy,™ k"\\\\N

until all parts have arisen to form a functlonlng
whole (Erlkson, 1968, p.92).

Erikson's (1963) eight ages or stages were developéd
to represent the most critical periods of development. Each
stage was associéted with a potential crisis beéause it
involvéd'a radical change in'perSpective. ,Erikson used the
term crisis in la developmental senée, "to éonnoteﬁ&
threat'df ca%astrophe, but a turnihg point,va crucial period
pf increased vulnerability and heightened'poteﬁtial”
(Erikson; 1968, p.96). Crisis was therefore the "ontogenetic
Msource of generational strength and maladjustment” -
(Erikson, 1968, p.96). |

Erikson's veiw implied two basic types of crisis
would exist. The.flrst type would arise as a consequence
of proceeding through the stages of'life. Thus, normal,
developmental, and éhticipétable crises were assoqiated witﬁ
a ”develdbmentai grouﬁd plan”. 'Depending upon where an
individual was in thé life cycle, characteristic types of
criéeq could be predicted, and their impact understood.in
the context of normél development. The second type of crisis

results from factors other than our development, and were
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called accidental or unanticipatable. These crises could be .
seen (regardless of their source)”to have properties
generally comparable with those of developmental CrlSeS

Langsley and Kaplan on Family Crisis Thergpba One of

the first attempts to develop a family‘crisis therapypwas
made by Langsley and Kaplan (with others) | in 1968. With an.
appreciation for the work of Erikson, 11fe}was conceptuallzed
as a "series of crises, large and small” hpon whose
"management depends the outcome of growth or regression”
*(Langsley“and Kaplan, 1968, p.2). It was pointed odf that
little attentlon has been pald to crisis psychology despite
vlts 1mportance in social,. psychology and psychlatry

| " Crisis was defined by Langsley and Kaplan (1968) as

‘the combination of hazardous events which precipitate an
imbalance from the normal equilibrium as w;ll as the
individuals' reaction to these evehts; Avsituation is
created cthat the individual cannot deal wi%h using previously
successful coping mechanlsms As crises ugually occur in foe
context of a family, and because the symptbms of a member-are
in part an expres31on of family confllcts; the treatment unlt
‘was conceptuallzed as the whole family. Wpen known, the
"family factors which contribute to the intensity:of a c;&sis,
can be reversed to calm and resolve the cr1s1s (Langsley.and
Kaplan, 1968, p.174). By the use of out patlent family

{

therapy, adm1851ons to a psychiatric facility could beoﬂ

greatly reduced

Q0
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McGee's Continuum of Crisis. A continuum of crisis was

sugggsted by McGeq (1968) in order to facilitate the
conceptualizing of crisis, and Jo indicate the probable need
for intervention from mental health workers. Normal
developmental crises were con51dered as less likely to °
require immediate intervention, while cr&ses such as the
lpss of a job or the death of a family member were placed
at the upper end of the contlndﬁm (more likely to require
intervention). Vgrlous points of view on crisis were

considered, ineluding those of the patient, the community,

the therapist, and community agencies.

Robinson Reviews Crisis. As a contribution to the

‘Internationab'Ennyclobedia of the Social Sciences,’Robinsén
(1968) réviewed and discussed the definition of the term
crisis. He noted that "because of its varied meanings the
Lterm 'crisis' has not been useful in buiiding 'systematie
knowledge' about social phenomena” (Robinson, 1968, p. 510)

Various uses of the term CrlSlS were reviewed by

M
N

Roblnson, among them Wiener ‘and Kahn's (1962) treatment of
polltlcal -military escalation. W1ener and Kahn identified
twelve generic dimensions of crisis, including the
consideration of crisis as a turning point, the demand for
action, the threat to the goals of those 1nvolved the impact
of the present 51tuat10n on future behavior, a resuitan new

’

Bet of circumstances, uncertainty, reduction of control,sand
e ' ’

L

a rise in tension (Robinson, 1968).

"‘.\
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Robinson (1968) noted that the dilemma fgcing most new
concepts was that definitions advanced were either much too
precise and specific (and hence not widely applicable) or

were so unrestricted in meaning that, as was the case with

.cfisis, it was difficult to distinguish a crisis from a

non-criéis. }
Robinson (1968) also noted that & general, subtle

aversion to crisis has created a negative emotional

‘association with the concept. A crisis was something to be

avoided if at all possible. Robinson's review concluded
: w
with reference to the work of Erikson and Dabrowski and -

their view that positive effects may accrue from crisis.

& _ Results of Conjoint Family Crisis Thgrapy. The year 1969
séw”the pubiipation of two studies headed by D. Langsley,
originatihg from his family crisis project in Colorado.
Langsle%®, Flomenhaft and Machotka (1969) reported that

-

conjoint family crisis therapy (Langsley and Kaplan, 1968)
coula be used as a treatment in the mental health <& ing, as
regression in pétients often was precipitated‘by family df.
interactional tensions. The famiiy was ldentified as é
source of strength, subport and aid iﬁ addition to its being
the source of problems; Patients being admitted to a mental
Aospital were broken into two treatment groups. One grodp“
recéived family crisis therapy (out—patieﬁt), while the other

received regular hospital treatment. A comparison revealed
s _

gl
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that after six months the family crisis therapy group were
functioning as wéll\as their counterparts treated in the
hospital. Family treatment was advocated as it is
considerably less expensive than conventional treatmént and
seems to achieve equal results. AInterestingly;.neither‘
treatment had an effect on long term maladaptive.behavior.

*

A Scale of Crisis. Langsley, Pittman and Swank (1969)

developed an instrument to help quantify the events leading
to a crisis. The scale closely resembled one developed by
Holmes and Rahe (1967), and in fact utilized the latter
author;' intensity values. Hazardous events in family life

(eg. serious household accigent, marriage of family member,

4

etc.) were identified and, given nume}ical values. A
distinction was made between the hazardous events and the ‘
.8

means of coping with the probléms. Scores were compiled

reflecting both the hazardous event and the families' coping

responses.

Langsley, et al (1969) then used the instrument to
. s )

.~ -,

compare groups containing schiiophrenic members aﬁd groups
with no identified schizophrenics. It was found that the
families containing a schizophrenic did not interact and
would not confirm the validitfhof the patient’s concerns.

These families were convinced: the illness was within the

patient and thereby contributed to a general family

Yo

pathology by not interacting. , T _
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The Therapeutic Induction of a Crisis. Two components

of a famiiy crisis were identified by S. Minuchin (1969)

: dangerous s1tuatlon and the opportunlty Tor resolV1ng it.
Individuals (or systems) were- sggn to be. forced to change in
order to be able to cope with crisis situations. 1In family |
therapy, flexibiiity can. be introduced in families and new
functioning developed. Tc achieve this, hbwevef,'therapy
often had to "endure” uphea;afs by‘intervening in Ways that
”ppoduce unstable situations which require change and the
restructuring of family organization" (Minuchin, 1969,

p. 323) A case study of a dlabetlc child was used to
1llustrate the 1nductlon of a e¢risis in therapy As a crisis
was induced and experlenced, the therapist directed the family
to resolve ccnflicts. In this mannef—the family could effect

Y

change and become skilled at’crisis(resolution.

Coriflict as a Vital Component of Family Life. 1In a

somewhat novel approach to the family, Sprey (1969, p- 699)
cond%uded that "equlllbrlum or harmony is not necessary for
the cont;nuatlon or stability of families”. Rather, an
approach to the family based upon: conflict, was suggested.
In this view, the family "is an arena in which coiﬁlicting
interestsf and alliances of common purpose, contend” - *
(Sprey, 1969, pp. 702 703) Family harmony was considered a

problematlc rather than a normal state of affalrs Conflict

reinforced a family's solldarlty, malntained a functional
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division of labor and would "generally alleviate the boredom

of too much marital consensus"” (Sprey, 1969, p.?OO). Sprey
/

' does not define or elaborate his usage of the term "conflict",

nor does he discuss crisis, although this auﬁhor'concludés'

that crises phenomena are being ad%;;ssed.

The Last Decade

L.

Fastham, Coates and Allodi Review Crisis. A major
review of crisis was made by Eastham,vcﬁatés and Allodi
(1970). Definitional imprecision and a lack of spécificify
were factors that were felt to contribute to the reluctanée
of workers in.the ériéis area’ to accepting and utilizing a

single definition. Six usages of crisis were‘discﬁssed,
iﬁcluding organismi¢ crisis (physiologicél stress), ego \
intégfatiVe, developmental, change in 'life space’, | l
. . \
’communicationé ﬁod;ls and, lastly, interpersonal and sdcioj\

cultural approaches.

Various features of crisis were elaborated -upon by

Eastham, et al (19?0), and it was pointed out that a recurrin

A

\

.

|

theme in the area was the idea that a crisis proceeded through

stages. Problems in usage were discussed, gnd included “
subjectivity, circularity, and past expériences; “The author
concluded that the pregent ambiguitylof the term should be
preserved,'and that th; term be utilized by clinicians to
refef.tb the totél crisis process. giving it a sense of

uniformity. For research purposes, a crisis would have to

S
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be broken into "components selected and interrelated to do

justice to the global concept” (Eastham, et al, 1970).

Family Crisis as Disequilibrium. Glasser and Glasser -

(1970) employed Hillfs schema and defined a crisis as
occurring when a stressor event pfoducéd’a disequilibrium
for the family. They pointed out that family stress was
sqmetimes éccompanied by psychological stress, butkthat‘this
need not always be so; Thus, a subtle distinction was madel
between family crisis anq its features, ahd the psychological
crisis of individuals (perhaps é&n independent phenomena). N
Glasser and Glasser (1970) concluded that a family
crisis may not necessarlly be a bad experlence for a famlly,
but rather could contrlbute to thelrusense of gréup
satisfaction and introduce creatiye solutionsiwhich would
raise the errall level of family functioning. Other ‘

articles on the family in crisis appear in this book of

readings edited by the Glassers.

Taplin Rev1ews CrlSlS Taplin (19?1) reviewed two basic

| approaché! to crléls "homeostatlc notions” and "péychoﬁ
analytic constructs” ,.concludlng that a thlrd, ”peréeptualQ
iearning” approach was superior. Taplin (1971) idehtifiea
eight common crisis fadpofs including the hormalcy-of crisis
in the maturational procéss, the accessibility to

intervention during a crisis, the effect upon future crisis

e . |
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behavior, and the importance of the situation and the

presence of iden%ifiabfe precipitors to the crisis. The
"cognitive learning perspective could "handle" these points,
and was presented’as a suitable framework to utilize inthe

study of crisis. o . e

)

Personality Growth Through Crisis. Dabrowski (1972)”

presented the positiqn that crises disintegrate the existing
personality strudture end provide an opportunity for an |
individual to "reintegrate” h{s etructure“(and functionihg)'
on a higher level than that previously in operatioﬁ."In this
case a develbpmental solution fo the crisis would heve been
achieved. This view of crisis is a ceritral component in

o o
Dabrowski's broad theory of psychological functioning and
development (Dabrowski, 1964, 1967, 1972, 1977; Dabrowski,
et al, 1970; Dabrowski and Piechowski, 1977).

In Dabrowski's model, personality development advances
via- disintegrations and subsequent reintegrations, most of‘;-
4 which,are»precibiteted by conflicts (stressor events) and
which all lead to crises. '

Crises, in our view, are brought about through

“thousands of different internal and external

conflicts, resulting from collisons of the

developing personality (Dabrowski, -1972, p.245)
with its intra-psychic and external environments.

A crisis is reflected in an acute disturbance

which may take place as @ result of an emotional

hazard. Attempts at solution of such conflicts

may result in the recovery of the former

equilibrium, or in the formation of a more healthy
condition of integration (Dabrowski, 1972, p.246).,
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Although Dabrowski's approach is oriented to the individual,

he feels his'theory and views are applicable to a

1

consideration of families. Dabrowskl views crises Qs an

inevitable and indeed necessary component for the development

of an individual or family.

Family Conflict, as Faulty Exchange. Scanzoni (1972)

combined an exchange model of family functioning with the
work of Sprey (1969, 1971) to yield the view that family
conflict odc&rs as a reéult of faulfy exchange. In this
view, a thin line ekists.betﬁeeh exchange'and coﬁflict, the
decisive element being power. Conflibt would emerge when
"in the ébdrse-of ongoing reciproéities", a husband and wife
fpefceive they are being 'exploited by unfair demands'”
4j(Scanzoni, 1972, p:71){/’Conflict wouldlbe resolved through
a bafgaining process tha= ~ouid make an issue equitable to
both spobées. The relationship (1f aAQ) between the terms

"erisis” and “conflict"” was not elFborated\dpon,
. - / . <

-

Burr's Schema of Family‘Stresé;' Burr (1973)'iﬁ¢orporated‘

Hill's conceptual model into a broad theoretical construct of
famil& stress. Propositions were developed that identified
possible relationships between vérious,variables. In
 geveioping propositions, Burr was attempting to stimuiété'

®

-

Personal. communication, November, 1977.
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research that would eventually shed llght on the approprl—
ateness of the bas1c ideas involved in family stress.
Proposltlons in turn were related to each other and a
theoretical sehema-developed. This schema 1is ﬁresented in
Figure 3,."Burr’'s Propositions About Families’Under Stress”

baSed'upon Burr (1973, p.216).

Halpern Empirically Studies Crisis. Halpern (1973)

. developed a pencil and paper test designed "to measdre.those
beheviors described as occurring during crisis" (Halpern,
1973, P-34¢5.v This measure tested "tﬁe validity of erisis
theory” and the hypothesis that "crisis behavior would occur
in individuals in crisis situations more significantly than
in individuals in non-crisis situations” (Halpern; 19?3, p. 344 ),
Sixty statements were rated by, individuals in a Prisis
situation and by control groups. The crisis situations
consisted of divoree; personalrcrisis, mental crisis and
‘bereavement | |

’ Halpern s (1973) results conflrmed the hypothe51s that
individuals 1in cr1s1s s1tuatlons are 31gn1flcantly moré likely
to exhibit cr1s1s—type behaviors than those 1nd1v1duals not

(3? crisis situations. Halpern (1973, p. ;47) notes; "the
fact that crisis behav1or occurs sygnlflcantly more
frequently among people in crisis than in non—crlsls
situations, is basic to %he development of the crisis model".
Had the hypothesis not been confirmed, the crisis concept

would have been "meaningless when applied to individuals”.



FIGURE 3

BURR'S PROPOS‘ITIONS ABOUT FAMILIES UNDER STRESS
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Halpern also hypothesized and confirmed that a person

o
in a crisis situation is less defensive than those not in

crisis. ' Themkascore on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality

LT Y

R /

Inyéﬁtqrf! index of defensiveness. This finding was

,.ﬁhat;'dufing a crisis, individuals are

1858 R ;ﬁ;d;theﬁifore may be more open to help from
w * ."-V »y_.'~‘ .‘

Qutéide'ageﬁgﬁgéy o

\

Crigses as Psychiatric Em=rgencies. An attempt was made

by F. Pittmann’ (1973) to define family crisis in rélation to
the treafment of psychiatric emergencies. Pittmann perceived
?pat defining the "family systems crisis"” was the central
process in managing an acute breakdown. A cris;s was defined
as "the state of things in a System at a time when a ghéhge
.is impending" (Pittmann, 1973, p.Z?O). A discussion of  the
phases of family crisis therapy notel that the crisis state
was characterized by a.disruption of usual family patterns,
and by interruptions iﬁ a§d re-evaluation of the family's
'goals, values, and definition of itself. Boundaries loosen
and normal roles may break down. A crisis can be resolved
by defining the stres;or (precipitating e?ent). and by

making appropriafe changes in patterns and goals.

Monocchio Qut;gégs'Family Crisis. In a discussion of

the family under stress, Monocchio (1975) .indicated that all

family crises involve suffering and pain. He further noted
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that "it is what‘the family does with this that dictates the
‘nature of the experience" .(Monocchio, 1975, p.20). A family
.crisis forces each memberlto re-evaluate himself and the
"meaning of his relationships with others”. Each member is
differentially affected by a family crisis and ;;erefore

responds uniquely to it. Crises can, and should,’ serve the

family by promoting better communications among its members.

Divorce as an Opportunity for Growth. The potential

opportunities for growth.resulting from divorce were the
subject of Wiseman's (1975) consideration. The stages of
death d&nd mournlng developed by Kubler- Ross formed the ba51s
“for five stages in the normal process of dlvorce
Like any other of life's crises, it [divorce] is-
. to be avoided when possible; when it occurs, it
P can be dealt with as a means of achieving growth.

toward a more satisfying way of life

(Wiseman, 1975, p.212).

Crisis factors identified by Wiseman (1975) 1ncluded
the emotional crises individuals often’ experlence, the
opportunity for 1nd1v1duals to re-work previously
unresolved crises, and. the 1mportance of flexibility,

] without which almost any stress could provoke a marital
crisis. | ’

Development andjafisis. 'Howes (19?6).reviewed the

epigenetic princiﬁie of Erikson and presented a fictional

"ideal” family to illuStrate the movement through various

FEE
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life stages. Two case studies were used to support the
contention that a natural, developmental crisis led to
hospitalization only when a family deals with the crisis in

an. ineffective or pathological manner.

4

Crisis Theory. "Crisis theory"” was described and '
illustrat#d by the case study of a family by Selig (1976).
’Crﬁgis theory postuiates that certain l1ife events
such as role transitions and deaths or separations .
of significant others, create hazards for meeting -
~ basic needs. and, therefore, increase the ’ :
probability of either interpgrsonal disturbances

or new adaptions and increased functional
capacity (Selig, 1976, p.291).

Crisis events render a family at risk and create the
oppor?unity fo} deterioration, reintegration at the status
quo level or reintegration at an enhanced level of
fungtioning. The-éase study presented was an example of a
crisis eXperieqcé thgf endgd in a growth producing

experiencé for a family.

' Silverman Classifies Crisis. Silverman (1977) defined

crisis as "the interaction of a stress event and a perceived
lack of'?eigg%ges eithern. to overcome or to accommodate to
it (p.293).t.Stress was categorized into physical,

. environmental, social-environmental and personél types.
_Resourcesrwere‘categorized to include péféonality
w.charactggistiqs, the‘social networg (family, friends),

economic resources and political resources (membership in
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organizations, etc.). Silverman felt that such a
classification offered a more inclusive definition of crisis,
inviting broader and more efficient interventions.

" hY e
Baldwin Reviews Crisis Intervention. In a review of

crisis intervention, Baldwin (19791 p.44) stated that

"crisis theory must begin with the concept of homeostatic
balance and the relationship of coping processes. to stable
psychoibgical functioning”. Phases of a crisis were eummariiedv
and ‘included an emotlonally hazardous event,,an emotlonal
cr1s1s, crisis resolution (adaptive and maladaptlve) and
pQSF—CrlSiS resolutlon (adaptlve and_maladaptlve). Ten
gofollaries of crisis were presénted which summarize the
.var1qhs aspects of emotional crlsls

Baldwin (1979) noted that the class1f!%atlon of

¢

emotlonal crisis has been a gap in CrlSlS theory and varlous
schemas were rev1ewed S1x broad classes of crises were
presented, each with its'unique definitieq;and intervention
strategy."Tﬁeee classes ihcidded‘disposiggbnal crises,

antlclpated life transitions, sudden traumatlc stress,

’ A

maturatlonal/developmental .s hopathologlcal crlses and
N
psychiatric emergencies. Ce

\ *
. - .
\ <

Hansen and Johnson Reject the Term @r¥sis. Hansen and

Johnson (1979) rejeeted.the crisis conceg% as being too
\ A
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restrictive in its focus. Burr's definition of crlsl§l was

offered in support of the view that: ., ]
) ’a "
_The concept of grisis may be useful if we are
- interested only 1nh those families that under .

stress fall into processes that lre ’'destructive’
to family ‘unity’ (Hansen and Johnson, 1979, p.584).

Classificatiol? schemas of stress events were discussed as
was the relatigpship between change and stress. Ambiguity,
adaptabilitxaéhd relativity were discussed as they refate

to the 'family stress theory'. .

Synopsis of Aeview .
y . A

Basic Viewpoinjs Identified

The rev1ew of llterature has 1llustrated a number of
"ﬁp .,’ﬁ
issues central to the crisis area. These issues 1nc1uded“‘
[

" the focus of stddy (1nd1v1dua4 vs. family), termlnology

used, bas1c theoretlcal approaphes to crises and the Tole
of crises’ in human affairs. A brlef summary of.these

issues will be made, followed by a table, sugharizing the

maJor v1ewp01nts expressed by the authors.i%ylewed

" Much of the work on cr1s1s has focused upon. the

-

"»flnd;v1dual (eg.- Llndemann, 1944 ; Tyhﬁ?st, 1957; Fofer, 1963,

bl

4"Er1kson, 1968 apd Halpern, 1973) ‘Works on the famlly 1n

‘

Sty

7fcr1s1s have often utilized thls'ind1v1dually orlented
,%;»materlal (Rapoport, 1963; Caplan, 196“= H°Wes'v19765'

?“’Méjgr works focused upoh_%he‘family-in crisis ﬁé@e-inclu&ed

R
S

13“ e ‘ -

.The "amount of dlsrupt1Veness, incapacitatedness or i
dlsorganlzation of the family” (Burr, 1973, p.200).

,r.-_ T N

W

b
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Koos (1946), Hill (1949), Farber (1960, 1964), Parad and
Caplan (1960), Caplan (1961, 1964), and Burr (1973). >

~ -

b : o .
Confusiom, between these levels of consideration appears to

e , "‘.-"/ < . . .
haéfegaﬁh‘oygjéﬁa; Work, and 1nb!?1ts the development of

/ﬁqﬁily—orieﬂtéﬁ crisis features and phenomena.

C!
iy, 1problem‘of'te;minology has been noted by a number

P sl
:

..2':&”'1, ',o':,' ':‘ . ‘. )
. AFPof authors’ (Grunebaum and Bryant, 1966; Robinson, 1968;

! ')." L . a . R . :
-ﬁglpern,~1973). Whlleﬂthe majority of authors rev1ewedkuse

oy
<

g

D et

Epé terms "crisis” orf“ﬁﬁmily’&;isis", little consensus
é&istsvconcerning whéf bhenomena are being addressed by

these terms. Some authors reject the term “"crisis” for thé
term ”stress”._ Stress-oriented material includes Bu;r (1973),

Moqocch%p (1975), and Hansen and Johnson (1979%. Conflict

is referred t. by Sprey-(1969) and Scanzoni (1972). Attempts™ -
: /

to differentiate between eorisis and stress have had little

impact on-«the literature (Rapoport, 1962). Unfortunately,

the rationale for the selection of tenminoldgy is seldom
: _ ' Jx.. e :
elaborated upon. , - LA
’ Several theoretical aﬁproaches to cfisis have been®

>'employed aﬁithave included psychoanalytic, systems theory,

_developmental, and ééchaﬁge theory. Yenerally, approaches’

are implicit and their implipatioﬁs are not discussed with .

. reference to the crisis phenomena. Approaches generally

" reflect theicontext of crisis (see above) and the are& e

FAT
Y N .

. 18 S . - B " R :
"study of the author, *for example, psycﬁolog;sts such ag» -/

. Chd : : ' B R
Erikson (1968) and Dabrowski (1972) reflect the importance .~ \ o

g

-~ . . -~
of the ego and personality. The lack of development of - i

EY : B
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t&ﬁ”
conceptual approac‘wes hampers full understanding of ‘Q‘m
crisis phenomena being addressed. Q*

‘The review of literature illustrated that crises have
a relatively flexible role in life and can be seen to lead
to higher, lower, or tne'same level(s) of,functioning
(eg., Tnomas, 1999; Tyhurst, 1957; Rapopos}, 1962; "Allport,
1963; Erikson, 1968; Dabrowski, 1972). The role of crises
was generally related to the severity of the situatien and »
the fam111€. response to it. Successful resolution”g%ula.
result in hlgher levels of functlonlng and strengthen thegy
famlly as a whole The negative emotional assoc1atlon‘w1th
crisis noted by Robinson (19o8) was not observed in the
review-of literature. The specific features that each
author emphasized are summarizedi\ the following section.

