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PREFACE 

A typolog1cal assessment