'c‘ (" .
. e 4 3
s T A

-

R L, e
Features Identified in Review &,

- Do assist the reader in compiling the information

presented in the review of literature, a summaf& of the

: authors reviewed, their foci of study, and the major’

features 1dent1f1ed in their work, will be made. This

~ -
Y

summary 1sppresented in Table III.
The-features identified in the review of'literature

(and . summarlzed 1n Table III) were the basis for the

v

development-of -the questlonnalre utlllzed in the present

atudy. Table VI (Chapter Iv) presents the questlonnalre

itemsftgat.were developed,. and 1ndlcat :

o A

i e specific ‘works

a
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upon which each item was bésed. A contemporary formulation
. of a family crisis theory forms the basis of Chapter III,

which follows.



59

& .
H > s
sauo Smp,mpaswwm pue suiejaed Uﬂo N00Tq S8STID -
A3 TINOGFUT 838D SoSTI# -
adaosho qUsAs 03 3dsuodsad Ul .Sa0p ATTWEJ jeym - Ahaasmw ‘94671)
sT1STao ATTwey jo Lpnys aolew - SQ0oy
3 o InIesn punoj cOapcm>meca - -
T o mdoapodwu uouod 4TQqTyXs STEBNPTAIPUT punoy - (TEeNPTATPUT ‘446T)
: ‘PaTITJUSPT FoTIF 03 c0ﬂpommn JO sadfy - S uueWa PUTT
N R4 TTTQIXSTI PUB UOTLBIS9UT
wo 9adFap uocdn psSeq palEpOUWEdOR a8uryd ATTWeI - \
sodfq 01 pesziTeasus? a2q pPINOD SUOTIOBAI - Ahaasmw ‘9C6T)
* sadAy ATTWeI paIapIsSuod - - o A dmwc<
o _ (838304958 ayj 3O mel ‘'39) : '
N %q . sqdeouod sdAhy-swejshs pelopdus - .
p ] «wegshs oruedio, ue ATTWEI ayjl paJoapIsSuod - AhHaEdm $L261)
SaTTTWeJ MWWGOHPNQMmPCHmﬂw.UQN UOT4BZTURZIOSTP POSSNQSIp. - rr. pmpzos
UOT1eZTURSIOSTP pue 31qey JO ssoT satrdut s3ueyod - y .a.; N 6 v;wu
YamoI3 03 peeaT UuBD SaSTJIO - w - . RN
UOT30® MU J0F TTED B gIoM SOSTIO - wv
S8STJo aTqeredidoTiue JO PQmoCOO vwaaaapz.u\\‘ A2
UOTJUS11E 9}O0AS puE 3TIqey 12dnastp SeSTIO =~ . <« \3 tah
S83030BY juejaoduT sJe UOTRTUTISP S3T pUR UOT3BN}TIS 8y} - aymxu
8JTT UT 'ssduaTaxadxs Pcdomwﬂcmﬂm aJe SasSTIJIO - cweﬁn AamsUH>HUCH ‘6061)
‘ 'STSTJIO JO UOT3BISPTISUOD Jolew 3SXIJ |ﬁ.k\f . sewoyf,

TUOLVYALIT O MAIAZY 40 XMVWHAS -~ - |
& . ! |
ITI a19vd v T -



60

- saoqoey juejaodut
aae L3Jejeiys €,ATTWEJ pPUB UOTLBNLTS JO LyTasass
aanjyesal pﬁdpuoasa ue aJde SanieA

3ONpuUod J0 sureqivd JO uMOpyEBOIq msﬁ m>ﬂo>ca S9STJIO

- maopoﬁw STSTJO Hmnmsmw 1ySToe pPoasSTT
. JUaA3 JOSS813S 8y} Po1BIOQETD
wogsAs pesoro B ATTWBI peIapTsSuod

QUEOTITURTS 9q UED .UOT3U3AIS3UT

TTowriny J0 8dueqanisTp Jo sseyd

9FeUT 9JTT .puUe ‘Safox ‘ssniea 8ATOAUT

. cpzohm a0y satgTunjaoddo sa® sestao
SaqEqs TeUOT}TSURBIY mpm SRR o)

STSTIO0 Jutanp disy 03 oTqQLHS900e LIsa suosaad

. " S80TASD 9ATH ﬂwpmﬂssﬂpm S9STao

sdtysuoTrjeTea I pCoEcwHHMmu asneo

untIqITTNnbesTIp Hmcoaposm 99B8J0 S9STID

TnF3uiuesu ATTBUOTI}OWS ST uor3eniIs B usym SISTID

mmmhpm TeUOT3OWs 83BSJIO SUOCT}BN}TIS Snopiezey

SUcCT] OBl PCmEm>mmhmn Mo %@g#m

s
' +

uoT3EeZ TURSIO08I wopow .mmazchHPMAmp aanjdna sastao

x3Tdwod ‘peleBToII83UT PIJISPTISUOD SasSned

zoaaow Leu mHmﬂposmhmacpmglwwpmgopmﬂm

1o , . S88TID PBZTI0F93®O
_ “ Jjusas JO

- UOTqTUTFOD S,ATTWey puB ‘saoanoessa ‘dryspaey paIapISuUoD
. S SISTI0 ATTuey 10 Apnas aoleu

» -

QEONIINOD III WILVI

(ATTWeF ‘096T)
Jaqaey

(ATTurey ‘gS61y "

TTTH

AaasvH>Hu:H ‘LG61)
Pmpssha

(A1Turey/Tenptatput ‘%C6T)
UTews putTy

o (ATTWRr ‘6461)
e : .~ TTTH



61

g

~

£ Y

SToA®T UCTSU®] 8STBJI S8STID -
HoupcOo aonpsaJd pue hpﬁampnmozs_mPMmpo -

- STe0% usjesay) SaSTIO - & .
cOHwom Furtpurwep ‘squtod Futuxng aJe S8STIO - (snooy TBoT3TTOd ‘2961)
SesTa0 Ted13170d JO ssaniesJ paTJTIUSDPT - uyey pueB JSU3TM
- ) . o X W‘.

STenpTATpUT . JO Y3TBOY TBIUSW 3038JJB UBD -g+«
spoyzsuw Furafos-weTqoad ur umopyeaaq ~
: S8STJIO PTO aqemead - , .
S8W001N0 aATSSaadaa mmm aATssaa3oad U3 o0q aABY S8STIO - o (ATTwey “‘2961)
[STIO pue SSaJ4S PoO3BIFUSISBIITID - : qaododey

m>aommp 03 pomwm:m@ msu satnbaa sestao - “

< _ coapmNacmmhomao wmos@opm -
“8S}soM 9 01 4 UT UOTEN[OS8I - - (ATTWwez ‘19671)
+8Te08 031 3B8IY] B ST SISTID - ue1de)

9sed woay suweTqoad Susyeme -
STe0d oJITT Susieagyy -
mmmcmmwﬂaam: JO s3ulTesl Ssq1BOID -
f&mbapsaom Ou Yy3Tm UOTIBNLIS -

(3utod Futuing cmvdzmv yead ® aArYy Sa8STIO -

u.v

untaqiTTnbastp Jo potaad ® ST STSTID - P _
yoeoadde 0T13B3SOSUWOY pasn - (LTTwer ‘0967T)
STSTIO ATTWweJy uo jaom aolew - . ueTde) pue peaed
untIqITrnbestp TEOTZOTOYOASd ST SsSaJgs - o Awwsvﬂ>ﬂ@cﬁ ‘0961)
o SS8J1s WIsq pazZITIan - - : ‘uose pue ugptdey

QENNIINOD 111 976Y3



62

Y

4

‘UOTQBIOTIS38D JO UmMoad 03 L3Tunqaoddo
1dedU00 ,S8STIO BITT. €, uosytayg psziseydus

juswdoTensp JO aanjes] peroadxs pue TewIou
S8woo3 N0 8ATSS9IF9a J0 sarsssxFoad a0y pepraocad
SWT3 3JI0YS B UT YOOT3NO UT Salueyo JofeW adx0]
SS8J1S TBjUSW JO0 TRBUOT3OWS JO UOT]EBNYTS

juswdoTsasp JO aanjesay vmpowmmVTvnm TeuwrIou e
m)v sjutod Fuilang aae SoSTJIO

. UOTSUa3 pue
S309dSe OT3STATIBTaI PUB 9AT30a0QnS ‘J0g0m] 2uWTY
‘aBueyd J0lABYeq :SsanjeeJ STSTJIO SATJ punog

. ~ 9JN3BIB]TT STSTIO pPoMaTAsd

PTOYSaJIy3} STSTIO Jo-:4deoucd pasn
U3Moa3 J0F segisTnbagsad sae S8STJ0

. uor3BZITURBZIO
JO TOAST JaMOT 10 JayJTy ‘suWesS UT 3TnSaa Aeuw
B UOT1BZTUBFIO 035 9BUBYD SoSTIO
STSTJIO JO S9SSBTD 99Jay3} pPaTJTIUSPT
U3MOI3 0Fs 01 Te3TA .S9STJIO

, : ¢
(3SesT 3®) Syjuocw omj 03 suo Jo uotryniosaa (q
. . JUsas Furjeitdrosad sTqemouy (e
N :8ISTIO B SUTJep 01 puUnNojg Seanjeal omg
o SaTpn3}s aseO pajeOTIqE] JuTrsn sasTI0 JO
Sadanjesy UOC SUBTOTL8J08Y} SuOUR jusWaslTe vmﬂ@&%w
. '~ SISTJIO JO UOT3TUTFep JO Apnys Teotatdus

=

3

. QEONIINOD IIT T1avi

;wﬂmHQMHﬂm>m S§80aN0SaJ 07 pajeTad K}TJIOASS .

&Ww

(ATTWRI ‘496T)
uetde)

(TENPTATPUT ‘4967T)
320dTTY

(ATTWed ‘C9671)
1ao0dodey

(M8 TABI .moaﬁv
9008 pue JaTTIN

(TBNPTATPUT “‘€96T)
hmho#

Y

(TenpTaATPUT ‘C96T)
Futuun) pue Futuwwn)

2
- ¥

(TBNPTATPUT ‘C96T)
wooTg



R S

el

«S3STIO TBlUBPTIOOB, PaJapPISU0D OSTE
S9STJIO TejusuwdoTaasp posSSNOSTP

squrod FutuIng Se SaSTJIO
juswdoTaasp Jo spotas

UOT3BNITS ® 03 UOT10BAJ

9J8pPTSU0D
TBOT3 10

B SB STSTJIO pPadapTSuod

8INJBISLITT STISTIO DPIMITASI

91qQBITBAB SUOTANTOS JO JaqWnu UO spuadap SSauUSNOTIaS
uotTdniossa Jd0T paaInbaa suxsqqed mau

auoTe suwaTqoad JuraToS JO

3Tqedeour TeaJ suosaad

SuoT3enits sSastao SNOTJIBA DPOSSNOSIp

WUOT4TUT JoD

Teuotqreaado, pslsaldsns

S8STJO :ald BaJe SaTpnys

ATTwey Ul U89S ,8INSOTO

TedT38x09yy sanjewsad,,
xaTdwod pue Tesneo-13TnU SuoT3eN3 IS STSTIO"

«P3T139SUn, ®BOJIE STSTIO UT AJoTouturey

uoTin{osal STSTAO 03

aTaentea sem SuUOT30BIS®IUT JO JIOMIaUu 23aeT ® punojg
STSTJIO UT S8TTTWEJ paTpnys
S318Tx8 ,AJI09Yy3 STSTJID, OU pajou

.mm&hp ATturey vmwmnogwam

Sa0sssa3}s peszrseydus yoroadde 9dAy-sweqSAs-

STSTIO ATTWeI uo

ATtTurey wo sanieA uo
pazTue3Iosa aq 09 sdTysuoIqeTaa
; S8STJI2 JO aanjeu

Yaom Tedt3eJ0syy Joleuw

pagsjuad joedWTr STSTJO
pue S3T0I 9SnBO S8STJO
sseoo0ad syy peziseydus

)

QINNILINOD ITI 374Vl

(TenpPTAIPUT . ‘896T)
{ .. uosytay

(M3TABI ‘/9ET)
_auuoqae(q

(ATTWEs .wwmﬁv
2 TqQuoM

(ATTWer ‘99671)

jueflg pue juneqaunIy

-
~

(ATtwer ‘G967)
moqg

-

(ATTWeRT *49671)
TTITH pue ussuey

L]

(ATTwer ‘#967)
Jaqaeyd

*

-



ol

» ‘ 4
.

STSTJI0 WI?y syl . wo Ryrtn3tque jussaad urteqsaa pInoys
e K11eqo18 peaspTsSuod aq pinoys asdsouod STSTJO
Sa3e1s y3noayy pesaoad mmmﬂgo pmzp Ummamdﬂmsm

) o#:p@ww 5TqQeITS8p poﬂHwCOo

- WopaJoq S83BIASTTE 20TITJU0D

. ot3ewsqoxd Auourey ATTWEI pPaIspISUOD

. n }0TTJUOD WIvg pasn
83UBUD 90J0F S9STID

mmHanCHuQ uotTinyosax yoesayz o3 Adeasyz UT S8STIO aonput
Futriaes oﬂpsmamumsp 83Uyl Ul STSTJIO

Sasuodsal ,SoTTTWE] pUB 1UBA3 309TJ8d SaJ00S
S3usAe Snopaezey 03 SsnJea poaudIsse
S3usAs STISTJO hhaPQMSW&op JYsunizsutr poadoTsasp

Tepow STSTIO U0 paSeq 1UsUWlEBOJ] ® pajeIOoqBIo

zp:HMPhwocz 3ATOAUT SUCTSTO8pP SISTJIO

STSTJIO JUTATOAUT ,£LI09U} SATIONpap YOTJI, JO ¥OoE]
STSTJO WI9] YjTM UOTLIBTO0SS®B aAT1RIOU ® [palou
STSTJIO JO UOT3TUTJSP OTWepPEBOE UE JO xommwm:p psjou

U013 USAI84UT JO DPOOYTTaNTT m:pnmmpwvwmcoo
) SISTJO IO EzzCHPcOo ® cwaoaw>mu
Ldeasyy 10 adfs PCmHPmQPSO Uue uo paseq
urexgoad Adeasyj STSTJO ATTuwey ® padoTaasp
STSTJIO uo ucﬂoaamﬂ> S,UQ0SHTJIY P8zZI[TIan

G : QINNIINOD III FTIEVL

’

~3wﬂ>wp ‘0L6T)
TPOTTV pue
‘sejeo)p f‘ueyjlsey

(ATTWRT “6961)
Koadg

(ATTWRI ‘6967)
UTYOnUTK

AALTTWR S 6961 )
. , xm@ﬂm pue
.:cmsvpﬂﬁw.hmamm:mq

(ATTUrey ‘69671)
BY3O0YOB|N pue
‘3Jeyusuwotd ‘KeTs3ye]

(MoTABI ‘g96T)
uosuTqoy

(TeNpPTATDUT ‘G96T.)

29DH0N

(TTWeI ‘Q96T)
puR LsTsS3uen

°



65

_>HHEMM JO UOTI3TUTJSD pue ‘saniea ‘sTeo? m>ao>qw
mEHUCmQ ST 83UBUO B UaUM SaWT} aJe SaSTJID

cumppma ATtuey 3dnastp sS8STaO
yoevoaxdde uo3SAs zaasmw

mﬂmauo su ) 8ATSUs Jop SSaT a1doad punojg
meoCoo STSTIO JO A3TPTTBA POWITIUOD
saoTA®BYSQ- STSTJIO palSei
533
*SS231s ATTWey JO
\:hpoozp 10BILSqQR hapamm: ojur suotytsodoad pejeafSsqur
SoSTa0 ATTuel anoqe -suotrgtsodoad padofsasp
~SS333S Jspun SaTTTwey, JO UOT3BISIPISUOD TRIT18I08Y]

a3ueyoxs ATWHUJ hpasmw Jo 17used ayjy 1O0TIIUOD
POHHMCOO ULIsq pesn

FUTUOT]OUNY JO ST9AST JaMOT JO pmcwﬁt 03 pesT umd
uorjeziuesioaa K3rTeuosasd 03 pesl softreqanysip sjnow
L t1euosasd Fo quoudolsAsp 09 Hmvﬂ> S9S8STID

2 ,wpovmvaaaomua

2TQeTJIT3UBPT puUe Sa8sSTId Jo AoTewrou peziseydus

yoeoadde mcﬂchmma 1enidsoasd © poajdope

seyoeoadde ssuodsax-sninuwigs pue of3ATeUBOYDASd pamsTaad

soustasdxs peq B 9q 30U ABUW STSTJIO
STSTI0 ATTwey 03 yoewoadde s,T[TH pasn
S98TZ0 ATTWe gye TENPTATPUT DPajETIUSISIITP

QINNEENOD III 314Vl

“

- 89STI0 JO seseyd vmmmzomﬂv.

-« . L ¢

(ATtwer ‘CL6T)
uueullTd:

Aﬂmsvﬂ>ﬂvcm ‘C€LET)
7 T uxediey

.

v

Axaﬂemw _mmmﬁv
pgsm

»

A%Hasmm ‘2L6T)
> TUOZUEdg

ﬂq .
:m%dz?: .N&: R
Joismoaqeq -

.

A;mﬂ>wh ‘1461)
:Hﬂgmgrr¢

Ahadsmm onoﬁv
JI98SRI) pue hmmWMHw

E



" 66

: N -
SjusAs SSad3s uodn psseq BWAYDS UOTIEBOTITSSEBTO padoTorsp
-(STSTaO 308lea) ssaays wisj pesn

STSTJID JO SeSS®BIO XTS pue STSTJI0 JO saseyd psjussaxd
doueTeq OTjleisoswoy” yo 3deoucd pszITIan
9IN31BIB3TT UOTFUSAJISLUT STSTJIO JO MOTASJ

. STSTJIO 03 spesf
S80an0Lsa JO JOBT pue hommmppm JO uoT3orI93lUT

S90aN0Sal pue
S3Uusas J0SS9I3S JO STSEBQ UO STSTII PITITSSEBTO

UOT3BIO0TISL8PD IO £p30hm J07 sar3Tungzoddo sae sasSTIo
«£I108Yyy STSTIO, pPesSSNOSTPp

ATtwes ® 0q pstidde yoeoadde m.somxﬁhmvﬁmumhwwdﬂwﬂ
. SaTpnls 8asSEO TBUCTEITF OM3 pajussaad

S8STIO pPToO m>ﬁommh 03 8JuUBYD puodss B spraoad
Uamox3 Jo0J satrTungaoddo sae S388TJo

TeTONIO ST Saso0p ATTWeI 3BUM

hﬂﬂsmH spﬁs diysuorje{ad pue JIsS JO UOT3EBNTBAS-3I S8dJ0]

uted pue FUTISIINS SOATOAUT SS8J4S
Ssaags ATTwey Wisl posn

UANNILNOD IIT ATEVL

{

(ATTUrer ‘6467)

ComCEOh pue ussuey

~

(mMaTAB ‘6L6T)
UTMpTEd

.

(TenptaTpPUT CLL6T)
URUWIBATTS

. (ATTWRI ‘9L6T)
S 31198

(ATturer ‘9l61)"

Samoy

(TenpTATPUT ‘GLET)

(ATTwer ‘GL6T)
OTYDO0UOY

.ov

.




R

‘e

CHAPTER ITI
A CONCEPTUAIL FRAMEWORK OF FAMILY CRISIS

Introduction : ;

In thpe préceding chapter, a number of features
. &»,f . )
associated with the“crisis phemgimena were presented.
Addltlonally, the absence of a cogent c¢onceptual approach

to the phenomena was illustrated. While "crisis theory“

1

is,rgférred to by several authors, a theory per se would

appear . to bg lacking, and the use of this term orgmature
(eg., seé”Sgiig, 1976). Clearly, major efforts in the
family ‘crisis area are required at the‘concéptual and
propositional levels. “ |

Fortunately, a promising conceptual model of famlly
crisis has recently been .developed by Montgomery
Montgomery s model whlch has been presently adopted as the

4

"state of the art"tconceptual approach,avallaple at the
present time, will be presented in this chapter. -
Montgomery's modél is based upon two conceptual
approaches to the family, namely, the systems apProach, and
the developmental approach. Each of these approaches will |
‘be discussed as they relate to family crisis.- Montgomery's

model will then be presented and:used as theyconceptual

viewpoint in éubsequent-chapters. }
o . - " 4

-

%,
%

1, ' : R
For a review of this terminology see Phillips {4966)

67
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The Appllcatlon of General Systems Theory to Famlly Crisis

Introductlon to General Systems Theory

General Systems Theory (G.S{L.) was developed by
¢ . |
Bertalanf'fy (1955. 1956, 1968, ‘1974, 1975) as an approach to

the study of the general laws and properties of systems

‘The theory utilizes a set of related definitions, assumptlons
and propos1t10ns, and attempts to class1fy systems on the |
basis of how TA;lr components are organlzed (related to one
another). Ultimately, 'laws' of systems ame derlved relatlng

to the typlcal patterns of behavior exhlbltem by glven

-

classes of sxstems
a"‘;'.

The basf@ cdﬁtﬁptual approach 5f-G.S. '1ncludes severar‘

. -

concepts which are partlcularly sulted to the study of famlly
crisis. These 1nclude the concept of hlexafihy, and the

‘.1evels of organlzatlon which comprise hlerarchlcal structure.
x lv ‘ & -~
‘The concepts of 1nterrelatedness feedbaék,Qand G.S.T.

'

emphas1s updh both structural and pTocesgﬁ}spects, fac111tate
e

the’ understandlng of famliy ergS1s‘ S,

‘,‘m ‘ - : . *ﬁ.

v
e,
B )
H
<

The Family as an Opén System =~ g

.t

A basic system involves a number o¥“individua1'
'components in some type of relationship with each other:
A system has a boundary delineating» it from the envirdnment ﬁ
~at. large. A system w1ll also have a characterlstlc
structure and way of functlonlng that can only be- understodi&
by examlnlng the system as a whole unlt Thlsrwhole is

qualitatively dlfﬁerent from its parts: This quality,comﬁéis

- & B L o

ol
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: ‘ ' | . '.' n
a multllevel approach which" dlstrngulshes between levelﬂ’{», . ﬁf‘&
A
*'and Whlch aIlows for single level analysis. ‘ .
: As a system, the family has a unique character that can . ¢

only- be asce"rtained by a study of 1ts wh ness The fam1ly
Q-
cannot be understood by 81mply knowing about each of its

d.
members.: A component of thls unique whole 'is the structure

of the fam11y Family p031t10ns are 1dent1f1ed “and a falrly
W‘ T o
stable structure 1s achleved .o

-a

A second component to the fam»lly s vmoleness entalls ..

the relatlonshlps that unlte fam1ly memher ‘ Generally,.

Y., A

" these relatlonshlps are found%d upon emotlonaionds and Can

) .‘s'

Y R
t@(e varlous forms The basxc characfer of t «“

& relatlon— oAty
. X e e B0
- 'ships cannot be understood 'unless’ they are observed oyer. v e

. i .
. . » - , . -

thme This 'tlme*9 ed - rjel’a'trons_h;zip,aspect 1s-vreferred t0' S
under the general headi = "f‘ rocess. In sum, the f-amlly is

Vo

a system ‘having paxgs ein refat:uonshlp with-’ each other and
7 exhibiting a characteristic structure and processes. |

- The ;i‘amily is a special type:of system in that it .
selectively engages in a free exchange with the environment.

This free exchange, occurring over the. ’boundary ‘that

del.meates system from non- system, is characterlstlc of
)

open systems,- Openw systems have specla‘ertles that

* distinguish them from closed -types and that allo=w for oomplex

ot‘ganlzatlon and reorgaruzatlon.

~

Open sys’tems are 1'?1 a constant exchange w:.th tileir

env1ronment?but also exhlblt bas1c 1ong term ste dy state
. . ’. . . . :

o
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, ¢_, p’erloﬁ ‘%hese steady states are charapterlstlc of the
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.9 X
open and are dlstlnct from the narrow equlllbrlums

’

*gxhlbltep by closed systems (eg., of %he thermodynamlc type)

12'h are also characterlstlc o*f the faﬂfﬁfy, as most fam1lles
s;@ most of their tJ.me 1;1 such steady states

It shoulq, be not@ that’ _thls_ steady' state represé?xts a

bas1c bafance between the syslt‘- éi& the::envlroﬁmen§\ ThlS

a4~~

a certaln latltude for smal change 1;? m%ystem These :

llmlts may be ?cnown or ﬁnknown to the fﬁ?ﬁm,l y and-can-

- : T es ¥ A
1nvolve varlous aspects of ’fa.rﬁlly l'lfe Cegé&goals, famlly S

‘ -view of 1tself, values, ?tc ) )'I'hese limits will also be

R

a ,_",
‘

1%
'

.?mvolved in. the— system bouni' f.that del%neAteenthefv faqmllyv ‘

:t“rom the enmronment
When chang;e obc;;;:s,\ln\ one part of ag?ystem ,511 system

SRR
componenots must adjust to some degree is is due to the

parts being mutudlly involved. Tﬁls concept can be

-

illustrated by referring to ‘the "interrelationship of -

a'lity" concept'presented iin E‘:haptei‘ II. «T‘his principle -
postulates that change doccurs in a complex multi-causal .

- L}
fash;Lon.‘ Koos pmn01ple of multl—causallty is therefore

very much a component of the ﬂstems approach.

TR . .
. ' t:' S e Y- 2:'L
Famlly Crlses as a System Phenomena
. oy \

Family criss 1nVO,l‘ve a. breakdown in the Systems .
¥, \ «

‘steady st&e and nece,ss1tate the re-evaluation and reorganl-"

zation of at ] least some of the Systems basic featu/tzes. :

. balarﬁe ex1sts as a' range witHin t& rg.ncé‘l its that allow-"
e

-

-

<

Wiy
1

W

»
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Generally, t&e‘system a,dausts 1tsel.i\‘ and/or 1ts llml‘tS,' and
‘re- establlshes another steady state. Failure to &tablnsh

thls new steady itate would preclude the contlnued ex1stence

2 . . . e eee -

of the old system ==
"‘ﬁo “, 3i§¥

Th thé stems conceptuallz.atlon, fam1ly cr1s1s refers

- to a process occurrlng o) is pr;ocess 1nvolves . '

L’s

three dlstlnmt phases. Y phase, an "acute-non- oL

’ - ey
steady~state" pgx.ase, and a r;eorganlzat&onal phaﬂ' z{‘”

] “efhe pre acute phasé%oq, érlSls occw;s durlng&;aa steagy : IR
sﬁte and b'eglns wheﬁ some aspecw ’he systemg‘alls to PR |

- malntaln t'n”e s@atus quo, balance of fogngs that .characterlze BRI S

occur .1n varlousgways and ‘has 1t& source wﬁ\:hln or o e el

patterns or ,behavmrs

the famlly Generally, th*e@

..develoﬁgi by thc-famliy become 1nappr0pr1a‘te to the

rd

s;tuatl,on"ur become 1neffect1ve in ‘ach1ev1ng their plﬁ:‘pOSE. ?,,‘,
‘Once a dev1at10n ‘oecurs in the’ steady statQ feedb%ck
processes begin to operate, and the system can be

conceptugllzed as being in a rudimentary cr1s1s. ' v ¢

5 The dev1atlon in the normal balance"‘of forces (11'! the |

steady state) 'calls\for prompt correctlve action. If thls.
actlorflls successmlly taken, th-en “the CI‘lSlS process w1ll

be halted and the i‘axnlly w1ll contlhue to functlon and remain - ¥

in a ba31c steady state. This scenario is played out

frequently by all families.



is not taken}%eveotually

., If prompt correct;,ve %
' all aspects of the System lll be affected, and the dev1atlon

< will bécome a significant feature- fn the overall system

.AThe'acute phaSe 1is entered ‘when the steady state perlod
bréaks down (no longer exists), and the- system becomes .
dlaorganlzed,‘ When this occurs, the basic struqture an&'

0 P
processes of the famllx are- affected and various aspects of *”'

the famlly (1ts llmlts, goals, values“'etc ) are elther t§ﬁ§
drawn “into, or thrown out pf ‘?o& ‘ ., o e 7’@"
. ‘y b ‘ o L4 .
. Reorganlzatlon 1nVO1ve5.the re- estabilshment T a new, -e ,

. steady state, and the aqﬁustments of the System %o thls new

. staﬁe ghls state may 1nclude the famlly unlt (as it was)y

9 .
'q{?or‘may be a steady state based upon a re~def1ned famlly unlt S8% e

3 L] . . «
4 %as in separatlon) 1 B ‘sy' > o

e 3

As can be appre01ated maJor change is fa0111tated

i

durlng the dlsruptlon phase, Utlllzatlon pf th¥s opportunlty

.
to make conscious, de51rable change is %he bas1s for
) t
DabroWskh-s approach (outllned above), and 1is the ideal
;3” "By T prgduct" of many unav01dabi_ crlses “

’ ’ . ¥

PerlonS phases of dlsruptlon are normal &xpected

features of the growmng system. Iberall (19?0)‘has 1llus-'
&J&Nﬂ?

'trated the’ growtb of a system as a series: of "small, slow e
'change" steady state perlods, 1nterspersed by "large, rapld

change disruption per10ds° R .,

-

- . X - . . >

1 c. N

Thls author belleves that some- famllles ay remain chronlcally_
in “the disruption. phase. WhiXe this tec nlcally may represent
,a:type of steady state, this situation will not presently be
cons1dered reorganlzatlon, but rather w111 be referred to as
chronlc dlsrupt;on. :

V]

»,
]

. .

A o -
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Structure and Process .

Hlstorlcally, structural aspects of the family havev

regeived the maJorlty of. study These aspects are easﬁy'}'l
.

'fﬁesearched and are’ relatlvely Ypen to observation. Process,

’a

',ﬂ.h the other hand, h%s been much more dlff1cult to study and
has, until late, recelved ‘relatively.little attention. *‘0

Bertalanffy (1952, p.134) has formulated ‘a broad

conceptuallzatlon of structure whlch states that'“what are

[T

f} called structures arel!fow proagsses of long duratlon,

L ~

* »functlons are‘?uﬁdk processes of - short duratlon” Thus 1n .
. - - - ol .

,"‘- G, T.,, process is 1m§101tly cons1dered a type of s

v (.8 . .
ex1st1ng over t1me Due to théglmportance of proces

in famlly functlonlng, this 1mpllclt treatment is 1nadequate
.- S Y

for the coh81deration of famlly crisis. This necessltates

the eventual considera&ipn of the developmentalqapproach,
éﬁﬁ whlch expllcltly conslders procesS'_

v

§'stems theory suggeétﬁ that_ change in process aspeots

will change struc#pre and vioe wersa The two are in a

’

e constant complex 1nteractlon thch 1s somewhat. tautologous

Structural changetds process, and process is slow~sinugtural

e change.. This interactlon is characterlstlc of the systemlc
\W"':d*‘ L '.._~_.. &a-r; -
’,\ phllosophy 1n that é% one aspect will of necess1ty ', I

affect the other.

-

As development occurs, structure w1ll change éhd require

or produce a correspondlng change in process- Alternately,
§./

i process as%pcts will evolve and requlre or- produce adaustments /}K

e

-

Ain structure ThlS can bé. 1llustrated in a young marrled .
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. couple (structur!tis-a dyad) who decide‘to have a chil
: . CIE ;

(reproductive process initiated). A new 5rocess @‘ﬂfbeen .

introduced into this system which will lead to a new \ »
' - -

structure (a'triad) In turn, the new st;ﬁyture w1ll R
require an adJustment of the process aspects prev1ously

functlonlng at the dyad 1eve1 A o . - .
‘\‘ ’ 0 . "‘ " v" I ~a " i (] “

kv’ ‘ d .
. : 3 %l e P .
N N - . 4 - . 'y 3 .
. . Ve o - -

-

'u o " -

A basic featurédof all open systems 1s feedback.

v

Feedoa&k rqfers@tﬁat part of‘ a system s output Whlch is e .

the syst gp 1npdt concernlng its status.

-

L At the SOClal 1evel feedbadf 13 complex and 1nvolves

relatlonshlp dlmen31ons, the goals of the system, and’®

mechanlsms for 1ncreas1ng or decreasigg dev1atlons from the

status quo (or from a goal) Two basic types pf feedback ™

exist: positive and negatige. *
/rfositive'feedback acts so as to amplify any deviations-

‘r

. ﬁﬁich may be preseﬁt in a‘system. All'devfationSQ%rom the

iy

stéady state are amplified andégn\this sense, positive -(.

geedback acts to encourage syet m. C change R These'chahges

can address various aspects of the system 1nc1ud1ng,;he
\c

.

s?s#am“s goals, relatloni‘ips\between members, and/br the

structure of the group ‘0 A

-

The role of p031t1ve feedback can be seen’ in most famlly-

iv . .
crlsléts1tuatlons Small dev1atlons from steady state are’

ampllfled by;pos1t1ve feedback.v If approprlate action is not
taken to reduce the dev1atlon, pos1t1ve feedback w1ll contlnue

.y J ‘ / . ] . . .

-2

)
!

o
<
“

L e - . . “‘ “': 3 . . Ta .
ee . d 3 L] e .. I
F ;gback £ Ca ) D . ‘ B T
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’Eo"' amplify”%t'ﬁn'til the Steady state is disrupted. 1In this

<

‘manner, posﬂ:ive feedback Cank be seen to contribute to the | ‘
S & w '& Lo - . '
e 4 '.".'«u;f #.

a

”"‘@ 'In some cases.- change is needed and de31rab1e, and the

cr151s process.

agproprlate actlorx may be tO(r let pomtng,e feedback act :
: 3 V¢

fﬁeeiy . In these cases posytnre .?e»edbacko would contmbute v;,

. R

13 to ultimate CI‘}S}‘S q‘r‘eSOlutlon bysencd“uraglng \the‘_system t'

e . »
Ny ‘ v, ; L .
{‘q@nge 1tself YTy PR 5 L R AR

-~

AR ‘ ‘, Po‘atave ‘f%e\db,%k can also ,act to prevent ma,]or crisis
. L LB S
by - enéouraglng smalsl, jrequen*t changes wln a system’. a o

rC

£33

-

Fam1l_1es ﬁfuch meet the frequent demands for change W1th

a approprlate actlon ach~1‘eve a slow, contlnual change W1th1n

the basic steady ystaté Thus, pos1t1ve feedback can help to

A
-v«x

m?f‘ﬁlmlze the probabllity of magoradlsruptlon by q,uraglng

numerqus small adaptations.

In-"ca'ses where disrupgtion has occurred., positive feed-

-

back can act to ensure that all aspects of the "old" sys‘tem

- //‘.‘M\.‘
which should be changed, are in fact: changed. Thus, v\%‘rlo‘u/s/
aspec‘%s can be modified to allow for the establlshment/éf
* 4

{adequately functlorﬁ.?lg, reorgan;zed system. It has rfcently -

been suggested that p051t1ve feedback serves in thi manneru”\'

"‘as a source of grdwth, 1nnovat10n, and creat1v1ty._ .

'hea],éb\famili‘es" (Raush Greif and Nugent‘. 1979, D 484). '
ok : :

Negatlve feedback acts to decrease de\rlatlons fro

- steady st*ate, and works to malntaln‘the status quo. Change ,
of any type 1s mltlgated ‘even necessaQ;@Jv\e‘c ange ‘
. . . ‘ . s . ‘ .é’
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Negative féi9ba0k' therefoq‘i acts‘to‘encghrage’mininal
or selective change_in.response to a crtsis situation. For
example, in the case of the‘first born, negative feedback
often can be seen’ EF suppnrt ‘the contlnuance of the. old pre- g

baby relatlonshlgqgmructure In ‘the presence of the new -

~physical structure, thls 1ncongru1ty will ultlmately lead to

»
&

a breakdown .of the steady stame, as outllned above
‘& )
In human systems, feedback messages may become partlally

or fully consc' XJand may be 1nfluenced by the coéﬁi!@”e :

decision makin} X &ss. - The famlly may, in part, dec1de

._".,

what response to maﬁ% xo a deVlatlon message . and thereby, in-

a\senser choose eltheY negatlve or positive feedback ThlS -

'author ‘believes that the family's 1nput to the {eedback

process has many ﬁmpllcatlons in understandlng the nature of

P

the or1s1s phenomena and the famlly s role in crisis

prec1p1tatlon and resoiutloﬂkﬁ o - L '..
N 4"‘:»* ) .. '"16“ oo . ) . .
T .v "P""‘. i : L

The M‘Hﬁéﬂevel Consideration of Famlly Cr1s1s’

< The consrﬁeratlon ofy hlerarchlc order and the coﬁcept
of levels can greatly a351st an the study ofwfamily cr1s1s.
Dlstlngulshlng the group level from that of the 1ndav1dual
allows~for an increase }n the sperfrclty of analysis. A -
problem ii@ustrated~inl0hapter II COncerned the application

. N N .

\I

. Phe expos1tlon of tﬁese processgs-ls beyond the scoge of
the present quk, and W&Fl not Ye consadered furthe
' i

PREN 2 ‘-(\"}-

e - ped
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of the term crisis to both jmdividual and family situations.
1€ev?'ident when the levels of

This preoblém is partlculan-

usage are either not clearly delineated or are altogether
neglected, in which ‘case personal and family crlses aﬁﬁ&
treated as-one phenomena (eg., see Womble, 1966).v

In the present usage, the group'level is the‘family
system. Supra—level systems 1nclude the nelghborhood and
the larger social gn?pps to Wthh the family belongs. Sub-
systems include individual members and various@groupings of

&

individual family members . .
v Family crisis 1s a phenomena affeinng the group level.

,;1Thls implles that all members and their_relationships wlth’

v each other will be affected. The family crisis may also

affect other levels as-illustrated oy a persoﬁal‘crisiS'

(in a- famlly member) occurrlng-as a response to group level

change. Relatlons of famllles to supra-levels G d larger . Lv &
systems may also be affected, an‘&xample being employment
dlsruptions.' The multllevel approach fac1lltates the . - .

con51deratlon of these various’ effects of famiiy crlsls and

. helps prevent ‘1nappropr1ate generallzatlon across levels
A

[y

T

Summary of G. S T. 1h Relation to Famlly Crisis
\
o In summary, G.S. 7. prov1des a fertlle ba51c approach to

the famlly crlslsvphenomena. As a system, the famlly and 1ts_

- features (including crises) are ve “(:ll sulted to thls

approach. The theory. is fich in complexity and 1nclude2kthe

v
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&

o
majority of concepts basic to_theﬁfamily (hierarchical
organization,-interrelatedness, etc.). Ihusum; the theory
provides the basis of an excellent approach_to family crisgs,
As indicated above, one Weakness of G.5.T. would apgar
to be its lack of emphasis upon the processpaspects oﬂ; ”
systemst‘ This complicates the consideration of family

process, the major aspect of family 1ife occuring over time.

This weakness is reconciled by a consideration ofj the S

L 4

developmental apps achf B : S .
\l;' ) ) ' - . ~V “ .‘ - . ’ . )
Re | | .

The Applicatid :the Family Developmental i‘r&)ework
- 1o Family Crisis” ¥

The developmental approach~will now be elaborated.

’

" This approach-will take into accouht famlly ‘process, and :

»

will assist in the conceptualization of family change.'fTQ;s

. approach ~when comblned w1thﬂghe baigc systems v1ews alread&

presented, will lay the foundatlon “for Montgomery s treat-
[ ] ‘ » * ) 3

ment of:famlly crisis. o oo A

‘4' 0 . ’ - ' . v ,. . A“A_
\ , Intggguctlon to Family Development ) ' P g: o

- The 1ly Developmental Framework (F D F ) presents an

~—

. | approach which examlnes the longltudinal career of the , S
family system, and attempts to‘account for changes in’ | .t*?

A patterns of 1nteractlon whleh occur over the family's llfe T

- 'span. Human COnduct is understood: in. the COntext of the
preceding and current.socgal and individual milieus., uky

this manqer,ldevelopmental”aspects'are_intrinsically related

& ’“; ] 5

¥

‘$5- ' ) ] | | j -
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to everyday conduct. The central concept is the family life

!

cycle, a concept encompassing tﬁe stage~wise, generalizable

development of the family. An excellent summary of the
approach appears in Hlll and Rodgers (1964) “*‘ .

Lo~ N
h}

The Family Life Cycle , vU e ;'

The family 1life cycle prov1déa§art1me based categorlza— s |
tion of famllles This conceptuaﬁ%ﬁﬁtlon deals directly

. & i Y
hrstory (previous stages) ;- . the present &

1'related processes), and the future (through antlclpatlpn '
" of later stages, plans, goals, ete. ). '“Tabl ~presents \
- typlcal stages in the famlly life cycle (g;om Duvall 1971W

p. 151) - As can be seen by examlnlné?tmis table, each stage

1nvolves varylngﬂkos1tlons and certaln developmental tasks
4 -« v 8

'Tran51tlons from" one stage to th xt often 1nvolve family
members Sbifting from one position to another (eg. ,-wife to

mother) The family w‘il normally move through these stagesn

fa01ng and resolv1ng the developmental tasks pecullar to%:

4
P
[N

each,epoch.g - : -
_ : ‘ > . :
If developmental tasks are successfully handled, the ™ .M

family will advance aﬁd,fin&~increased success with later "

’

"tasks. Successful athievement of tasks will lead to a sense
of satisfaction and happiness. Failure at a.task will lead |
H,to unhapplness and difficulty in handllng later tasks ”

(Duvall, 1971) 7 Rodgers (1973) indicates these tasks are

. T : ‘¥
R S ..



DUVALL S+ STAGE- CRITICAL FAMILY DEVELOPMENTAL TASKS

Stage of
the jamily
life cycle

g e

. Mnrrieri couple

2 Childhcariqg

* 8. P'reschool-age - .

¥ ¥

-

4. School-age

5. Teenage

-

6. Launching center

.

1 Midale-agéd ‘parents

.

8. Aging famulymcmbers
Se

b

Pesitions
in the
family
Wife .

Husband .

Wife-mother
Husband-fathet
Infant daughter ofsén or both

PRt
e

. Wife-mother B
Hugband father
Daughter-sister
Son-brother ¢

Wife-mother,
Husband- father
Daughier- siseery
Son-tfother

Wife-mother
Husband-father
_Daughter-sister
- €n-brother &

Wife-mother-grandmother/

Husband-la;her-gr'a ndfather
A)LDaughtcr-sister-aunt .

‘Son-brother-uncle .

Wife-mother-grandmother .
Husband-father-graridfatheg

" Widow/ wxdowcr
Wife- molhq grandmother.
Husband'father-grandfather

TABLE Iv

.
-
~
su;euluui : '
Jamily developmental:task: . ‘
: Eslab’lishing a mutually satisfying marriage . !
Adjusting to pregnancy and the promise of
parenthgod N o
meg indo the kin network .,
W
Having, adjusting tg, and cncour'\gmg (h( dc
.« velopment of infants :
* Establishing a satisfying home for both parents P4
+  and qunt(s) e Lo o
Adapung Jo the C'{l(‘dl nced ad interests of
preschgol chxldren in ating, growth- -
promoting ways . i o e
" Coping®ith e depletion apd lack of pri- - 38
vacy s parents : o Lo e

€ . . . .
Fitting into the commupity of school-age fa\ﬂmi-
lies in constructive ways i
Encouraging children’s educational achieve-

e’ ) . @

.« Balancing freedom with responsibilify as teen. ”.

agers mature and emancipate themselves,
Establuhmg postparental mteresu and careers

as growmg parents ~ Sy . 3/;»
‘ . 4 » . . By
" Releasing young adults into woﬂt’rﬁ.ﬂﬁn ser-: - @ ﬁ

vice, college, marriage, etc., with appropna(c >

rituals and assistance ' .
Maintaiging a suppor(ive home base '
Rehuilding the marriage relationship » ' 10
Maintaining kin ties wnh older and younger NS

generations : : )

, !
Coping with bereavement and living alone
Closing thé family home or adapting it to aging
Adjusting to retirement X
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basitally role expectations arisiné at particular points in
%he career of a gjiven pos1tlon in ,the famlly Famlly

" members ?and 5001eig‘at large) apply pressure. to each other
to take on .a certaxh‘role at a certaln tlme ‘Thus, the w1fe

i

' mus§tread3ustwto the p031t;on of mother. Fallure %o make

th;s adJustmqnt l%ads to a lack -of 1ntegratlon and’ addltlonal

g pressure~ Success prov1des the bas1s for 7 "tempvf/iy
: »

~

equ;llbrlum" untll the next Hevelopmental tabk arlses

bgi n

ﬂ

‘rlods durlng the famlly life cycle, These perlods occur

13

accoﬁ Ished Examphqs 1nclude establlshlng a satlsfylng ’

dyad (adJustlng to marrlage), the flrst born, oldest Chlld

v [ ' 5l

leaves”home, étc .o . . T
» RN . | ! )

. . R , ) . . . A : . i

' o oL o _ e

Deve;opmenfElQCrisesy- . o '3g : ©

Crises associated'with the abave transitions in the

- family life’cycle are of a distinctive type. 'denefally;

these crises can be considéred in.a positive context as they

signal growth (transltion) Crises'in this conteXt afe
r
con31dered a normal feature of developmeht, and can be used

as a- means to ach1ev1ng famllyfgrowth Thls author believes

L)

that . the awareness of development&l aspects may allow the

famlly to antlclpate a cr1s1s s1tuatlon and av01d 1t or at.
‘ "
least prepare for it (and lessen its 1mpact°) A good

‘. example of thls is the preparatlon perlod durlng pregnancy,

RS
T A

Thls appﬁbach can be used’ to ‘identify CrlSlS prone e .

developmental tﬁfﬁs arise and stage tran51tlons must be y

-~

e
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B

allowing the couple to prepare for childbirth and anticipate"s

their new family strycture. Successtat handllng these
situations fatllltates the handllng of ‘futlre crlses. and
may also 1mprove the famlly s ablllty to deal w1th |

unexpected crises, (1llness, death, ac01dent etc.)

(Hlll and;oﬁgers) . k‘?\‘ ’

. ," @ ‘ o v ¢ . 5
. S P '
3 . . ) ’

* Phe Procesg View RN R S R

Famllles and 1nd1v1duals change anm develop in varlogb

A4 ‘ow P

wayiﬁaccordlng to the "lelng pro%ess from w1th1n" and .o

\,

Stlmulatlon from the 5001al milieu (Hlll and Hanseﬁw 1960)

5 ‘Process refers to these chanhges and thq varlous ﬁctlons,
L q
'* operations and relat)onshlps of the fadlly occuﬁrlhg bver

I P . "’ ":- . ’

time. o : LN R

! T .

As the famlly 1s dynamlc. its processes gng mructure

will exhlblt gradual, cpntlnual change Hlll ‘and’ Rodgers .';;

(1964, p 186) stated that “the famlly developmentaa approach
‘is unlque in 1ts capa01ty to put 1ts concepts to work ovef

: / o -
the natural hlstory of famlly formatlon, expanslon. ~

contractlon, and dlssolutlon" Thu e developmental

approach deals w1th the éntlre famlly llfe span and can stUdy

process a‘pects at varlous p01nts and oﬁer the llfe span 1n

e

eneral S K i
R - aly. B\\ PR
v f Stagegfln the llfe cycle merge 1nto one anoth%v

| 1mpercept1bly and the 1mp$8351on¢of contlnulty 1s created

(Hansen<and Hill, 1964) Perlodlcally, developmental tasks

I

.are faced and breaks 1n this contlnulty/are created . Crises

S

.....

. &
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are associnted with these breaks and are o normal feoture o

. ’

development through the stages of the-life cycle, In
effect, these crises provide a focus and motivation for the

‘. Ly . . : .
family to move into the mext stage of family 1ifd.  Thicn
. I
movement would be nceomplished by completing the associated

developmental tacksas. .

The importance of proceases in the developmental view

17 basic.  The approach provides a framework within vhioen
. .

processes associated with given stages can be microanalyt-

ically underastood whilé more general 1life cycle processes

can be macroanalytically congidered!

A,
\,

\
summary of the Family Developmentnl Framework

.

The developmental approach emphacizes the longitudi

ooy
dicoa

consideration’of the family through the concept of the
family life cycle. This allows the development of familiera
to be traced, and p%ovides_a means to deal with the procegs
aspect of families. As indicated above, the process aspect
is a weak concept in the systems approach, and cannot
sufficiently account for family development. The process
aspe 't is central to the developme&tal approach.
Addition;ily, this approach presents a class of crises

(developmental crises) which can now be delineated from

other types (such as accidental crises).
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Montgomery's Model of Family Crisis ¥
— . ) . ;

The systems and developmental viewgs havé been briefly .

-

elatmrymod. and both apprc-.ches were found to have advantage:s

in considering the family
. -

—eﬁiiée shenomena. Additionally,
it was seen that the approaches :ould be combined to increase
their usefulness in famgly analysis. Montgomery's model

. . . . . ;
represents 4 subgsts 1al application of thia amalgamiated

approach to famfily crisis. - : ‘ : E
The Foundations of the Model o P v
Montgomery utilized the syctems and deVe]obmontnl .
. \ 2

approaches to deal with two fundnmontni‘questions. The
first question, "Why ls change i: the famlly ﬁeccssary!”.
ie addressed by the developmental {rdmcwﬁ%gj gThe secont,
"Why do families change only with diffigulty?”, ie
approached using systems theory. The model represents =
basic amalgamation of the 1two approaches outlined abovc.
The basis of this amalgamation has been summarized by

Montgomery into nine basic ideas which are presented in

Table V.

Family Crisis as Process
—%

In the Montgomery perspective,‘family crisis refers to
“decisive turning points in the family's course of action.

By using this definition, Montgomery allows us "to see-

crisis as including positive as well as negative elements”,
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TABLE V
MONTGOMERY'S NINE BASIC IDEAS

The family 1s a number of people in interaction who -

conslder themselves to be family membérs and different
fr *ho«-e who are non-family.

The‘family is largely an open system in that it is
affected by what takes place elsewhere in the larger
social system.

A change in the family as a whole will change all parts

of the family: a-change in one part will tend to bring

about a change 1n all parts

The famlly's internal dynamics are the result of the
particular family mix; no one person ' : the cause of
any other person's behavior, for :il generate the
soclal con¥ext in which each persoh's behavior makes

sense.

The family develops patterns of behavior over time and
these patterns involve the interdependent family
members in task related and integrative activities.

Changes take place in family members and in their
patterrns of interaction. These changes require that

the family develop new and more appropriate patterns.

Patterns are difficult to change as family members try
to retain patterns with which they are comfortable.
The person who 1s dissatisfied in a family of
satisfied people will find it difficult to generate

change.

Problems which result from the necessity to change and
the reluctance to do so are eventually resolved by
the family's separation, the destruction of an
individual, or the family's growth. All three o
these involve confusion and may be associated with
pain. A fourth alternative, the family's continued
struggllng without resolution of tts difficulties,

is also possible.

Although dealing with crisis is difficult for families

it also has a brighter side. 1It'is through the crisis
experience that a family learns about itself. Through

crisis, a family chamges and moves to different and

more appropriate patterns of behavior; a crisis is an
opportunity for a family to build a satisfying future.
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cC .
(p.20).l‘(Crisis entails "a situ@ition in which the
inadequacy of some pattern is sharply indicated, and <h.
family'" course is changed” (p.26). |

Montgdhery 's model breakg®down the crisis process into
four sequential ;Zriods. The first is a period of
inciplience, a time when an inappropriate pattern exists and
is not being corrected. This period corresponds to the pre-
acute phase mentioned above. During this period the steady
state 1s functioning, but unbeknownst to the family, a
change is forthcoming. | |

The second period incorporates the stressor, the event,

which forces the family members into awareness that some-

" thing is wrong. This awareness causes the family to examinc

itself and come to terms with the inappropriateneés

(deviation). This period corresponds to the acute-non-steady

state phase outlined-above.

L

The third period is one of adjustment, when the family

attempts to correct the faulty behavior. This period
involves re—establishiné various aspects of the steady state
(eg., back to work, complete household tasks,‘etc;), and
trial and error attempts to solve the problems that led to

the stressor. Failure here will precipitate a further

stressor and return the family to the non-steady-‘state period

.

1
Page numbers following quotes refer to Montgomery, in

preparation, unless otherwise notead.



o
of chaos. The adjustment period entails a slow "getting
things working again" approach.
Lastly, a period of reorganization allows the system

to é;commoqate the changes which have been made during the
adjustment period. This reorganization may. take bne of two
basic routesn namely, réoréanizing the 01d family unjt or
separation of the old unit and subsequent restructuring. In
the systems view elaborated above, the secondary adjustment
period and the period of reorganization, together, constitute
_the reorganizational pﬂése. This is due to the fact that

~ ‘during the second;ry adjustment period semblences of the
© steady. state return, and from the systems point of view
reorganization is begun. The‘four periods are diagrammed in

Figure 4.

The Period of Incipience

Various patterns characterize family functioning.
Thése include role performance patterns, patterns of éivision
of labor and decision making, and patterns of inactivity or
ignorance (lack of awareness). These patterﬁs function '
much like habit does for the individual. Thé; are
pr:!}ciable and they provide securityf. Durihg this period
oqp‘or'more of the family's patterns becomee inadequate and
destructive to some aspect of the famil;izgix. ¥ The

traditional "+tasks” of these processes are hot completed

and a stress is created. This may take place over a long

{i
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FIGURE &4 .
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period of time (months’or.yonrs) and may not be noticed by
the family. Or the famil® might notice the inadequacy and
not take action to correct it. e

Feedbﬁck plays a vitdl role -during this porigh,as
positive feedback willlact to amplify the ihapproprlato
pattern. Negative }eedback may also act to prevent the
family from dealing with the inappropriate pattern
effectively (eg., by ignoring its prescncé). If corrective

action is not successful a stressor will eventually occur.

The Stressor

I
The stressor is a circumstance, happening, or situation

"which,forces at least one family member to be aware thut
inappropriateness exists in the family's current pattern:s”
(p.55). This stressor can be generated from a number of
sources, within or outside the family. The key aspect of
the stressor lays in the perception by at least one member

of the system that things are not right and that definite

major change is required.

Stressors fall into two major categories: anticipatable

. and unanticipatable. The family ’ynamics resulting from

each, type are distinctive, as anticipatable stressors allow

the family time to reach consensus as to what is going on,

to formulaté pléns and, hopefully, to correct itself.
Unanticipatable stressors can occur in families whose

patterns are all healthy and appropriate. This is often the



cage in accidents or deaths which induce n fAmily cricic.
Regardless of tts nature, the streassor changes the family o
perceptions »f itself and introduces the concept of the
neéessity for change.

)
Secondary Adjustment Period (J.A.P.) .

The first step in this'period involves attempts to
reach a shared awarcness of the problem, and to arrive ot
consensus concerning what the problem is €its definition and
nature). When the family is agreed as to what the problem
is, their next task is to reach agreement on the solution.
fhis'isva more difficult consensus than the one invqlving
agreement on what the problem is (p.9>). During these early
steps in the 5.A.P., one of the. family members miy volunteo:
or may be selected to 1cad the family toward eventuul
success (p.91). The presence of this sponsor promotes
success in handling the crisis situation. »

The action the family takes must solve the iniﬁial
problem and be compatible with the system ;E a whole (and
the various sub- and supra- levels involved;. Thus the
action must be compatible with the personalities of each
member and with the community at large.

When a family arrives at the action step "and makes an
attempt to change its patterns or behavior, it has taken a

giant step” (p.9¢). If this action is not the total

solution, the family has still succeeded in a major way.



- Onee an attempt hac e made to roneh 4 eoly® Lo, ot
r much entier ta e bk Lo the cotaensus Stey oand Wy oty ok
nppropriate _;;.M.inn 2orecond or th.rd time,
A crucinal feature in the above gehema i the rejuLlre s
ment tnat the whole family be invelwved in the conaennsun u.d
Aetion stepa,  Often this i comp]gvnfvd by the competing
interests of mombers, and 2 1ack of communication ckillae el
trust betweeorn memberas,  Trust :md‘b“ljvf rothe iy unt,
ita importiance and goala, greatly ineroase the likelihan 8,
redaching consennur,
The wotian g family 49Kes must correct Ere inappropr, -
atencss. This dct.ion can invelve twos bacic routos. n ot
firct route, the memtorsnip of the family rermains ir:t,nat.ﬁ

nothe ceocond route, the cnluttarn irv.*.';,]m»s:.’t,:.‘ coparat]

the family. The latieor ~4oe may be tne bec* averall

snlution to the inappropriateness and may therefore ind:o
high level problem-solving. If, however, the Separat oo
occurs before the consensus step has teen reashed, i

cannot be concidersd an attempt ot a solutior.

4

Montgomery emphasizes the multilevel natur: of the
family and the role of the family's hierarcrny of wviluec.
In his model, values and their relza*ed benzviors form a
hierarchy of functioning. Crisec will aff.-ct thisg hierarchy
and require changes to be made in the family's valuas, and
the behaviors used to express them. Trne more imbortant the

value that changes (the higher up the hierarchy,, *he rore

revision will be required in the sy«tem.
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he role of feedback-in the
Wi concept of ordfr of
Nogﬁ_fi Voo foomback,

reflected x\‘ﬁ lw*ha.‘m»' that tend: to promote farﬁily stabil ity

1y 1§gﬁ,

~hange (Wats &‘%Qk, ot
J\
is ealled first ord chanre. 1In this case, behavior changes .
At one level in gfich 2 way that higMer level behaviors and
vialues remain ofable.,  Positive fee‘buck promoten second
order chango, chang» occurring when the structure or basic
proceages of the fiamily are altered. Changes in relation-
ship patterns, membership, or the family's bacic valueao
AN

represent cocond arder changeo,

Reorganization
This poriod besire after major change hac tiken plac
in the family asyster. 1% iz characterized by two tehaviorr
that are vital to the final solution of the problem and the
return to a fully functioning steady stat«. These behavicre
are consolidation and rebounding.
* To achieve a complete solution, the family must once
. - -
again achleve pattern consistency. This consistency is
lost during the stressor period and now nust be re-introduced
with a new pattern, formulated as the solution to the
family's problem. 0l1d patterns must change to allow the

new behavipors to fit in. » In short, the new must be

consolidated with the old.
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’ f
Rebourling is literallW the task facod by the family
~uf "bﬁUﬂéiﬁé\baék“. "TO once agaln achieve a high level of
N

integration, the family must deal.with the problems croated
by their crisis process. As these tangential problems are
solved, the family will achieve higher levels of certainty

and assurance that ghe new system is viable.

. . 4 .
Reoapitulation of the Family Crisis Area

This chapter has outlined a promising framework of
concepts concerning family crisis, and has hinted at some

1

propositions concerning these concepts. The above materini

has demonstrated that the basic concept of what.constitutes
A family crisis is a complex one. In the }eview of
literature (Chapter II), it was seen that a wide range o
features are used to define a crisis. In the curren: —
coniceptual framewo;&, crisis is a complex concept, having - g
rumber.®f possible causes and effects. Family crisis was
conceptually considered as a process and broken down into
four basic periods.

While Montgomery defines family crisis (see above) for
the plrposes of his model, general confusion characterizes
the crisis field concerning the definition of family crisis.
To address this confusion and shgrpen this focus of

Montgomery, a basic question will be addressed: What features

1 ' ! ,
Montgomery has developed detailed propositions concerning
each period in his conceptual model.

N
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A(or-faciors) may be used to define a family crisis® A

satisfactory answer to this question woulg greatly

. N . .
facilitate research in the area and "pave the way" for the
testing of propositions related to the above crisis model.

e ;
. The empirical component of the present work is designed to

answer the above question. The methodology of the empirical
component is presented IX Chaptetr IV, following, and
Chapter V presents the results of the study. Chapter VI
the results of the present study in light of

will discus
Montgomery/s model, and will explore avenues of future

X

research
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This chaptep will provide the fﬂhmewOrk for the ; ‘

empirical component of- the preqent thesis. This author,
« . . ‘

decided that\the mqst economxcaL approavh to study;thc;‘ e

.
‘o wy

definition of famlly crisis was .by ‘the development of a

questionnaire and the sampllng of expert in the field. ‘ g )

=

The rationale and development of this quest1onna;piﬁW11;

be detailed, and thﬁ nature of "the ‘gample’ d18cussed " The

P

nature of the data- (1ts form) andm arnlyslq )&11 -also be

pr@“ﬂﬂ'}c‘ T N . B T

¢

;he‘ﬁzrpose of tr..: component wui® 1o emplrxcallv atudy w8
‘ . : . '

the features assoc1ated w1th the defin tlon Uf famxly cri :E‘f""

‘

In Chapter II-(ébb"q), a voxd of erf r*ﬂal "fudleq was

observed. The author views the abspnae ofeerplrical :A_",ﬁm‘ BEh
-~ Wk, W

studies as a hlghly %pde51rabl¢ feature ;n the cr131s qtuﬁy

area. Empirical in§ighf address‘ng he Quéiblon- Nhat g&af,ﬁ
features do engaged professionals’ assoLlate with thé”cr‘51~
definition?”, would contrLbute to ﬁhe understandlng of
crlsls by 1llustrat1ng the actual WOrklng de 1n1t10n of thﬂ
term as it is employed by professxonals 1n the _CFlSlS area.

“w

This" emplrlcal study 1s also d951gned to heIp cmpllfy the

. many dlverse features vhich presently aprear to be e

a53001ated with the deflnltlon - ’ L'l . .



e

The Questionnaire

Rationale

The b@sic rationale of"the present chapter was to
derivé an empirically generated appraisal of the features
commonly associated with the definition of family crisis.
Very little practical evaluation has been conducted on the
man; feafures associated with crisis phonomenu.-

Thé questionnaire format seemed most efficacious given
the large number of features identified in Chapter 1.t
A questionnaire was economical in terms of time and money
and allowed the sampling of a large number of individualcs
(many more than interviewing would permit). Using this
format, the features identified could be presented to
practitioners and rated as to their relevancy, re: the
practitioneré' definition of family crisis. The question-

naire format also facilitated the quantification of a large

body of data. ‘ -

In addition to the primary purpose of the questionngire
{evaluation of'the twenty-six features), two other purposes
were incorporated. First, demographic data was collected
from the respondents in order to better understaﬁd the
sampie and to gain further insight into crises. This data
related to aspects the ;uthor considered important in

formulating a definition.2 Second, the author considered

1 - Theé; features are summarized in Table III.
2 - These aspects are presented below.

’



1t valuable to include an open-ended question, asking
respondents to state their definition of fimily crinic in
their own words. This information was collected to increase
our understanding of the practitioners' definitions and to
act as a basis for comparison with the features identified
in the literature.

In order to address the above purposes the questionnaire
was formulated in three parts, each entailing a distinctive
type of analysis. These components will be explored in

detail.

The Twenty-Six Features

The twenty-six features used in the questionnaire were
derived from the review of literature presented in Chapter

II. The features and the primary sources upon which they

1.

are based are presented in Table VI. Direct quotations

were avoided lest respondents identify sources and respond
with an author bias. Items were chosen to reflect a broad
sampling of the features commonly used to delineate or
define a crisis. Twenty-six features were the minimum
number required to sample the major features found in the
literature. No conscious attempts were made to select
features on the basis of their theoretical :ontent: rather,

the composition of the items reflects what was found in the

literature.

1 .
The complete questionnaire is presented in Appendix B.



TARLE VI

- THE PWENTY-SIX QUESTIONNATRE ITEMS AND THEIR SOURCE.

1. A crisls involves n situation (or problem) that has no
immediate or apparent solution.
Parad and Caplan, 1960: Womble, 196¢

A crisis generally threatens the goals of a family.
Parad and Caplan, 1960; Caplan, 19¢1;
Wiener and Kahn, 1962: Pittmann, 1973

3. Crises often awaken old, unresolved family problems.
T Parad and Taplan, 1960; Caplan, 19€1;
Rapoport, 1972; Wiseman, 197

L. A family crisis must involve some knowable triggering
event or cause.
Bloom, 1963; Taplin, 1971

In order to constitute a family crisis, a problematic
event must take from one to two months {at least) to
resolve. )

Caplan, 1961: Bloom, 1963 -

€. A~crisis occurs only when the family has insufficient
resources available to deal with a problematic
situation. L. .
Parad and Caplan, 1960; Caplan, 1964; Womble,
1966; Silverman, 1977

A family crisis is a process occuring over time and ciu.
be seen to go through a predictable sequence or stepe.
Hill, 19%8: Caplan, 1964; Farber, 1964;
Eastham, Coates, and Allodi, 1970:; Taplin, .197!

8. Pamily crises are characterized by significant
increases in tension that occur rapidly (in a few hours
or days).

Parad and Caplan, 1960; Bloom, 1963

N 9. A family crisis involves change - a situation when
, change is pending or a response to changes.
Minuchin, 1969: Burr, 1973:; Pittmann, 1973
10. Crises disrupt and upset the normal habits and routine
of families.
Thomas, 1909: Hill, 1949; Waller, 1951:
Pittmann, 1973

11. Family crises generally create a sense of personal
insecurity in those involved.
Koos, 1946 (see Waller, 1951): Hill, 1949

12. A crisis is a situation that calls for new actions or
patterns.
Thomas, 1909:; Hill, 1949; Koos, 1946 (see
Waller, 1951); Caplan, 1961; Womble, 1966

13. A crisis forces a reorganization of the family inter-
action pattem (pattern of relationships).
Hill, 1949; Waller, 1951; Lindemann, 1957;
Farber, 1960, 1964; Monocchio, 1975

14. A crisis characteristically calls a family's values into
question.
Tyhurst, 1957; Farber, 1964; Pittmann, 1973
*#15. A crisis creates a state of disturbance, turmoil or
upset for the family.
Tyhurst, 1957: Dabrowski, 1972
16. A crisis is a turming point and can lead to a number of
outcomes, both progressive and regressive for the
family.
Caplan, 1961, 1964; Rapoport, 1962; Wiener and
Kahn, 1962; Rapoport, 1963: Erikson, 1968;
Dabrowski, 1972

r

o

~J



17.

*18.

19

20.

*21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

\

TABLE VI CONTINUED \

The definition a family makes of a situatio determines
whether or not it can be considered a crisis
Hill, 1949 Miller and Iscoe, 1963; McGee,\ 1968

A crisis occurs when a family experiences unexpected
events that disrupt family.organization.

Womble, 1966 .
+ A crisis characteristically changes the Tamily's\view
of itsgelf, .

Tyhurst, 1957: Cumming and Cumming, 19673;
Allport, 1964; Pittmann, 1973; Howes, 1976

Crises are characterized by disorganization in the d
to day running of families.
Caplan, 1961: Dow, 1965: Pittmann, 1973

A crisis threatens the very existence of the family as

a unit.
Hill, 1958

Many crises can be considered as maturational,
reflecting the ongoing development @f the family.
Rapoport, 1963: Allport, 1964; Caplan, 1964;
Grunebaum and Bryant, 1966; McGee, 1968;

Taplin, 1971; Dabrowski, 1972

Crises are characterized as times when a family can most
benefit from help from outside agencies.
Lindemann, 1955: Tyhurst, 1957; Caplan, 1961;
Darbonne, 19¢7: Taplin, 1971; Halpern, 1973;
Pittmann, 1973

An event lasting a few hours or days (at most) cannot
be regitimately called a family crisis.
" Bloom, 1963

A trisis is characterized by a peak that is followed by
a rapid drop in tension levels (in a matter of a few
days)?

Parad and Caplan, 1960 .
Family crises generally create a sense of helplessness
in those involved. . :

Parad and Caplan, 1960 Ry

*

- feature in pﬁft based upon author's impression of the
literature and the family crisis phenomena.
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A five point scale was developed to quantify the view
of the respondents with respect to gach feature. Categories
ranged from opposition to a feature (the feature is opposite
to the respondents' definition) to the view that a feature
was crucial to the respondents;_deiinition. The five
categories (as they peared in the questionnaire) are

presented below with the instructions the respondents

received.
Please indicate the degree to which you
feel each of the following factors is
involved in your working definition of
"family crisis". Please utilize the
following continuum for your responses:
1 2 3 4 S
(OPPOSED) (NoT) (SOMEWHAT) ( IMPORTANT) (CRUCIAL)Y’
Contrary to Not important; Somewhat Important: Cruciﬁl
your view of uninveclved in involved in but not a ~ to your
family crisis =~ your definitio your , crucial * definition
definition element in
your
definition

The categories prdvide a continuum of responses that cover
five of the possible views of a given feature. A space was
krovided to the left of each feature and respondents were
agked to place the number of the appropriate category

(one to five) in this space.

Demographic Information

A 'data sheet’ was constructed to solicit pertinent

information on the backgrounds of the respondents. This
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dﬁéa sheet %s presented in Appendix C. Demographic infor-
mﬁtion incléded the position of the subject, years of
eﬁpenienpe’at the present or related position, age, sex,
university training (degrees obtained), and the amount of
:Eontéét with‘fa@ilié;rih Eriéis (seldom; écca;iﬁnai;A;f»

frequent).

Respondents' Definitions

The defiggtion of the respondent was solicited on the
data sheet (see Appendix C) in Srder that it appear before
the actual questionnaire feat%pesf_ This was to prevent the
biasing of the solicited definition by fhe content of the
questionnaire items. Subjects were asked to provide their
"workiné definition"” of family crisis, and six double spaced

lines were provided for this purpose.

'Samgle
The sample used was‘sélected randomly from a population
of individuals certified to practice psychology'in the
Province of Alberta, and/or members of the Psychologists

1 Numbers were sequentially‘assigned

Association of Alberta.
to 211 individuals {totaling 884) on this combined.mailing
list, and 300 individuals were chosen at random (by the use

of a table of random numbers). This population was chosen

1 : | .
The assistance of Dr. J. Browne in obtaininé‘access to the

population is greatly appreciated.



beécause it represented a good palance between academic

training and experieﬁce in the family crisis\area, while
prdviding a relativel; lerge population base:
The questionngire was introduced to the sample by means
~of a covering letter, giving a brief description of the
project. This letter appears as Appendix A. 'Subjects were
mailed the Questionnaire along with an addressed, stamped

return envelope.

Data
In total, ninety—four questionnaires were returned

(31.3 percent of the 300 mailed), of which eighty-nine were
completed in full. Two contained data pertaining to the
tWenty-six features, but no demographic data. Therefore,
analysis of the twenty-six features was ¢onducted on ninety:
one questiohnaires while demographic analysis was conducted
on eigﬁty-nine. Three questionnaires were_incorrectly

filled out and were discarded (no analysis undertaken).

) ta - From the Twenty-Six Features -

Ff_\% This component of the qﬂestionnaire represents an

-nal scale of measurement Data consisted of twenty-six
1fﬂa1 entries ﬁ!r respondent, each ranging from the

one to the %pmber five. This data was recorded on

‘%olunnar paper an@lcarefully checked before it was keypunched

'_ﬁctei service) for computer process1ng



Keypunching was done using the coding guide given in

Appendix D. No data were missing from this portion of the

-
.

questionnaire.

Demogréphic Data

Data on the demographic variables were of the ordinal
type on education, experience, and contact with families in‘
crisis, while the sex variable was nominal. Demncgraphic
data were assembled and keypunched accordine to the guide

used above (see Appendix D).

Data From the Respondents’' Definitions

-

Data in this portion of the questionnaire consisted of
written statements made by the respondents. Eighty-six |
written replies were received (94.5 percent of the ninety-
one usable replies). This information was typed onto file

cards to be used in subsequent analysis.

Analysis of the Twenty-Six FeaturéE

The Factor Analysis Model

The basic research problem involves gaining insight
into the features associated with the definition of family
crisis. The research strategy is to have experts in the
field rate the itemsAin the questionnaire and then, through
analysis, identify possible groups or categories of

features. If present, such groupings {(or factors) would



permit a reduction in the number of features associated with
the definition. Factor analysis was chosen as it provides
an approach to preliminary classification by grouping inter-
dependent variables into descriptive categories (Rummel,

1970).

The Correlation Matrix

The data matrix was of the R-type, the columns of the
matrix being the vatiables factor-analyzed (twenty-six),
while the rows comprised the cases of data collected
(ninety-on®) (Rummel, 1970). This matrix was transformed
into a twenty-six by twenty-six correlation matrix using
Peaison product-moment correlations. As is customary, it
was this matrjx which was factored (Harmarr, 1960).
Communality estimates were notlemployed, and the matrix was
factored with unify values in the principie diagonal

positions.

Factor Coﬁputation

Principle Factors Technique. The factor technique

presently employed is a multiple factor analysis process
involving the principle axes techniqye (principle components
analysis). This technique was used as it is useful "to map
the empirical concepts of a doma}n" and to "reduce data to a
small set of independent variables” (Rummel, 1970, p.338).

"The principle axes are the minimum orthogonal dimensions



required to linearly reproduce (define, generate, explain)
the original ~data” (Rummel, 1970, p.338). 1In this solution,
the mean of the principle axis is not standardized to zero,
and the variance of the principle axis is the fotal variance
that the axis accounts for. This ahalysis was conducted
using a pre-programmed package entitled PA1 from the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie, Hull,

Jenkins, et al, 1975).

Variancé. The variance of any gﬁgen variable can be
broken into a number JOf components. The basic division is
between common and unique variance. Communality is a
measure of the variance of a variable that j. also common to
other végiables. That 1is, the variance of variable
accounted for by other variables. The unique variance is
that variance of'an item not cohmon to other variables.
Communality equals one (the total variance) minus the
uniqueness measure. Additionally, variance consists of a
religble (reproducible) aspect and a random error portion.

The present analysis does not involve unique factors
or the unique variance aspect. Eurther, this analysis simply
defines"the basic dimensions in the data, and the factor
dimensions emerging "mix up common, specific, and random
error variances” (Rummel, 1970, p.112). Thus, factors

address the total variance of variables, and no assumptions

can be made concerning the portions of common and unique

variance.
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Initial Factors. Initial factoring of the correlation

matrix produces a number of factors generally equal to the
number of variables (twenty-six in the present case). The
first of these factors represents the linear combination of
variables that accounts for more bf the total variance in
the data than any other combinafion (the best combination).
The&§écond component is defined as the second best combina-
tion of variables explaining the total variance in the data
remaining after the rémoval of the first factor (and its
associated variance accounted for). Factors are removed
orthogonally to each other, thereby allowing each factor to
address the residual variance left after removal of the
preceding factor(s). The initial factors are, therefore,
presented in order, in terms of the amount of variance each
accounts for. The last factors listed account for trivial
variance and are ignored in subsequent ana}ysis. In order
to achieve data reduction and still produce an identical
matrix, the number of factors to be maintained must be
caréfully (but arbitrarily) chosen by the researcher.

.

Number of Factors Criterion

As implied above, the arbitrary decision concerning the
number of factors to be chosen, is a vital one. The choice
of too méﬂy factors will reduce the reproducibility of the
study, as factors will be included that are accounting for

trivial (random error) types of variances. Inclusion of too
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- few factors will prevent the reproduction of the matrix,
the intent of the basic factor model.
‘The criteria for the selection of the number of factors
in the present thesis was Cattell's scree test (1966). A
scree plot was made for the twenty—si& initial factors, and
only those factors meeting the c;iteria (departing from the
scree line) were included in subsequent factoring and

considered as non-trivial. This plot will be presented in

Chapter V. —

Rotation

The unrotated factor matrix was rotated by varimax to
produce a final rotated solution (Kaiser, 1958 . fThis
'orthogonal rotatlon insures that factors will delineate
1n’gpendent variation. The basic purpose of the rotation is
to simplify the interpretation of the factors by making as
many column values as is possible as close to zero as is

-

possible.

Analysis of the Demographic Data

Tabular Summary

The initial analysis of the demographic data consisted
of the tabulation of demographic categories.. These are
presented as tabular summaries in Chapter V, the results
chapter. This summary prov1des the frgquencies and

percentages of respondents for ‘each of the demographic

categories.



' 108

Analysis of Variance

In order to test for possible interrelationships
betWeeh the factors éxtractéd_and thewdemogfaph;é Qé;iables.
a qge way analysis of variance (anova) wég conducted. This
anova qonsisted of the pre-programmed package contéined in
the Statistical Package.#or the Social Sciences (Nie, et al,

1975).

In this analysis, demographic variables were treated as

!

the independent variables, and the facto; scores were the
dependént variébles. A one way anova was carried out on

each of sex, educé%ion, experience, and contact wi£§ familiss
in crisis. Additionélly, a one way anova was done on the
"Jjudgment of respondents' definitions" variable (see below).
This analysis is desﬁgnéd to expose any relatiohships whica
the above demogrgphic variables may have with the factors

extracted, )

Null Hypothesis. The null hypothesis for the present

analysis states that the populations from which the samples -
are drawn have the same means. This hypothésis can be

‘ " .
represented as:

*

Ho iy = M2 = Mg
This hypothesis will be tested at the .05 level of signifi-
cance to determine if significant differences between the

populations exist.
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Analysis of the Reuspondents' Definitionn
All of the definitions recejved are incladeqiij their

entirety as Appendix F. To aid.the reader, a breakdown wan‘ A

made of the basic elements contdined within each definition.
R » -

These elements extract the basic features from these . %
definitions and are presented in tabulsr form 4n Chapter Vv,

‘the results chapter. _
. £

“he present aythor

Additionally, a judgment was made b&
for each statement received. This judgment “fg designed” tn
determine the respondents' basic orientation to family
c;isis. The judgment was based upon the g%tcomes implied "

by the definitions-submitted, and served as a relative

indicator of whether family crisis ;; perceived as a positive
or a negative feature of family life. Three categorie y
(of the nominal type) were utili;;d: 1) negative, reff%éting

3
v

oﬁly the various negative or 'harmful' consequences of cr@'iSn
(no/provision for positive aspects), %) neutral, applying | ]
to those statement= which do not contain enough inform?tion"

to imply a clear orientation, and 3) either, applying‘to
definitions reflecting the possibility of either positive or * -
negative consequences. This judgment wa§ quantified |
according to the coéing guide (see Appendix D), and was
freated in ?he above analysis of variance as a demograbh}c\_
variable. Th; criteria forﬂthé Judgments are elaborated ig,
Appendix E,. Nogcategory was included for “"positive aspects

only” as no definitions of this type were anticipated. y The

= ‘
Judged values appear after each definition in Appendix P, §

.
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Summary

This chapter has discussed the empirical strategy
currently employed to study the features associated with the
definition of family crisis. A questionnaire was developed
and a sample of professionals surveyed. Factor analysis
was’uéed to search_for factors or groupings of -features
which may be present in the data relating to the twenty-six
features of family crisis. Analysis of variance was used to
expose possible relatidnships between the factors extracted
and the demographic variables. Lastly, the respondents'
definitions were assigned a numerical value representing
their basic orientation to family crisis. These definitions
are also presented in an appendix to the present thesis,
and their basic features summarized in tabular form in the
results chépter. Chapter V, which follows, presents the

results of the analysis.

S



CHAFTER V

RESULTS

This chapter presents an initial overview of the
results, followed by the results of the factor énalysis of
the twenty-six features, and, by the results of the demo-
graphic analysis (anova, etc.). Lastly, the results
obtained from the respondents’ definiti::is will be presented.

Results indicate that the large number of the features
associated with family crisis appear to be reducible to a
few factors. Considerable insight was garnered concerning
the relevancy of each item and the categorization (by factor
analysis) of these feétures.1 Additionally, a large amount
of information was obtained concerning the respondents'’
definitions, and a demegraphiq picture of the respondents
was formed. Further discussion of the results\will be the

focus of Chapter VI.

Initial Findings

A tabulation of the relevancy values for each item is
presented in Table VII. This table presents the frequency
and perceﬁtage of responses in each of the five possible
categories for each of the twenty-six features. Examination

of this table reveals that a number 6f features appear to be

highly associated with the respondents' view of family crisis

1 -
See Chapter VI

111



112

8512 ngs 26°92 L9 62°C2 156 2L 6t 2L€ 8¢ 6 zze Te3og
8G-€2 12 lZ62 €z 99 (.4 L 694 L €€ € 92
LB t HH 4 L6582 92 92 °'9¢€ €€ LE92 42 ¥4
694 L 65°9 9 69°4 JA 8981 LT e * 69 1S 2
8191 ST 80°€2 12 L6 2€ o€ 85 L1 91 686 6 £z
61°¢C1 21 99° 04 L€ 80" €2 12 84°91 ST 659 9 22
LE92 42 81 42 22 8612 02 8 &l 41 66°01 11 12
66°01 11 ihle G2 92°9¢ 19 88°' 02 61 €€ € 0z
€ns S L€-92 n2 9€ L€ 7€ ¢ege "2 C U 61
85°81 L1 92°9¢€ 49 lz'Ge %4 61°¢C1 21 ‘659 9 g1
9L 14 3¢ 81 42 22 88°02 61 68°6 6 £¢ € L1
§L2s 84 L8 1€ 62 61°€C1 21 2°2 2 o 0 91
179°29 LS Ll o€ 82 64°5 g 1°71 1 0 0 q1
g6 12 cZ 91°G¢ 49 L2 14 8L 61 41 0 0 #1
48 1€ 62 92°9¢€ €€ 81 42 22 69° L pA 0 ) €1
G0°GH 4 Ll 0€ 82 84°'91 ST 646G S 22 2 21
51°94 Zh 9€ " 4€ HE gl Gt 41 1°1 1 0 0 11
S1°94 ] 9€ L e 686 6 4 u A4 4 [}
9€ " L€ € 8142 22 L4682 92 YAK] 8 1°1 1 6
Lz2se €z Lo HE 1€ 81 42 22 61°€1 21 €¢ € g
68°6 6 Lz°52 €z L9 62 L g80°€2 12 66°01 11 Z
88°'02 61 61°¢€1 FA! 8C'G1 41 €92 42 g1 22 9
11 T 69°L L 69°L 4 98°24 6€ 99 0ty A S S
88°02 61 8461 8T Lh L2 G2 81" 42 22 69 ¢4 pA 1
1Yy i 9904 LE L0 4HE 1€ 8802 61 0 0 €
L2752 €2 L6°2¢ o€ L2°62 €2 66°01 01 é4°§ S Z
8802 61 g1 42 22 L€°92 42 89°8T L1 6806 6 1
b4 ‘baag s *baay 5 *baayg % ‘baayg Y *baayg wag]
AATd 4¥nod JFUHL oML ANO

£10F81e) asuodsasy

(FONVATTIY Xd W3LII) NOIIVINGVI XONINDTYHA

IIA F16VL



113
(categBries four and five), ig particular, itemé ten, eleven,
fifteen, and sixteen;‘ In addition to these items, items
two,}eighf, nine; twglve, thirteen, fourteen, seventeen,
eighteen, twentyione, and twenty-two, have a cémbined
response rate of over 50 percent in categories four and five.
These items, fherefore, would appear to be important features
in the respondents' view of family crisis.

Items that do not appear to be" involved in the
respondents' definitions include numbers five, six, twenty-
four, and twenty-five (combined response rate of over 50
percent in categories one and two). Examination 6T
Table VII also reQeals a number of items which exhibit a
relatively normal dist;ibution across the responsé\\
categories. These items are pumbers one, three, fou}j

o

seven, nineteen, twenty, tweﬁty-thfee, and twenty-six.

The following feayu;eS‘(simplified from their
questionnaire format) appear to be relevant to the
respondents' definition of family crisi§. The items are
presented in order, beginning with the most frequently
’chosen'items iﬁ categories four and five. The original
questionnéire number of the item, and the pércentage
response r;fe in categories four and five, is presented
after each feafure. -

1) involves a state of disturbance, turmoil or .
upset (15) (93.41%) :
’ ¢

2) 1is a turning poiﬁt, leading to progressive
or regressive outcomes (16) (84.62%)
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3) disruption and upset of habits and routine -

(10) (83.51%) .

4) involves personal insecurity for those
involved (11) (83.51%)

5) a situation that calis for ndw actions or -
patterns (12) (75.82%)

6) forces reorganization of family relationship
structure (13) (68.13%)

7) families' definition determines a crisis

(17) (65.94%)

8) involves change (change pending or response
to change (9) (61.54%)

9) rapid increase in tension (8)'(59.34%)
10) threat to goals (2) (58.24%) '
11) calls values into question (14) (57.14%) ¢

'12) occurs when unexpected events disrupt
N organization (18) (54.94%) "
13) can be considered maturational, reflecting

family development (22) (53.85%)

14) threatens the existence of the family unit
(21) (50.55%)

The following features were rated as having little

relevance by the respondents; | . ‘ »

1) A crisis must take from one to two months
to resolve (5) (83.52%)

2) An event lastlng a few days cannot be -
considered a family crisis (2#) (78 02%)

3) Crises are characterized by a peak followed
by a rapid drop in tension levels

(25) (62.63%)

4) A crisis occurs only when insufficient
resources are available to deal with a

problem (6) (50.55%)
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While the above synops1s prov1des an initial picture of the
data, the basic questlon has yet to be addressed "Do
factors appear in the group of features°” Factor analys1s
dld '1n fact reveal that factors were contained in the

data.

Results of the Factor Analysis

The Scree Test N
)

As outlined in Chapter IV% the scree test provides a
criteria to aid in the determination of the number of
factors present in the data. 1Initial factoring produces
twenty six (in this case). factors, many of which will be
trivial (Rummel, 1970). The researcher must determine the
nimber of non-trivial factors using the scree (or similar)

*

criteria. )

In the present analysis a scree graph was made of the
eigenvalues of the initial twenty-six factors® Ey—axis).vs.
the twenty-six initial factors (x-axis). lThis plot appears
_in Figure 5. Examination of,this plot indicates that the
first six factors'departlfrom the scree line and are,
therefore,'considered'non-trivial Thus, subsequent analysis

- Was de51gned to yleld a factorial solutlon producing six

factors.

1 . . ) . ) .O i ‘ "l \
See Table XIV. (The various factor matrixes and other
tables ass001ated with the data are presented in
Appendix G.  Only the most pertinent material was

IR, T R R S U T NI T W



FIGURE 5

THE SCREE PLOT
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Factors Obtained

Interpretation of the factors obtained was based upon
. the final varimax rotated solu™n. This solution is
5resentad in Table VIII. Items aoﬁprising factors were
selected on the basis of an arbitrary factor loading cutoff
of .5. Item§ loading at .5 or higher were considered

compenents of a given factor..

i

Factor One. This factor includes six items: addressing
the family's goals, values, view of itseif, reofganization,
and the necessity of newbactions - This factor emphasizes
the family's ba51c aspects and reflects the dynamic nature
of the crlsls phenomena. Crlses appear to threaten goals,
force reorganization, change.the family's self-view and
demand new actioﬁ be taken. |
Items comprising this factor:

2. "A crisis generally threatfns the goals :
of a family”. (.66678, 3.61) ; .

12. "A crisis is a situation that calls for
new actions or patterns”. (.36737, 4.1)

13. "A crisis forces a reorganization of the
‘ family interaction pattern (pattern of
relationships)". (.60521, 3.9)

14. A crisis characteristically calls a

B family's values into question”.

(.63735, 3.6)

19. "A crisis characterlstlcally changes the
family's view of itself”. (. 67?87, 3.0)

1
Each item is followed by its factor loadlng and its mean

category assignment.
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"TABLE VIII
ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX

.

FACTOR 1~ FACTOR 2 FACTOR 23 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 FACTOR 6
ITEM1 -0.28470 -0.03337 0.56113 -0. 18464 -0.01842 -0.02073
ITEM2 0.66678 o~08695 -0.03468 -0.17221 0.29422 -0. 11701
ITEM3 0. 10646 0.11453 -0.02323 0.44009 0.57129 -0.01309
ITEM4 -0.11398, 0.17179 -0.03085 0.60176. 0.02028 0.18237
ITEMS 0.22356 -0.02478 -0.09871t v 10676 0.63243 0.36153
ITEMG 0.07215 -0.05095 0.258905 0.01007 0. 18855 +0.72328
ITEMT 0.11219 -0.03834 0.10624 0.4%%74 0.46661 0.08042
ITEM8 -0.12270 0.58936 -0.05201 -0.00302 -0.05204 -0.01573
ITEMS 0.23956 0.19389 -0.76633 C 08870 ~0.07111 0.07427
ITEM10 O0.14113 0.68887 -0.21376 -0.05123 | 0.22896 -0.04015
ITEM14 0.10145 ~ 0.49777 0.15287 0. 16948 0.45716 -0.03046
ITEM12 0.56737 0.Q5465 ~0.45245 0.16691 0.16818 0.10437
ITEM1] 0.60521 0.77104 -Q.17336 0.3622¢ 0.17313 0.02543
ITEM14 0.63735 -0.01233 0.12297 0.34718 -0 05669 -0.33166
ITEMIS 0.27518 0.39927 0.26547 0.34227 -0 26310 -0.05515
ITEM16E 0.27292 . 0.00248 -0.16190 0.71291 0. 02000 0.01410
ITEM17 -0.1085%7 -0.04449 -0.21462 " 0.17364 -0 15509 0.62724
ITEM18 0.11375 0.61233 -0.03979 0.12402 -0 07607 0.06043
ITEM19 0.67787 0.00588 -0.00033 0.12819 0.02350 0.06121
ITEM20 0.44537 0.44812 0.18479 -0.05665 0.18166 -0.00281
ITEM2 ¢ 0.44303 0.10674 0.17363 0.0B376 0.24072 -0.00269
ITEM22 0.14547 ~0.19434 ~0.40650 0.53590 ~0.03059 -0.25583
ITEM23 0.44693 1 0.12577 014518 -0.15139 -0.17701% 0.31809
LTEM24 0.12004 ~0.14192 0.15397 -0.062¢1 0.67834 -0.18727
ITEM2S 0.16284 0.52044 0.24488 ~0.01884 -0.25354 . -0.06126
- ITEM26 0.15160 0.28516 0.67560 0.08740 0.24970 " 0.21185
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Factor Two. Four items relating to tension and
disruption contribute to1this‘f%a§or. Two items (10 and 18)
emphasizg‘the disrUption»bf t:%igafmal famiiy routine and
organizétion, while the other twd‘(B and 25) indicate
respsctively, that tension rises rapidly and then, after a
peak, tension levels drop‘rapidly.

Items comprising this factbr:
8. "Family crises are characterized by

significant increases in tension that
occur rapidly (in a few hours or days)"”.

(.58936, 3.6)

10. "Crises disrupt and upset the normal \
habits and routine of families". ) :
(.68887, 4.2) L —
18. "A crisis occurs when a family experiences

unexpected events that disrupt family
organization”. (.61233, 3.5)

- 25. "A crisis is characterized by a peak
that is followed by a rapid drop in '
tension .levels (in a matter of a few days)".
‘ (.52044, 2.2) :

Factor Three. The third factor involves three items:

dealing with thé change aspect of crisis, the sense of
helplessness.for those involved, and a problematic situation
with no apparent or imhediate solutidn. |

Items comprising this factor:

1. "A crisis involves a situation (or problem)
that has no immediate or apparent solution".’

(.56113, 3.3)

9. YA family crisis involveé change - a situation
when change is pending or a response to
¢hanges”. (.76633, 3.9)
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26. "Family crises generally create a sense
of helplessness in those 1nvolved"
(.67560, 3.6) '

Factor Four. ' Three items constitute this factor and
relate to a knowable cause and the turning poinf/maturational .
nature of crisis.

Items comprising this factor:

4, "A family crisis must involve some knowable
- triggering event or cause". (.60176, 3.2)

16. "A crisis is a furning point and can lead to
a number of outcomes, both progressive and
regressive for the family". (.71291, 4.4)

22. "Many crises can be considered as
maturational, reflectlng the ongoing
ggxel?pment of the family". (.53590, 3.4)

Factor Five,. ré%;items again make up this factor,

two of which address a time related aspect. The third ‘item
considers the effect of crisis on unresolved problems.

Items comprising this faﬁ&or:\\\\\

3. "Crises often qwaken old, unresolved
famlly problemS" (. 51129, 3.3) .
5. "In order to cqns@itute a faﬁily crisis, a

problematic event must take from one to two
months (at least) to resolve". (.63243, 1.9)

24, "An event lasting a few hours or days x

(at most) cannot be legitimately called a
family crisis". (.67834, 1.8) .

4 Factor Six. This factor is made up of two items

relatlng to the definition the famlly makes of the situation,
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and the lack of resources available to deal with problematic
situations,
Items comprising this factor:
6. “A crisis occurs only when the family
has insufficient resources available
to deal with a problematic situation"..
(.72328, 2.8) -
17, "The definition a family makes of a
situation determines whether or not it
can be considered a crigis". (.62724, 3.9)

Six factors Were obtained which appear to reflect
meaningful categorizations of“the features (as opposed to
artifaets).l ‘Further discussion of the themes and |
implications of these factors will be made in Chapter VI.
The major features traditionally associated'wiph crisis

(disruption, tension, change, time aspects, etc.) -are

encompassed by these factors.

‘Results of the Demographic Analysis

Composition of Regpgndenfs

The demographic data is presented in Table &X.

Inspection of this table reveals the frequencies (and

- -

percentages)<of‘replies in each of the demographic categories.
It should be noted that about 65 percent (59 of 91) of the
responses are from males, while about.SO percent were from

masters level individuals (male and female). About 40 percent

1 .
For discussions on the nature of factors, see Allport L

(1937), Royce (1963), Coan (1964),



TABLE IX
SUMMARY-Q@,DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
Sex: Male | 59 (66.3%)*  Female 30 (33.7%)
Education: FPhD PhD 7 ( 7.9%)
Masters Masters 20 (22.4%)
Bachelors Bachelors 2 ( 2.2%)
Experience: 10 or More Years 10 or More Years
PhD PAD . bo( 4. 4%)
Masters Masters b ( 4.4%)
Bachelors Bachelors | N/A
Less Than 10 Years Less Than 10 Years
’ PhD . 11 (12.4%) hD 3 ( 3.4%)
Masters 17 (19.1%) Masters 16 (18.0%)
Bachelors -~ N/A Bachelors N/A
Contact:*** Seldom 22 (24 .7%)
Occasional' 37 (41.6%)<
Frequent 30 (33.7%)
i |
* Percentage of 89 cases reporting demographic information
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**  Bachelors individuals did not indicate experience
**% Both sexes repoiffd together
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- held a PED.or eqfivalent degree. Experience figures-indicate
vthat 60 percent (54 of 91) of the replies came from persons
with less than ten years of experience. Table VIII also)
shows that about 74 percent (67 of 91) of the respondents
report occasional or frequent contact with families in
crisis (40.7 percent, or 37 of 91 for occasional, and 33
percent, or 30 of‘91 for frequent contact). Finally, it can
be seen that 91 usable replies were received representing a

response rate of 30.3 percent (91 of 300).

Results of the Analysis of Variance

Analysis of variance considered the six factors
extracted above to be dependent variables whil; each
demographic category constituted an independent variable.
Analysis revealedlthree significant interactions, two being
levels of experience and education. The third involved the
judgment the author assignéd to the respondents' definitions
(see Chapter IV). 1 Results of the anova are summar;gvd in
Table X(, ‘

hS ‘.

Examination of Table X reveals that there is a
significant difference at the $05 level between thé two
experienct levels (more than 10 years, and 10 or less) and

factor six. Also significant at the .05 level was a

difference between the definitional category (jwdgment made

i

1
Recall this varlable was treated in the analysis as if 1t

were a demographic varlable



TABLE X

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

»
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* % £< .01

‘_ﬂ L
5

Source SSQ df MSQ F
Factor 6 by Experience .
. Between groups 5.2250 1 5.2250 .0222%
Within groups 83.7974 87 .9632
Total 89.0224 88
Factor 1 by Definition
Between groups 1 6.9063 2 3.4532 .0348%*
, Within groups 81.9474 83" .9873
Total r 88.8538 8+8
Factor 4 by Education
Between groups 9.4672 2 4.7336 S0069##
« Within »groups 77.1184 86 - .8967
“Total 86.5856 88
* P .05



[ 125

by author) and’}actor one. 'Subtest analysis revealed this
difierence was between the ”"neutral” and "either"
categories on this factor.

A difference between educational levels and factor four
was found to be significant af the .01 level. Subtest
revealed that this'difference involved the PhD level and

masters level groups, and factor four.

Null Hypothesis; The present null hypothesis, stating

that the population means from which the groups are sampled

are identical, is rejected. Differences in the population

means have been foundn

LY

Results of the Analysis of the Respondents’ Definitions |

As each definition was received, a judgment was made as
to its approach to the crisis phenomena, and a vaiue‘
assigned. A total of 86 definitions were offered and
assigned ratings. These ratings appear after each definition,
presented in Appendix F. A "negative"” assignment was given
to 53 of the 86 (58.2 percent), while 25 "neutral”
assignments were made (27.5 percent). Eight "either”
assignments were also given (8.8 percent). This finding
confirms the suggestion by Robinson (1968) that professionals

often have a negative bias toward the crisis phenomena.

o
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In order to preserve the maximum amount of data, the
definitions are presentea in their entirety in Appendix F.

In order to assist the reader iﬁ"éssi@ilating this

TR

information, Table XI presents a summarycﬁfmnhe major

features found in the definitions. While resources™w._

N
R

S

prevented further content analysis, these features will be

discussed in Chapter VI as they relate to various aspects of

o

the présent work. ,

R
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TABLE XI

MAJOR FEATURES OF RESPONDENTS' DEFINITIONS

Major Features

family seeks or needs
“professional help

family can't cope
*interaction problems
*problem family can't solve

#threat to unit or uﬁity

*disturbance (related terms)
stéte of streég

*involves change

*#family defines crisis
communication problems
high/uncomfortable emotion
family can't function

breakdown in equilibrium/
homeostatis 1

" #general threat to family

contains dysfunctional .
members

Number of Respondents' Definition**

5, 12, 21, 28, 30, 33, 39,

56, 62, 63, 72, 73 '

13, 17, 24, 28, 30, 37, 47,
520 59' 66'A68' 91

15, 16, 19, 24, 27, 31, 36,
53, ™0, 77, 86, 89

8, 16, 20,22, 25, 32, 67,

77, 78, 86,

6, 9, 23, 361 uof b1, 48'
50, 63, 76, 82

6: 269 31, 33"381 u51 uév
55, 62, 71

25, 34, 39, 47, 54, 69, 8o,
88, 90

2, 3, 18, 36, 71, 72, 74,
75, 79

1, 14, 26, 42, 65, 73, 88
7, 33, 35, 46, 53, 77, 81
7, b4, 58, 79, 80, 8%
12, 17, 56, 66, 72, 89

21, 23, 30, 34, 87, 91
13, 30, 3%, 53, 74

11, 43, 49, 64

*for better or worse 2, 3%, 90
*disrupt routine - 21, 62, 86
breakdown/disintegration 10, 40, 47
maladaptive behavior 24, 54, 55
‘needs not being met 29, 43, 49
*high level or rapid tension L, 17, 41
long-term situation 4, 63, 89
*process related 6, 20, 24 -
* feature included in preseht questionnaire’ e

% entire definitions presented in Appendix VI.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION

Introduction

This chapter will discuss the present study and
elaborate upon its results. The resﬁlts and conceptual

- approach presently adbpted (Montgomeryfs;Model)_will be
discussed? and recommendations for future researchjyill be
made. The discugsion will sequentiélly answer the‘four basic

questions posed in the introduction of this study.

Discussion of the Empirical Component

The empirical éomponent of the present work was designed
to address the Question,.”Can the large number bf'features
'preéently associated with the definition of familyicrisis,be
reduced to a smaller number of‘faétars?"»-On;thefﬁasis of the

present data, it appears that such a}reduction dan be made.

This reduction is based upon two features of the results:

the six factors extracted, and the hierarchy of features that

was obtained.

The Six Factors

The questiohnaire items can~be gfouped into six
.categories, each category containiﬁg all items felated to a
particular factor. The factors are comprised pf various

* features which, together, determine the theme of each

128
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]category. . These themes, whioh‘are still somewhat tentative,
represent clear underlying dimensions of the family crisis
‘phenomena.

The themes of the present factors. reflect the majority .
of the dimensions preV1ously associated w1th the crisis.
phenomena (eg , & dlsruption aspect time dimen51on, ete.),
and therefore confirm'a basic congruity, between the literature
in the area and the;practitioners view.;

Factor one, the "general impact” factor, summarizes the
impact that a crisis is perceived %o ‘have on the family - “
unit. A crisis. was seen by the respondents as a 31tuation
which threatens the family s goals, which questions its
values,:which calls for new action and new'relationship
patterns‘ and‘which ohanges the‘fanily's‘view‘of.itself The
\features compr1s1ng this factor were components of the works
of Koos, 1946 Tyhurst 1957:»Farber, 1960; Parad and
Caplan, 1960; Caplan, 1961; Farber, 1964; Womble, 1966-
.Pittmann, 19733 and Monocchio, 1975. These features suggest
that the. effects of a crisis are far—reaching and may

| uItimately bringkabout change in ba31c family features
’(goals,'values, relationship patterns{ etc.): vFanily crhses
are major events in the life of the family. )

Factor two contains items which relate to features of
tension; and to the disruption of. the normal family routine.

» This “disrUption/%ension" factor of crisis has previously:

-
..

been discussed in the work of: Tyhurst, 1957; Parad and”
Caplan, 1960; Caplan, 1961; Wiener and Kahn, 1962; MMler and
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Iscoe, 1963' Allport, 1964 and Plttmann, 1973 The tens1ons

associated w1th a family crisis were seen to peak in a matter

..0f a few days and then’ gradually d1$Slpate Presumably, thls"

d1s31patlon of tenSLOn would occur as the famlly resolved the

crisis and slowly re- establlshed a normal routlne. _

It is noteWOrthy that questlonnalre item numbeT flfteen
was not a-component of thls factor (or any other) as 1t
dlrectly related to the dlsruptlon aspect of crisis. It is
not clear why this feature would not be 1ncluded 1n this.
factor. The feature was a v1tally important one to. the
"respondents, and ‘as will be discussed below, was the feature
most cons1stently ass001ated with deflnlng a cr1s1s N

Factor three contalns 1tems whlch indicate the
unresolvablllty of the. s1tuatlon, the aspect of change
1nvolved and the feellngs of helplessness Wthh appear to
accompany a,crlsls This unsolvable s1tuatlon” factor WOuld
_appear to dlfferentlate a. famlly problem from a famlly CrlSlS,
lthe former hav1ng some solutlon avallable and not 1nvolv1ng
the magnitude of change generally assoolated with a family

crisis. The features of this factor prev1ously appeared in

' the work of: Parad.and Caplan, 1961, Womble, 1966 and

.. Pittmann, 1973.

- The "turnlng polnt” factor was the fourth extracted from

o the data. ‘The theme of this factor 1mp11es that crlses are

turnlng p01nt periods, and can be elther developmental or

| regre351ve to a glven family. Defln;teotr;ggerlng events

?-
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are also an aspect of thls factor, again conflrmlng the
1mportance of an unamblguous and known ‘stressor. event
(BIBom,,1963). The turnlng-po;nt approach was previously
emphasized by: Thomas, 1909; Tyhurst, 1957; Wiener and Kahn,
1962; Rapoport, 1963; Erikson, 1968; Taplin, 1971; and

Dabrowski, 1972. B | | | .

@

Factor vae addresses the tlme llne involved in family
_crises and suggests that crises reawaken unresolved problemsd
from the past.rtThis”"timeﬁiine" factor confirms that a
‘chronological aspect is in?olved in defining a crisis
s1tuatlon (Parad and Caplan, 1960; Caplan, 1961, and Bloom,

—

1963). e

7

" Questionnaire item number seven, wnich relates~directly
to the process ”nature of crisis",_was not a_component<of
“this (or any other) factor. It is not clear why this
finding was observed, as this feature wouId appear to
Iconceptually relate to the theme of the time-line factor.

- Factor 31x suggests that the crisis- meetlng resources
avallable to the famlly, and the famlly s deflnltlon of the, ;Nt&i
situation, affect~the judgment of a crisis:. Thls “subgeﬁtdve ~;gﬂ
aspect” factor may account (in part) for the. observance o§§¢air |
w1de varlety of reactlons to what appear to be s1mllar crisis’
31tuatlons. SubJectlve components have hlstorlcally been
stressed by: Hill, 1949 Miller and Iscoe, 1963; Caplan,

/

1964; and Pittmann, 1973. - ' -
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: . _ '

In summary, six factors relating to the defining of a
family crisié were extracted, and crisis themes for each .
factor were presented. -These factors strenéthen our under-~’
sfanding.of the basic crisis pfocess.and the features which
may be used to define it. If confirmed in future research,
'these factors would contribute to theoretical efforts in the
crisis area and suggest avenues of future research (eg.,
exploration of each factor in varioué settings).

o To maximiie the analytical power of the present work,
the factors can be v1ewed in conjunction with the hlerarchy
of features obtalned The implications o° th.s comblned
view will be discussed after the hierarchy ol features is

examined.

Thé Hierafchy of Features B : : o
. O . :
\@hen the questlonnalre featuﬁes are™ arranged in the -

order f thelr perceived 1mportance to the deflnltlon of
"famlﬁﬁ’c\1s1s, a hlerarchy of famlly cr181s features is

produced. \ This hlerarchy,vwhlchvls'presented in Chapter v,

" arranges thle features on the basis of the respondents’

retings of gbch feature. FeatureS'are listed in descending
order, the f;rst being the most cons1stently associated with
the deflnltlon An arbitrary cutoff was chosen (50% or
':nigher combined fesponse.rate ih-eategOries four and five),

and fourteen feetures were found to comprise the hierarchy.
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On‘thé'basis of this hierarehy, we may say,vwith some
denge of confidence, that each of the fourteen features is
doﬁsistént with}definiﬁg éﬁveVeht éé'a family'criéis. B
Naturally, fhe most confidence wouldrbe placed in the
features achieving the highest ratings, as'compared to those
features comprising the lower positions'of the hierafchy. We
‘fherefore have a listing of features associated with the
presence of a f?ﬁily crisis, and a relative sc;le (their‘
hierarchical positignf of their perceived iﬁportance.‘ The -
identification of a constellation of these features could be
‘used to confirm the presence of a family crisis, and a check-
list for this purpose is presented below. - .

- The hlerarchy therefqre can be used to help deflne tke
presence of a crisis situation and tolass1st a counselor‘'in
searching out "trouble spots”. Using the hierarchy as an
'informatiﬁn gathering device wQuld'hélp the counselor undef-
stand the severity of the crisis and may suggest'intervent;on
strategies. The hierarchy'could aléb be used in research in
the'crisis-area‘and eventually facilitate %he development of
a sound, comprehensive_theorétical definition of fémiiy
crisis. | ' |

It }s noteworthy that of the hierarchy of associated
features, three do not appear in any factor. These are:
feature one (item number fifteen) relating to disturbance of
the family; feature four  (item number eleven) relating to

insecurity produced by a crisis; and feature fourteen
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(item number twenty-one), which states that a.crisis
threatens the family unit. The author considers it possible
that these features were considered to be redundant. Their
“content is very similar to several féatures which were
components of various factoré.r
A number of features (all components qf various factprs)

were not considered to be important to .the definition of a

family crisis or bpposed'to it. Items rejegted by the

}espondents were numbers five, six, twenty-four, and twenty-
- five. The i%plication based upon the rejection of these
.features is that crises may be short-lived phenomena (lastlng
- days or weeks until resolutlon) which may occur in families
who appear to have sufficient resources to deal with the
gi&en situation. _Thé fejection of item numbef twenty-five

was interpfeted,to-mean that tension levels may fall

_graddall&. On this basis, crises appear to exhibit

characteristic fapid'tension buildups which peak (stressor)
'“énd then gradually subside, presumably as the crisis is
résolved.

_ The ratings associated with a number of items were
judged to be ambiguous and did not fall either into the
group of fejébted Teatures or into the hierarchy of |
associated features. These items were numbefs: one,vthree,
four, seven,_nineteen, twenty, twenty-three, and twenty-six.
Of'these,‘item number seven (family crisis as process),

item number twenty (disorganization in the day-to-day
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routine), and item number twehty—fhree'(family can most
benefit from help) were also not included in any factors.-
This finding is somewhat puzzling, as .the content‘ofﬂ
these features appears to address the crisisvthemes presently
discussed. We must, however, conclude that the respondents
did not consider these features as appropriate components of
a definition of family crisis.’ The author suggests that
these items may have been perceived as too nebulous to be
considered‘helpful in defining a crisis. These features‘may

also have been considered redundant and therefore not rated

highly.

The Definition of Family Crisis

A ‘comprehensive definition of family crisis has been

formulated, based upon the themes of the six factors, and the
content of the features of the hierarchy presented above. A
family crisis may be defined as a turning point for the
family that is éharacterized by disturbance and turmoil,
and which upsets the normal family rodtine. The crisis
creates feelings~of“helpleséness as the family's Valpés,
géais, and view of itself are challenged. The situation
appears to have no available solution and clearly requires
major change (in thé form of new actions and pétterné of
functioning) to resolve. 4 s

The six factors can be used independehtly tovdefiné or

ry

. assess a crisis situation. In this capacity, the themes of
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the factors would summarize theAmajor processes taking place
in'a family crisis situation. In synopsis, these factors

are:
. _ .
1. The general impact factor which summarizes
. the family crisis as a threat to goalk; a
questioning of values; a call for new action;
and a change in the family's view of itself.

2. -The disruption/tension factor which implied
that tension levels rise quickly, disrupting
the normal family routine, peak, and then
gradually dissipate. .

R

3. The unsolvable situation factor relates to
the lack of a perceived solution available;
the helpless feelings this creates; and the
perceived need for change 'in the situation.

‘4. The turning point factor emphasizga the
presence of a known triggering and the
¢ possible maturational aspects o crisis.
Both regressive and.progressive outcomes are
considered possible, depending upon how the
family handles the situation. ’

5. The time-line factor relates to the perceived
importance of the time-related aspect of the
situation. :

6. The subjective aspect factor relates to the
definition the family makes of the situation,
and their perception of the resources

+ available to them.

The identification of the above themes, or some
combination of them, would be higﬁly suggestive of the
presence of a family crisis. A counselor may, therefore,
investigate these theries with families to help agsess the
situation vis-a-vis family crisis. .

The .hierarchy of features can also be directly applied
" to defining a family crisis. In this capacity the hierarchy

of features may be considered as a checklist type of



_definition of family crisis. _A checklist of features (in

-

their relative order of impoertance) would permit the rapid.

quantification of the family crisis situ%tion. Sych a check=

o

list . follows:

1.

10.

The presence of dlsturbadce. turmoll. or
upset. ;

’o
A breakdown of  the hablti and routine,of

the family.

[
»

The presence of high levels bf 1nsecur1ty
for those involved.

The perceived need for new actiontor
behavior to rectify the gituation. : y

The clear need for a reorganization of
the family relationship gtructure.

The family's perception that it is
experiencing a crisis.

. - The perception of the famlly that ‘major

change is needed to restore normalcy’.
Rapld 1ncreases, or high- levels. of tension.

The perceptlon of the fadlly that its basic
values and goals may reqyire examination -
and/or revision. d ,

19

The presence of a known,,unexpected event
which- has been deemed. responsable for
disruption. '

The checklist presented is based qpon the hlerarchy of 0

features presently obtalned The presence of a number of

»
these features would clearly deflne a famlly crisis: 51tuat10n.

.y", .
A

2

_,l

4

"'f!ff/.:! 4
F

Ae
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Discussion of the Conceptual Aspects

‘The Second primary focus of?the present study related to
the conceptual status of famlly ctisis, and was addressed by

1)

the question, "What is. the present gtate of conceptuallzatlon

. B}

in the famlly CrlSlS area, and how do the present results

relate to this aspect?” A hlstorlcal context of the concept
{

was provided by the review of literature. This review .
revealed that coﬁceptual work has been hampered by problems
"in terminology and definition. -Q}isis materials oriented
toward the individual are often incorporated into family
theories of crisis,-and“a'uniquely family—oriented crisis
theory is lacking. To resolve this state of affairs,
Montgomery'!s model was presented. This model represents a
contemporary analysis which,\while grounded upon proven
concepts (eg., a stepwise breakdown), significantly
demystifies\many of the enigmas-of family crisis.
Montgomery s mode% also prov1des several unique

contrlbutlons to the area of crisis study The development \
of the perlod of incipience has helped reveal the very early
stages of crisis production. Previous crisis material
avoided the pfe—stressor'period and concentrated primarily
upon thé effects of the stressor. Indeed, most previous
material (eg., Hill’'s work) assumed tﬁat the stressor was
the initial feature of the crisis.

| Montgomery also éXplicatEd;the steps which were required

.ofvthe'fami}y to resolve the situation. These steps,

P A : . .
) ’ : 'g'
L '
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outlined in the secondary ad justment period, point out the
systems nature of family crisis, and the systems type of
actions needed to resolve it (eg., shared awareness,
consensus; ete.). \

Montgo@ery utilized a turning point view of crisis and
provided for a number of alternate routes of resolution.
Given appropriate action the family may resolve the crisis
either by staying intact of by separating. Both roufes
could be cons1dered developrental reorganization. On the
other hand, “the famlly may be unsuccessful at resolqﬁgbﬁ”and
continue in a crisis cycle. This cycle would entail a
stressor, unsuccessful action, repeated inappropriateness,
and subsequenti} angther stressor. h.. | |

The.systems and developmental aspects of tﬁe model can
be seen to capture the major essences of family crisis.

These essences are the complex multilevel and multi-
dimensional effects of a crisis: and the dynamic nature of
+ the phenomena. The two theoretical approaches meld in
Moﬁtgomery(s model to produce a highly éfficient conceptual
approach to the family crisis phenomena.

Montgomery’s model would ‘benefit frc;.:afinements in its
deflnltlon of family crisis; a single, comprehens1ve, exp11c1t
definition reflecting the model’s approach i$ needed.®
Additionally, various features associated w1th the secondary
'adjustmenf period-appeaf to require refinement. The family’s "

values, the'impact of the psychological state of its members
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(especially security aspects), and the family's feelings of
helplessness as a group need further elaboration.

An integration of thé Bresent ﬁodel with the definition
of family crisis offered above, produces a powerful analytic
approach. Counselors and family theoreticians.can now assess
both the important features of a crisis situation and the
period or stage of crisis (eg., stressor, S.A.P., etc.).

This permits a sharpening of the therapeutic role and
sensitizes researchers to many crisis-related family
variables.

A détailed theoretical examination of the relationship
between individual psychological pgenoména, and the
psychology of the family, is ultimately needed to fuliy come
to grips with éhe family crisis phenomena. How does the
personal insecurity of the family's members translate into
the group's perception of the situation and possible action?
When its memﬁers, and subsequentiy the family as a group,
experience helpless feelings, does a "family deﬁregg‘@n;
result? If so, how does such a depression affect the.
secondary adjustment period and crisis resolution? The
answers to these and similar questions await sophisticated
theoretical efforts to understand family systémsubsyéhq%agy;4¢~, -
and its relatiohéhip to the psychology of its members. ‘iﬁﬁf'

In conclusion, Montgomery's model has provided a
satisfying theoreticalJTrémework for the present thesis.

This framework represents the current status of the family
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crisis concept and offers a context within which to view the
results of the present work. While the study was not
intended as a test of the model, the results are compatible
with the basic features and orientation of Montgomery. This
compatibility, and the ease with which the model incorporates
‘various crisis features, supports further ihvestigation Of'.
family crisis using Montgomery;s perspective.

1

v

Discussion of the Respondents' Definitions

The third questToﬁ@posed in the introductiQp of the
present work was, "Do the definitions collected from the
practitioners refleéf the features preSeﬁtly identifiedlin
the literature?” Generally, the conﬁénf of the respondehts’
definitions do refleét the features obtéined in the survey
of the literature. There was considgiable variability in
the actualydefinitions offered, but a fairly high degree of
agreement was observed onhbgiic concepts. Table XI in’
Chapter V summarized these basic concepts and the definitions"
that contained them.

A general orientation emphasizing the family's iﬁability
to cope with'a.situatiOn emerged. This orientation *
emphasized the family’s‘ﬁeed for professional hélp, a threat
to the family unit, the presénce of,interactipnalvprobléms,
disturbance (or turmoil) andﬁstreSS; and.tsg aspect of
,chénge.~ o ' .. | ) *

‘The aﬁthor was surprised by the responses received.in

terms of.tﬁeir ﬁagnitude and the attention paid to @etail.
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Clearly, a @ell blanned and major content analysis was
; needed to deal with. this infoémation. As such analyéis~was»
not included in the present work, all of the information has
been provided the reader in Appendix F. | |
It can be seen that the views of family crisis held by
‘the practitioners atg'divérse éndvcénnot“béfseeﬁ to reflect
a given school of thought or approach. Views on whaf
constitutes a crisis literally ranged from "anything" té
"nothing" and all points in between. A number of the
respondents' views not included in .the presént Quqstionnairé:
features included: the family's need for professional hélé,
commﬁnication problems, the family's needs not being met,
the presence of maladgptive behavior, high or uncomfoftable
‘levels of emotion, and the presence of a dysfurictional memper.
Iﬁ conclusion, thé basic views of.the-respondents.
generally reflectea the feafures df the questionnaire and
~were consistent with the results of the present study. The
respondents'’ views represented é rich source of inforhation
and contained a number of idioSyncratié features not
generally found in the li%erature.‘ The diversity 6f the ,
_defihitions received gmphasizes'the variability encountered
in reading crisis materials, and underscores the need for a

uniform understanding of the defiﬁition.



The.Role of Demographic Variables
The fourth, and final question raised in the

introduction asked, "Can a rélationshiﬁ be ascertained -

. between various demographic variables (experienCe, education,

~ete.) and the ratings ef'the definitional fea'l::u'lf‘es?‘i
Anélysis revealed that there was a relétibnship-between
several deﬁographic'variables*and the factors presently
extracted. . N | o .

The most significant iﬁteraétion (at the iol»level)
occurred between educafional leyels (PhD vs. Masters)jand-
faCtor‘four (turning point). An interaction was alsd‘found
between experience loyels (more than ﬁen years ée. less than
ten years) and fector six (sgbjecfiveﬂaspect). This
interaction was significant at the .05.level. Also -
significént at the .O5vlevel was the lﬂ%eraction?between‘the
éefinitional judgmenf of the respondents’ deflnitiens | V
(made by the auﬁhof) and feeter one (general impact factor).-

. The"interactiens presently found are difficult to \
interpret. The author‘suspeeted that the practiﬁioners"view
experlence, more offlce experlence, or hlgh levels of
‘bcontact w1th families in CrlSlS 0bv1ously, the educational

- and’ experlence levels of the practltloner play a role in his
perception of the factors of family CrlSlS Before |
lcon31stent interactional relatlonshlps can be fully revealed,

further study will be needed. The present study has

o

of family crisis might change with either higher educational

&



demonstrated the involvement of the education and experience

varlables, and strongly recommends future research examine -

/ !

o
A .

" these variables. * : - S

‘The definitional judgment'presently assigned to each of
:”the responaents' deflnltlons was des1gned to ascertaln the
bas1c orlentatlon to family crisis held by the praotltloner.l_
‘Judgments were dlfflcult -and perhaps questlonable, due to
the fact that many deflnltlons did not sufflclently describe
the role played by crisis in family.life ("elther";or'
"negative"). - leen the limitations of thls aspect of the

2 : . . | :
present investigation, interpretation of the interaction

R

between the definitional variable and factor one (general

\

1mpact factor) is very tenuous. )
thdSlght suggests that the role of crlsls should have
been explored ut111z1ng a more direct approach An explicit

question WQuld have removed the 1nterpretat1ve aspecto

'currently present and fac111tated interpretation of the

results obtalned

Recommendations

v . ) o ] o /

This study is consistent with previous crisis study in-
that it raises more questions than it answers. leen thls,
numerous recommendatlons for both theory development and

- research follow.

1 o _ R '
See Appendix E for %riteriaeof judgnments.
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Future crisis study along the present lines would

'ffurther 1solate ‘the, factors of the definition of crisis.

- Study des1gned to explore the factors presently revealed
would -sharpen the factors’' theme and may further reduce the
-number of features needed to define a family crisis.
Correlatlonal or factor analymlc study of the same

populatlon (or of a similar populatlon) uslng a reflned

questlonnalre, therefore,,seems highly warranted , Future
.study should further explere the role of education and
experlence, and be expllc1tly des1gned to explore the
perceived role of crises. o
o The definitlon of family erisis presently suggested,
//.and the hierarchy of features obtained, would form the basis
of an 1nterest1ng follow -up study Again using a Likert.}\
scale rating, how well- does “this deflnltlon represent family
:crlSlSO Ask respondents to rank the features of the hlerarchy
and compare this ranklng with the present results.. A great_

v

~deal of research therefore can be generated on the basis of
the -present frndlngs e . A d

f - Future theoretlcal efforts in famlly crisis should
attempt to theoretlcally 1ncorporate the results presently
obtalned More theoretical. attentlon should be given to the:

‘meanlng and role: of cr1s1s, and all crisis- related theoretlcal

.efforts should clearly ‘present the deflnltlon belng addressed
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" Conclusion .

A definition.of familx crisis has been arrived at’ on
the basis of‘an empirically derived hierafchy»of features
-and six family crisis. factors. This definition illustrates
that the family crisis concept 1s a complex one which
requires a number of factors and feafures to‘define. It‘has
also been demOnstrated that thejnumber'of features needed a
to define-a crisis is reddcible,,and.that some consensus
ex1sts on what these features are. The present definition
bls tentatlve in the sense that future research w1ll be
~requ1red to art;culate its factors and assess its overall -
;gpfopriateness |

) Montgomery s model of famlly crisis was presented and
its systems-developmental. ‘approach was concluded to be both
representative of contemporary crisis theory andrsatlsfylng
in its analytlc power |

The present work has contrlbuted to the achlevement of
- a definition of family crisis acceptable to both researchers
cand theoreticians. The“eventual elaboration and adoption
of a comprehens1ve definition will greatly enhance famlly

crisis understandlng.
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, I\ . FACULTY OF HOME ECONOMICS

- ,
408 - 432- 3824 : | s~ THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA » EDMONTON, CAI.MADA * T6G 2M8

- . .
N . "..‘

N \.1' . - : . . B N . . '
- . ‘ o4 o ) '.vf.ft‘p r‘

We are conducting a study of the definition-of family crisis. A literature
survey has been conduct&d of various theoretical definitions; however, no
insight is availa Lo _indicate the definitions actually used in crisis
counselling sithaﬁi&ﬁi. "1t 1s our goal to study the relationship between
theoretical formulations and the formulations that are used’in a day to day
counselling .type environment. : )

The Psychologists‘Aséociation of Alberta has granted its permissigi to draw
a random sample of its members. - In order to maintain a representative
sample, we encourage you to complete the enclosed brief questionnaire.
Your ‘responses will shed insight into the actual working definitiohs of
family crisis, as well as into.the relationship between wor ing and
theoretical definitions. All data are completely confident%ai.

If you desire a copy’ of the results of the study, pléase indica@e your
name and address on thé.fprm-prOVided. This sheet will be keptiseparate
from your answers 'to ensure your anonymity. ' : v

" Thank you in advance for combleting this questionnaire. We hopq that it
has been interesting  and that it may_act as an impetu to your future
théughts on family crisis. 1If you desire further-infdrmation about the,

study, please contact me at 432-577]. ~
.
_Fipcerely, N : . _ , , :
- | S & ‘? o
Mr. My Tillier - o o

M.§¢. Qandidate '
'Di%;'l%’o‘g Family Studies:
Univerdfty of .Alberta
‘.. k‘,* "4.' ‘. ..,v}:
) . *

&

v

‘ Y
- Jason Mont ome:y;jfh.D.'
. Associgte f&ﬂ@@d%

Pivigidn of Family Studies
University of Alberta

-~
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Instructions:

Please indicate the degreé to which you feel each v"he'following factors
is involved in your working definition of "family ®isis'. Please utilize
the following continuum for your responses:

1 2 3 T4 5
.. .(OPPOSED) - (NOT) " (SOMEWHAT)  (IMPORTANT)  (CRUCIAL)
' . Important but
~Contrary to Not important; T “@Bt a crucial Crucial to
your view of . uninvolved in Somewhat involved.';glement in your: .
family crisis your definition in your definition your definition definitioqw
1 2 f' 3 ' 4 : 5 ..
. “’ "’ ‘ .
. gegre’e Involved :
(Indicate #) - ’ %
.ﬁ;._ﬁﬁ 1. A crisis jnyolves & situation (or problem) that has no immediate or apparent
1,.-,-,4'—-}-—— ? PO R ray -
R solutiongfgs R ) :
-ORN g ) .
2. A crisis gengraliy threatens the goals of a family.~v; :
‘ 3. Crisgs often awaken old, unresolved family problems >
’ . 4. A family crisis must involve some knowable triggering eve&t or cause.
———— Rl -
5. In order to constitute a family crisis, a problepatic event must take from
. ope to two months (at least) to resolve. ’
6. A crisis occurs only when the family has insufficient resources availéblé
to deal with a problematic situation. o
. 7. A family crisis is a process occuring over time and can be seen to go
PR -through a predictable sequence or steps. '
8. Famili crises are characterized by sigﬂ&ﬁicént increases in tension that
' occur rapidly (in a few hours or days). _
9. A family crisis involves change - a situatfion when change 1s Pending or
-8 response to changes. . . : :
i 10.  Crises disrupt and upset the normal habitd and routine of families.
.. ~ - |
<ot . 11. Family crises generally create a sense 'of personal insecurity in;those
' involved.. ’
12. A crisis is .a situation that calls for new actions or pattefﬁs,~, o
~ 13. A crisis forces a reorganization of the family interaction ﬁattern’

(pattern of relationships).

'.(6Vér)

e 2
N
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1. 3 2 3 4 : 5

(OPPOSED) (NOT) (SOMEWHAT) (IMPORTANT) (CRUCIAL)
i
) ) Important but
Contrary to Not important; not a crucial Crucial to
your view of uninvolved in Somewhat involved element in your -
‘. family crisis your definition in your definition. your definition definition *
. | CRv 2 : -3 4 5
-

. . - .
" ' Degree Involved

(Indicate #) . ’ . R
: 4. A crisis characteristically calls a £gmily's values'into.quzétion.
> - . . ¥ S .
< 15. A .crisis creates a state of disturbance, turmoil or upset for the family.
., : ‘ .
) 16 A crisis is a turning point and can lead to a number of outcomes, both
progressive ‘and regressive for the family.
,l » 17. The definition a family makes of a situation determines whether. or not
it can be considered a crisis.
Coe -4 18.° A crisis occurs when a family experiences unexpected events that disrupt
family organization. \
19. A crisis characteristically'changes the family's view of itself.
- - : e ' L
. 20. Crises are characterized by disorganiza;;iﬂ in the day to day running .
' of families. . : S
21. A crisis threatens the very existence of the family as a unit. .
22. Many cfisﬁé can be considered as maturational, reflecting the ongoing
.+ gevelopment of the family. '
23. *Crises are characterized as times when a family can most benefit from
, help from outside agencies. !
24. An évent lasting a few hours or days (at most) cannot be legitimately
) called a family crisis. ' :
L 2 . ) .
25. A crisis is characterized by a peak that is followed by a rapid drop in
tension levels (in a matter of a few days).
26. Family crises generally create a sense of helplessness in those involved.'

B TN

%
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DATA SHEET

‘Please state your working definition of family crisis.

o
/ - o
Your position: : . Age: Sex:
. v
University Degrees/ - g ' - ' -
Training: Degree University °
v ) ‘t “
. - :
Using your definition of family crisis, please indicate the degree of
involvement in your practice with families in crisis.
o ' ‘ O
frequent
‘ ,é occasional
seldom
- '.Years experience at‘present_or related position:
“ .

ES
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1 to 26 - Questionnaire Variables
4 |

1. (Opposed).

definition®.

163

"Contrary to your~view of family crisis".
2. (Not) ~ "Not Important; uninvolved in your

3. (Somewhat) - "Somewhat involved in your definition"

LR (Impbrtant),
your definition".

5. (Crucial)

Demographic Variables

- No Data
- Male
- Female

Sex

No Data "
PhD or equlvalent
~ Masters:

- Bachelors

Education

- No Data
- 10 or more years
less than 10 years

Experience

- No Data

- Seldom

.- Occasiorial
- Frequent |

Contact

"~ No Data’
Negative
Neutral
Either

‘Definition

WNFR O WO MNP O wphro NP O
f

Column Assignment1

Columns 1, 2 reply number
Columns 3-28 questlionnaire varlable
Columns 29-33 deﬁbgraphlc variable

1

This information pertains to Table XVIII.

% , - l

"Crucial to your definition".

"Important but not a crucial element. 1n -

-~ y
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Criteria for Judgment of Written Definifions,
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(1)
rx'

Negative:”

Definitions were judged tc ‘be negatiffe if
the dissglution of the family unit was
implied zi if crises, appear to create only
condition involving stress, or producing
harmful. consequences, * Situations percejved
as threatening, harmful or hurtful to
members or families yere 1ncluded in thlg
category, as were disruptions in
communications, behavior and day-to-day
functioning. The inability to meet the
needs of members and unhappiness were

also included. No mention of positive

aspects or potential growthful outcomes. - .« .

ﬂ;'v/
. a .

If Ahe 1mpllcat19n for the future of the
family was not clearly implicit in the
definitien. Neithér positive nor negative
outcomes c¢ be implied. Included in this
category weére "unable to cope' “type~ |
definitigns if there.wads no. elaboration.

If the def‘nltlon pnov1ded for the
possibilify of responses allowing the famlly
to. stay tgggzher agd learn/grow/mature from.
their e

enoeb addltlon to the .

- possibi negﬁglve family break-up
. outcomes.- Tha;
negatlveﬂﬁpteﬁm dan follow a cr1s1s

either p051t1ve or - .

L '!-x. - \‘

v .
-y - -
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eceived ‘frdm'the -
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o

-i8. followed, by its, -
uﬁon the . cr;tqua .ot
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B

"A crisis is any sityation that the principals
sfermine to be a crisis. Interestingly, the

giincipals do not always find that.a crisis is-

debilitating ip terms of other behBviors”. -(2)

,"Famila crisis - a gritical stage ih"the functioning

- followed by a

"Axkituation of long

&pe with.the'f

%of the" family u (Kowever defined)-when the trend of

future events,

whether better or warse, is about to be ¥
detérmined. - '

sually'%urrounded by instability, % )
eCisiveLcnaﬁgg, whether positive.or
s S , o

e

.
v e

I

negative”, (3) . :
"Family crisis’'is definéd ds a situation im the, famil(f®
which present# elements, whether instrumental-or ., ~
affectiv so.dirfe2§nt'tnqp_§he ordinar¥ "family sigtem,
that the amily;ggg@grs;a;a;fqneéq,toFchanga;in’order to
¥Q¢rls;fﬁyi(20§g{ ';”\ .
B B e e
. o Wt ‘ﬁnggaﬁg suddenly,pulmina'Es
inty an .unbearable,” ' ¢ir dﬁlﬁgﬁé_'it,anymore' feeling-
or a sudden ‘unexpected b ce With shattering .

L 7y

t ARy X :
L rd d Ly

s

f A ".‘ 1 hd . \‘ - :
o tects: (:)153 A ot g

. . e Taen
"A family seekfiig help:trdh- ¥

co _ ¥ agency or helping .
.. profession for 4 family probl%ﬁqgnd/gr a family ",

referred for hel} ‘because- of gparent problems if that

. »family thet adtepth ar® intervention or has some inter-

O R

- : . ’
: 6‘#.‘ "Any distur A% :
-A efamily: dynaffi#fre clearly involved as -antecedants v

L4

LI

S

.10

(5

i

‘problems and thereby more iricreased emotion ( a self- .

vention such & apprehensiofl of a chfld forced upoh *it".

LR ? H‘Q [} ‘
o ool : c -;.m.,"‘? Nl
‘ NG ':, N Lo
- ’ >

A . x - » (
bf a person or. persons in which the

4 Zha

[

and/bn?a disturbance which threateris to break up the
family®. /(#) ke 59 . -~
, ;o . . v . L

«"Périods when family members experfience increased

levels of emotion causing further conflict, communication
‘feeding cycle)®,. (2) : , .
"A'problem-which'aféiven'family_ annot solve without
rending the intedrity.,of the . family structure". (1) o

"A érisis involves an event:which threatens fhe.unitj
ad the day to day functioning of the family". (1)

"Crises\cdver'a‘spectrumvfrqm 'hot to cool’. At the
cool end arg minor crises like a quarrel. At the ’hot’

¢ min | ! A
endnare.wﬁgk-wgﬁusuaL;y géasgggr'a_gr;sis=—- a. break-

> doyn disintegifition of WhB¥Bver structure or system the . —

family ‘has been operating ‘on whether healthy or ill”, (/f,_

‘V"A(l) | RIS o

L N
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cpe :
. ' 31»,- ’ d .
. ﬁé’\ . * M :r e

.

. "Any situation- in which‘one or more family meighers e T |
'1(usually;an 'iderf ‘

ified 'patient’) are undergoing é§" 
Y

> $psychiatric problems which.affect, or are affected

2
12,
.

13.

'3
LX)

.20 pattern of

-
P

A
w ¥
v
* 15,
4

™
L

o
. 16.
3

0

A1

! o

iy

18, -
o
_1‘9.. .

.-".Unablex to fux;ction properly a,s':‘af%‘ocia,h unit and

W
*{memberé’off-?;
. ultimately.

.1U. ,_iAny%hiné.a me
LA 2 N

- membeps of the fagily

L "A-situatio:

one or more other family members. There may or may not
‘be arc%gar—cut precigitant". (1)

W

therefore requiring intervention, sibstantial support

ot treatment”.: (1) . ..

3 . . : \,ﬁ RN . . - ‘ : " . E

"A famjly crisis involves a real or imagined interngl

or'external@gredt to the nuclear units regular .

3Lrges coping behaviors, resource sharing,.

e85, which is percgived by one or more
AN ies raising decision paths that may.

AL "AWDo st trammatic decay or\dissqf

'O.f_ . he meii N ‘1;.*.. C (1) ) o ) a IE

: . " : : i / -~

A : .
wo 3 3 T *
%‘*ﬂerlsls .

norms and vs§

'S

mher 'bf_ the' family éells
Live, - ’ ’“ ‘: L. :

"A;situbitioMof Family cfﬁsisnafls%sgwhéh-one or more -.
Mnd it_d%§ficult to get along |,
,‘ » ,’ M 'e .

A . &
‘. D't'

with otMers". (2)%. .-

PIA famil&'éituatiﬁn‘iq *Rﬁqh 2 of more people reach ™ ~.n
'seemingly. inspluble impasses and- inawhich the parties* . ~

‘invéived” attempt to. overpower eathlotge, or to use ¢
‘tactics.that are nurtful.—-f?rovok ng

Pesentment and oﬂiresistance";‘(l)h.
”“férﬁpt%vg'%hatltﬁe usual coping )
family bréak down and “the rhythms

in

r
..

.Mechanisms of-

;and defdthed its uniqueness are no long®r ‘functionaly

In other words, all-hell breaks, loose!" (1) = =&
"A Situation iﬁvolving 'to g% expeé‘f&gfchange points

Ain the family life cycle (pregnancy empty nest, etc.) |,

or 'umexXpected’' points (divorce - tragic death -
delinquency, etc.) which requires the famjly to

. function in non-habituated‘faéhiop". (2)

"Serious breakdown or3bloéiing*of interpersonal,
familyx-system relationship patterns”. (2)

"Any physical event or social/psychological process -
which the family perceives itself as being incapable

.

¢

ution

PR LY

: .
ngs gf" -
e » w

of handling with its own resources”. (1) : : Y

b

_and patterns .by whicﬁe-fthat family has maintained jitself .,



14y -

J& .- o ca R ¢ e
21. "A break in habItudtion/homeostasis whereby one or.
more fgmilyép”},ené:expepkpnges sufficient distress
- to qer%Ekgiégw .’ft 93ts1d§ 1nipﬁvqptlo§“. (1) “
22.  "A situation’ In)which a family experiences problems
. which they ind" impossible/nearly impossible: to .
6. handle”. (2) . - R

“%

) -

23. ﬂ“"An'occasidn,threatening the equilibrium‘state of the
‘family - .usually an event or external. threat, which
ean rearrange the family's structure (eg., in terms .
of power organization) is the precipitant”. (1)* :
. . ’ . o .9
T2k, "A family crisis is an event' to which one or more
- - member® of a family respond with a maladaptive.offno
- coping response(s?) which maladaption leads' to Wnter-
actional and/or structuxgl stress-invoiying'mqrﬁ%ﬁian .
one family mem L..- There are stages of CPigESéﬁ1d >
| . crisis resolut M'Q(’ N - & .
5 c Y e WO E ' Y
25. “"The sﬂ%te.ef stresg;"feltfby a major’!?'of family' .
members, whiche'somes about-as a resul® of a lack of o
‘solutions; to a petrceived proplem of'problems,arising
; in'the,fggily". (1). ' . : g

Ty -
i L i

»

2p.  "A family is a functioning group of people relatad by »a
'~ marriage, adoption or germetics who all” regard one*., i
: .« agother as part of theirp 'Yamily' and-who prefer to -
~ '~ . spend considerable gime®fogether and 6ften help ~ -
achieve. individual ‘and shared gogls. A crisis is
anything which disrupts any of this completely or
" ’seriously' in the view of any faggly memben!. (1)
27. "Family undergoing dissonant relatiqnshiprwhich‘result

in unbalance and lack of cehesion”. (1)

P "A crisis is any situation in which family members, .
singly or jointly, are unable to adequately tope i 4
: (according to. their own perceptions) and therefore -
t = generally ‘seek oUtside assistancey. (2) , N
» .’ e ° 3*', ) AN . , —3;-
29.\\\?Usually<the onset i's .shown with,{ﬁaividual member or. -
- air (marital).shown:an‘inability o have psychologi ;
needs m&¥." The child, for example, may be -in depisaest fh. ..
. and Jddentified yet the pathology, is based on nE8ds FE™ -
. Within family as a\systeq‘?st~being-met".'(1) - S

-
[]

. .

~>
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[ ’

30, "A famiiy crisis is usually experienced as a ;
disequilibrium in the family system caused b
powerful external forces or internal matura®onal
changes. The situation is most likely defined as
threatenlng by family members, and the usual ways
of coping may -seem inadequate. The family may need
~assistance in mobilizing resources and finding

. creatlze solutlons" (3) ‘ N
‘31, "Any "situation ?hat disrupts or threatens tosdisrupt’
established famIly relationships, both internal and/or
'external"( (1) g
N

32. "A situatfn of potentlally Hazardous or né%atlve
import affecting directly at least one and
§ indirectly all members of a family unit. The
erceived difficulty doés not have an evident,<J‘
immediate or readily accessible solution within the
family re rees although solutions must - bg attempted
to correc¥.the 31ﬁ!atlon" (1) .

. '!.'" '
33. ., d‘%ﬁbln ’yhlch one ot more famlly member
T harﬁ§i§ within the family unit. - At tQis”
. understanding_and communication has to¥4a X
> down and the ’Eobl (s7 cannot-‘be. xesol .
_ ‘outside interventiohr 1s the only alterna ve”“ (1)
.-4" ..
3. "Famlly crisis can be- eqdated w1th partlcular qtressful o

Ty *- periogs in family Lif® that urgently requires
solution. They represent a severe threat to the
satisfacti of basic needs and result.in ‘a state of
disequilibfdum from which the family as a unit (system)
mist extricate themselves in order t& survive. Thus
) s it is a period of incXeased vulnerability as well as
» *  increased potegtlal for growth. . At the time'of a ,
- érisis 0ld hétHods of pyoblem solv1ng don't work and
assi3tance may be(gﬁeded to- resolve thls state of
t

dlseq&}llbrlum" Y

35,. "Qccurs when noer% communication and respect begéglto
break down as is ident by the deterloratlng of

’ %nyerbersonal relatlonshlps between embers" ,
’ 1) . , - L
36'“”"Rebc “E*ian;ﬂqh&eallzatlon by one or more famlly .
T jmembers tHat current interaction patterns within t )
' unit are hurting individual member(s) .and/or the. i
unlt s 1ntegr1ty is" threatened and/or some kind of
ge is required to rebalance relati ships .-~ may -
. be precipitated by an event‘or circums ance or occur
‘deve].opmentally" “(1). . . Lo
ﬁg ' ' '

.
K . . .
’ . [ . . . . '
;e ‘ .
. g o S .
. . . . . .

’ N .
R Sk
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37.

38.

o - | ) 171

LI

"A family unable tﬁipoperwith'day to day problems irfoe
‘the home and commuh'ity. This may affect the.whogﬁ'_ el
fagily or a part th%reof“.‘(Z) L SRR LA PR
[y N . ) T -, ¥ “’ o . .
"A family crisis is any event which. i ativel§~afrects_,
the working of a family system. It may beigvents such

~as illness, deathy trouble with the law, sgpantion,.

39°

i}' .

. N
oo
v ""hq;.

e
~.

(U
v

' [

41,

by,

which could potentia%;aggesult in the famjly

" depression Sr:abdrrint so¢ial behavior®. (1).. -,

admitting defeat of a chronye prodlem, etc. I see it
ds a point in the history o##family when imparskant: ‘
aspects become dysfunctional”.”(1) k R

. 2 Ty vv‘é' . N . PR PO ~_N
"A 'temporary st.aﬁe“of affairs éxperiex‘lced by a&mn’:ly‘
involving stresbeés and/or problems& of unusuals® -
severity ‘whigh may.result in_a neéd ‘for ghort-term . °
profgssiqgal assistancgﬁ;:(lyf * . cawE Te

'"Anfksﬁgﬂatigh in“which the family ‘unit is-fhrquaned
withdisintégration; or ‘the family members are .' -
_thrgatened‘with1physicak.or emotional abuse by other

V. family members or bysothers; or the  family is under-
*'&gusiélﬂw,ses‘;]_,oss, ecdnomic privation, de#%th, .

~Spgrration, or gpy. facto® that could undermine the
productivity, iness~ahd‘%tabi;ity of any - N
.%n?ividual in@Qgre’ Family unit; and the family itself". -
(1) ' - U -

-
1

h Tt is g situation,in‘whiéh difficulties occur within /
the . family unit that threaten the unity of unit and
-dissolution. Essentially, there are tensiops beyond ,
those characteristic of the family which affect evmry S
member detrimentally". (12' : o S

“An indivig:;J's crisis may be incorregtly called a
family eérisrs wheh a member or members of a family
unit are not able to obtain certain required needs’
from said family 'unit. ‘These needs @Ay or may not -
conflict with others in the unit, and~so on". )

X A

. ! P ) o ‘. < ’ ',.. " + '
. " " "The basic needs of Sﬁe or more family members 4§e,.

consistently no? beMg met (physiologicgl, safety,
affectional, -beélonging) -so that one or 'more fapily .
members become dysfunctionaly - Often invelves marital :
_or‘fami¥y basaliown; :sudden- tragedy, habitual. ' .

-

"A crisis occurs fhen a behavioral-emotional pattern

which has developed between two or more members of a’

"family'can.no longer be accepted or emotionally

erdured by one or' more .of the participants. Such a
crisis’may be precipitated by an event, but the .
event itself does not properly constitute a part of

. »-the crisis". (2) ' RV

. \ o : .’. ‘ . v
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1obes A
-?_’ commpgnic atidch £a¢tqrn of the family unit, as the

‘48 .
§9.
50.

51.

R¥ 3
© ' Y <
1727 g
T ‘f.
e A étf@psfui precipitating event o <:

. < a

’

reg!

-esg
or

folloewed by cognitive/affective disturbance in
some family members. o ‘ ‘
Continuing for several days (at least)". .{2)

temporary cqmplete disruption of the structure and

éht oreseries of events that upset the

ultiof” an“#
%shéd‘symbiosisf”ﬁIt leads to a reorganization.

abl

redefinition of that wnit, either in terms of

structurg or in terms of communication within the

20,

;. BYo

' unit or betwden tie anit and? tge 'ouwtside’ worla”. ~
. ("2)\. ‘ Y tvd" b "< ""“ Lot .ﬁ L ’ e N ';,

%

. Lo 2 P e
¥+ "When a particular. 'p¥oblem’ &r group of.pﬂ'Blems

duges 'a: level otistress withinZthe family system®

v whieh is so far beyond. the family's coping* mechanisms

a8«

S '%*gisingpgra¥ﬁon}rathér than pulling. together to meet a &
> “'thaklen

' GhaiTénges =~ ‘targe qnbs b |
c.Unfortundkely’ this defiflitivn is only in- the negative.

~ A.m

1im
def

O vas
s "0
con

- int

IIA

of
* ext
_ tha

"Arl
abl
the
(1)
"A,n

;nd

4

. negative long term effect on the fami

"It's a situation in which the Tamily of it
-unable to cope, or. the way in.whipg they\are coping is
" unacceptable socially”. (2) . SRR 5

to lcausg, the Family system t6 move toward

¥

ge:*EKSmﬁfl s%egsxpeybng our'limigsgprodu¢e e
's break down the dystem). - .

ove positive.definition could include the 'challenges?

‘. ed@s . welly i.e. any stress which exceeds the present

its oiythe,family's,sysxgm of coping.. I prefer this.
initi5n¢with a breakdown into normal:.:’challenges’
“large disastersﬂ";g,ﬂj) . e ,

R PR PR LR - T I

cUrs wheﬁ‘d'family'expafiéhces tg&egts to its :
tinuance in its¥present form. ' Bt cin ococur as .
ernal or external pressures". (1) ' : ‘
family qrisis for me is when one or more members

the family group cannot, because of internal or

ernal constraints, be the pereon or lead the 1j _
t he/she wants or needs"., (2) %( N S
event which is seen as'a threat to the
e to survive as a unit, -and which dire
well Being of one or more of khe fam} y

' menbers”.

.Y unit or

ffcrucial situation wﬁich,has the {btential~r6r*~
ividual femily members”. (1) \\R . .
o

part of it is

N

@
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B3
1\:" .

X

. e /
53. "A condition that threatens some .or all members of a
- family; and cause eelings .of pérsonal failure or
inapility to cont the quality of sinteérpersonal
relgtions. The associated communications breakdown
motivates each to be self centered and survival ¥
oriented”. (1)

s, “A‘siiuétiéﬁ%in which the family system is plaaed,under
stresﬁ;an? ?he family responds in a dysfunctiowal®
manpee?., (1 St T e : '

A _ . Lo
55. "A manifestation in the family's functioning of v ‘

internal or extegrnal ‘events which challengt the
" family's adaptive ability”. (1) = . o

disorganization or maladaptive behavior associated with

56,  "Whep, a family recognizes its need for helpuas a group.
’ W g‘fix\can no longer, as a unit, m&ﬁ#:é\ ¢ anxieties *
< ifbimenbers, 5r fulfill the norma¥-functions of a = .
] (1) o AT S s

<+,

\)
i

57.  No Defimition +(0)

;@f ’"Could Ee.a chronic or acute state-of’embtional§~ " (‘V a
discomfort, but is presently seen as‘unbearableer
that they can no longer COpe".\(l)‘

-59.  "When a family (or single .parent) is confronted with
. eveénts for which no devices or techniques are v ‘\
+ available for coping or when energy or motivation
have been exhs gted, crises occur. Crises force a s
redefinition ™ dnes capacity- to cope or of a family's
capaciti«to . do ser.(2) . o .
* - ' ' ",rf'!‘-. o ‘\,“Qi{“:yfp ' . &
"I have virtually redefined criseé in the last five
~years. Only guicikde and homocide are crises. All
else are situations which are so unéxpected or so il ™
prepared for that one or more members ofYthe family are
not capable of coping without upset”. (2) -

.61. 'No Definition (0)

62, - "A major disruption in family routine_&hiCh creates
sufficient distress -in ong or more members of the ‘
family to cause them to seek professional help*, (2) //

Lo



63.

64 .

65.

66,

67.-

68.

69.

s . . c s : . . . ’
A family crisis is a situation in which the weld-

- . 174

v

being of a family as a unit is threatened, mostl

going throu period of seemingly uncontrollabl
tension whichl” is- intensified by a lack of proper
communicatiofi or’ understanding, and a failure to
react posjtively (mostly in the area of interperso
relationships). I am speakingrhere'nmt merely of a
shorteterm problem or of a passing tYagedy, but rather

of a prolonged, deepening state of u siness,

- unhappiness or dissatisfaction or situation pointing

to disaster or to most unfortunate outcomes and in
which the family as a whole is in gore need of
professional (or friendly and very capable) assistance
in order to gain valuable insight into the total

alterifg the critical condition and avoiding
undesirable and painful consequences. (N.B. well-
being,.here, involves the moral, psychological, mental,
affective, physical, ore\xateriaf aspects of the family
group)". (3) ~ . ' .

'situa?ﬁon and encouragement to react positively thus

"A family in which ohe §r more members are unable to

function in an acceptable manner (acceptable to
himself and/or his family and/or his social
environment”. (2) . , )

"A family crisis is defined by the fﬁhily‘and\arises
from an anticipated change(s) oreperceived <change(s)".

(2) .

. " -y

"Family crisi®®® family system functioning has been
stoppé€d,; usually abruptly, by, some event. Fofmer ways
the family had of coping with situations .don't work. in °
this situation, and new ways of -cgbing must be found.
Family structure, goals and values are usually
threatened by this". (1) : T .

N

“Similar to a personal crisis -,when the resources

available within the individu ‘or family do not coveg
the difficulties or problems whith have arisen”. (2)

- ' - o C
"-_ family members feel they arésunable to cope with a

. situation. _ v : _

- may not be a sudden event but a long-standing
problem that can no longer be tplerated. - '

- emotional responses may hinder reasoning out the .
problem. : < 4 ‘ .

- compromise may be necessary for a solution to be
reached”. (2) : : . -

»

[ 4

“Family crisis inclu any situation in the family in

which there is.a de of stress and/or tension which
cannot be dealt with. jef ectively”by the.i&?ividual

members of ige family”,. (1)

]
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"A family crisis is any intervention that challenges

the existing patterns of interpersonal relationships

-in a way that is perceived as,threatening by one or
. more members”. (1 )

"Family crisis is a change in the status or the

- condition of a family (external or internal) which is

disruptive and hurtful to the fTamily as a wifjle or one

"or more individual members. This may,be an .,uncontrol-

lable event external to the family (eg., économic or
natural disaster) or involving thé family“directly
(eg., death of a family member, birth of a defective
child). Or, this may be the change in response of a
family member (or members) to a long.term or, .
progressively changing situdtion (eg., deteriorating
communication/reiationship patterns, long-termy
isolation, improving financial status or increasing
age. childrenji, 1) : .

‘ -

: . ORI s _ L.
"A fi risi a period in a family's development
when Sy *extern®l - ia.e. in the family's '
envi "o internal.l i.e. in th™® Interactional

patterds, of. the family,;ére such that - the family feels
incompetent or unable "to maintain -ite -functioning with

' its available and usual resources and believes that a

change is necessary for the continued funetioning of .°
the family unit and turns to an outsider perceived to
have some ability to help”. (1) LT ’

"In practice a family is in crisis When'one o;;both;

of the parents geekvmeeﬁgt to ask my help in
resolving .a s&#ﬁﬁkivno_ y génsider to be 'a crisis --

they report themselves as 'desperate’', 'unable to cope',

k3

. 2t my wits end', 'don't know where to_turg', etc.” (2)

L4

%

"A family crisis is one wheme its membersg are ,
threatened or in a state of anxiety »eécause unexpected
pr unresolved problems have syrfaced, The family has
reached a stand-still #nd mus¥ either ch ge its o
orientation or be destroyed”.. (1) \.&'ﬁ? S

’
.

»

-

ba

- . R
"An event-ir 4 familyﬁs.history‘which.precipitages sofe «; -

.change and reorganization within the family system.

" Although ‘the word .’crisis’ generally has a negatives,

connotation, the degree of disruption and” disorganiza- -

tion within the system, rather than.inhering in the:
event itself, is-dependent upon the .inner resourses of

‘the family members; the'relative strength or weakness

of the system itself, and/or the availability of - :

-external support and can result in.greater cohesiveness

within the fomily or, at the Qpposite'extqgne,dfamily
breakdown”. {3 . , o A SR

l)j;‘—f

'



L
2

76.

7.

78.

79..

80.

81.

[+ J : . N W
- A family crisis oceurs : :
.welfare of any, or all,ffamily member(s) is

threatened”. (1) _ o
"Any situation which piaces or more famil
in a state of émotional gtre | %It may be d 0

RET ' 176

~

"A situation which threatens the unity of the family,
which demands some change.in goals, values, or.
relationships for resolution positive or negative).
May occur-‘maturally’ (eg., first child leaving home)
or may be a ’'problem’ type crisis (eg., child in ~
trouble with the‘fﬁw)“. (3) . o

co Lo

"Involves a situation in which some or all members of

a family have reaghed a_point where they have lost all
aspects of communication” skills and are reacting in a
highly’emotional, possibly angry or sgverely anxious
manner. There is, Yrom the family’s perspective, no
solution and relatie $,within and outside the *
family stracture hawm erigrated substantially”. (1)

, y ;
"A family is in cridiwe the members cannot
creatively resolve §fi¥meblens: & by one or all
memherﬁan& as .a qoriosalimce thi i

breaks own". (19 ‘. EEEEELY

n tﬁe’emotibnal'Gi physical

financial, interper%onal,.gyotﬁonal, physical™®y any
other cause which has g sudden onset”. (1) .

3 : A

’ . NG : . . : - ) N ) | /
- "~ cémmunication between family ‘members breaks down,

B Al ’ . \ .

-igamily mepbers bedgme uphappy with this break down

- leads to negati elings that aft not resolved.

- external force {death for example, child missing) .

- value differences between family members for whick
there is no- . . ) ' ' gg

- compromise or possibility of existence unless one -
changes. . o : ¢ .

N eg.,,pusband'sfécceﬁ%ric religion and'éhange§,

lifestylev. (1) - .

"A debisive-moment,;ppitical time'which.threateéé thé;
family sysgem”. (1) T T

No Definition (0) o . L )

: No.Defipifibn (0)..

No Definition {0) . .

L
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) "A lengthy pdrlod durlng the de#elopment and growth/

_normal worklng

| o 177

A situation involving directly at least two family ‘= ’4

memberds and affecting all other members which t \!;j
. involved cannot handle; high emotions; disrupti ,

cessation of regula» day to day functlon1n§ and

1nteractlon“"(1)

A famlly erisis 1s a situation, event, or conflict "' -

Yh%ch threatens the equilibrium. of the family system”. :
1 ] . M |

?Components are: no alternatives available, no g

compromise or adjustment p0331ble‘-— as pércelved by

 key family membersi [Ancreased stress;and tension

evidenced by withd 1l or v1olent tendegcies” (1)

4

1srupt10n of ~

of the family™y ug%dh there occy
and Person(s)

iving stelatk nsh1 ,
within the family perceivé the perjefl as anxiety . -~
produ01ng -- to the exte t tha ey seek help from{q&
out31de ‘the fam1ly" (17 T S - ‘“,’

/

"A situation in- Whlch a famlly experlences tension ’
and stress, frequently triggered by an event happenlng \

 to the member(s) of the fiamily. Sueh tension, inh the

long run, could be eith® positive or negatlve, &
dependlng on the” famlly s resolutlon (6) f' _ K
"A family's adaptive abilltles no longer -are able 10 "‘*j;

 cop€ with déxternal or internal demands 5- the family
T is no 'longer in a@s‘teady staté - hOmeQ,qXWS" | (1)' %

) ¢ ' “ . " ’ r

’ ‘ B .3:1 : . .:_ . d ‘ ’ ,‘ \“ ,w‘
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TABLE XIV

v

v

TWENTY-SIX INITIAL FACTORS

L

-

FACTOR EIGENVALUE PCT OF VAR CUM PCT
1 4 42916 17.0 17 0
2 2.63240 10. 1 27.2
3 P 2.05290 7.9 35 1
4 1.65326 6.4 41 .4
s - -1 4511y -85 6 B 47 O
6 14 34394 5.2 52 .2
7 ”.'5055 4.4 56 6
8 W' 1.07419 4 1 60 7
9 1.00658 3.9 64.6
10 0.98551 3.8 68 .4
1 0.93837 3.6 72.0
12 0.89733 3.5 75.4
13 0.81819 3.t 78 6
14 0. 73807 2.8 81.4
15 0.68852 2.6 B4 1
16 0.61555 2.4 86 .4
17 0.55910 2.2 B88.6
18 0.54159 2.1 90.7
19 0 45312 1.7 92.4
20 41672 1.6 94.0
21 /,—///-3556996 1.4 95 4
22 0.32795 1.3 96 .7
23 0.27283 1.0 97.8
24 by 0.22180 0.9 98 .6
25 0.18972 0.7 99 3
26 °- 0.17144 0.7 100.0



R B TABLE XV
. L COMMUNALITIES
' .
¥ - N
v VA!;&BLE © COMMUNALITY
ITEMY 0.43190
1TEM2 0.58328
ITEM3 0.48026
* ITEMY 0.43925
1TEMS 0.60240
——— —{TEME - 0:6337t——

. *ITEMT 0.45315
1TEMB 4 0.36807
1TEM9 0.70069
ITEM10 - 0.59682

ITEM1 Y 0.52
1TEM12 0.59665
ITEM1] 0.5874%
UITEM14 0.65523
T ITEM1S 0.49503
ITEM16 0.60914
ITEM17 0.50747
ITEM18 0.41429
ITEM19 0.48028
1TEM20 0.46953
1TEM21t 0.30814
ITEM22 *0.5777%
ITEM23 0.39207
ITEM24 0.55734
- ITEM25 0.42573
I1TEM26 0.67747

A A



ITEMY
I1TEM2
ITEM3
1TEMA
-1 TEMS-
I1TEMG
ITEM?
ITEMB
ITEM9
ITEMIO
ITEM11
JTEMI12
ITEM1I
ITEMI14
ITEMIS
ITEMIG
ITEMI?
1TEMI8
ITEM19
1TEM20
1TEM2¢
1TEM22
ITEM23
I1TEM24
1TEM2S
1TEM26

FACTOR

O()O()OES9530()0?)9(30()0(30()0(5()0()0

. 12961
.56699
.48058

22916

1

35540

13286

. 41490

13124

.253143

44825
51496

.56252
L7179

57036
40653

.47273
.07352
.35810

56360
56320

.49978
. 20506
.27290

25174
.23846
,37822

TABLE XVI

UNROTATED FACTOR MATRIX

FACTOR 2

0.
0.
-0.
'°~

0.
-0.
o
-o‘
0.
0.
~0.
=0.
-0.
0.
-0.
-0.
0.
-0.

0000000

53382
10846
11911
24400

30306
0540
0990
62495
056 19
24089
39926
24124
11301
10877
46942
22623
05871
05027

. 32046
16713
.67012
.22867
.20693
.29516
64301

2010277 -

FACTOR 3

-0.07393
-0.16520
-0.25861
0. 10306

-0.49624- - -
=0.27990

+0.36206
0.47804
0.22000
0.35890
0.04340
-0.09166
-0.02274
0.01781
0.43491
-0.00256
0.01628
0.48373
-0.06777
0.15819
-0.12779
-0.06423
0.12402

' -0.55212
0.§2458
-0.0%764

.,

184
-
>
FACTOR 4 FACTOR S FACTOR 6
-0.27887 -0. 14902 0.15714
-0.36780 0.29311 -0.03957
0.29005 -0.16109 -0.24116 .
0.44220 -0.234239 .0.06172
. 0.26008 — _0.39026 _...0.01788 .
0.42589 0.08886 0.50654
0.27296 -0.25381 -0.08984
0.24356 0.11522 -0.19978 .
0.02578 0.44254 0.03383 "
0.20168 0.35150 -0.31574
0.29423 -0.00423 -0.32925
-0,08613 - . 0.29426 - 0.12877
-0.07147 " 0.00908 0.09027,
-0.46068 -0.32111 0.0386
-0.03276 -0.33659 0.1201
0.10896 -0.37306 0.11941
0.43844 0.10940 0.49640
0.20110 0.07565 -0.04940
-0.28377 0.03842 0.27115
-0.06402 0.13547 -0.04662
-0.11472 -0.01487 Q.02682 °
-0.10591 *° -0.25182 -0.08877
-0.13042 0.17553 0-.4495%6
-0.03352 0.03694 -0.37923
-0 05138 -0.05998 0.01830 !
d. 21885 -0.25187 0.08576 '



ITEMY .
1TEM2
" ITEM3
ITEM4
TEMS
1TEME
ITEMT?

ITEmMS
ITEMY
ITEM10
TTEM1Y
o, .- ITEM12
ITEM13

, ITEM14
ITEM1IS
TEM16
TEM17
ITEM18
ITEM19
ITEM20
ITEM21
1TEM22
ITEM22
1TEM24
JTEM25
1TEM26

»

s

4

FACTOR

0. 14094
0.24486
-0.08639
-0. 13402
0.03734
0.02953
-0.0593%
-0, 11493
0.08307
~0.04774
-0.09848
0.19453
0.16883

- 0.22319
0.0574%
0.03304
.-0.01973
-0.02884
0.26481
0.11242
0.13143
0.02207
0.21879

- -0.02038
0.03629
-0.01384

. TAB
FACTOR SCORE COEFFICJENTS  +

Ay

FACTOR 2

-0.07343
-0.02185%
0.02960
0.06491
-0.02828
-0.06337°
. .-0.0%493
0.29908
0.10074
0.33077
0.21565
-0.02446
0.00329
#~0.09889
“ 0.12390
-0.0%5650
-0.02139
0.27267
-0.08608
0, 15498
-0.01372
-0.10660
-0.00505
'-0.07442
0.21386
0.07280

L

o ‘...‘ ,'
".:6 &10
LE.XVII.

FACTOR 23

0.24878
-0.0608 1
0.00%79
0.04255
-0. 103%0
0.10130

0.07839 o

~0.05499
-0.36809
-0.16110
0.03960
-0.21647
-0.0646
0. 1068

© 0.15803

0.00455
-0.08452
-0.03748

0.00698

0.04294

0.07057
-0, 11397

0.04380

0.0404 1

009969

0.29992

[

¢ L J
FACTOR 4 FACTOR S
-0.0633% -0.06747
-0. 19247 0.0902%
0.19218 0.24048
0.32569, -0.01290
-0. 12805 0.,29617
0.01750 0.02924
0.22206 = 0.20004
-0.0189% 0.00011
-0.076236 -0.03325
-0. 11351 0.13038
0.05166 ©.22260
-0.03992 0.02680
0.08947 0.00584
0.13493 -0.11620
0. 18049 -0.19944
0.33590 -0.06372
0.08825% -0.10676
0.02412 -0.05512
-0.00988 -0.085¢€4
-0.09022 0.03825
-0.00268 0.05814
0.2375&~ -0.02622
-0.11433 -0.17150
-0.05624° 0.35457
~0.01112 -0.15814
0.088%9 f 0.0615%9

«
0

185

FACTOR ¢

-0.01%63
-0.07%90
-0.04302
0.11343
0.21536
0.47810
0.02449
-0.02404
0.07420
-0.04970
-0.06352
8478

- 0:02180
-0.20788
-0.02986
0.01784
0.43928
0.03484
0.05911
-0.01547
-0 01119
~0. 15671
0.23543
-0.16751
-0.03873
0.11013

o7
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: ‘ TABLE KVITI N
_ ral patal ,

01542111133334345%134224312271112
02453423535%555%5455885534333511113
0313352225554554553543444223 11112

044433214435543348342343333%11111 * !

052322451955352344523322412%11112
062322222234443244223342252311141°
07332'!224344334435423!44'331!'127

"OBIPI21424224122235211544144111921

0983544544555555555855554545511 121

" 1025411144554%558835325551 1311121

1113431225554%55255433224512311121
1244323532333453%3343552412411129
132324 173444433455542254 11331 1121
141331111443433344513113151111122
153443234555544444341434323311122
1655331555355543444 1333131351113 1
1755531443555555555454554323 1113 1
1842321222%85253555422335512311132
I924434942445555454235444913!113!
2034232113334433244354333343311212
*21544323335%454334433324322311214
223432253355544355542314211311212
23252422355555545435424 1512211211
2422241552134154544%231341431122 1
2553334545914552444 1233531131122
262522243354443242442452212211221
273222143535334353443412313311221
28532%5151233333253533311512311222
2914432244444444343334343333V123 1
303343223345444345343314323411233
313145114355555355452424111312111
3254421224355322554535313135121 119
33543)7155424555455242452542512111
345523131544355455552332415312123
353522113445545445313333313312221°
364533214354555454544444313512121
375343113435522253141324443412132
38442222244%5443343343433412412137
392224113432354345524215212312211
404233211555553553233352313312221
414532134435%935455334554312412221
4232452452434533543432442214 12221
434433222234523343432351222512221
4445212554234555452252433514 12223
453125242334433454223323312412222
463244142555445455212434242412222
475444223354445455354455422312223
4B3441211234454344343334233412221
495442234142534345513214321412222
501334434455544254541352221312221
51143511535434444553131511111223 1
524344243435454255522344312412232
$3424413242143355453425331551223 1
54354533453542455524344431331223 1
551445123454455555433435512212231
564532212434322852222443511421121
573443143344544445544434313421130
5855321213345445545325424 1142113 1
592443223545554345443324 112321132
¢ ®

1

See Appendix D.

60114525352%522255552223122521212
614445232545555234442313523321220
624332333355554354553424333321272
6355453151246§%4555434253551522133
645443223434544444344444323322132
653125122252342234532223211222132
66442521135455555514454411232212¢

67434‘2543443534553424432|2522211§

6B4544442435545445544532442522212
692352253555554355334255513522212
703332!214443333555332232113?222!
713343223553%54344553344 11222221
7245431544555555555555545 1352222 1
7344 5203555554455533452423522222
74255345332555545544444442242222 9
752334112455454455553445314322223
7‘35451132544545554422551!13?2233
77555435452544555533244215152223 1
78244323443433333453324321212223 4
793442213434544453273443332522231
802335323544544455544332342252223 1
8153452144445555545445522'45?2?3'
82352415244454435545345441442223 1
83223512234553455552434451 1400000

« 84533311553354234554323243 13400000

853332222544444553543333255423210
864435524455544354532132512323?11
8714422444444554555442544‘1323221
8852311515354333545433214'1413?31
894433454144453344544353341313229
903§443222543545455242342222!3213
912444254355444444434455422413231
g

-

-
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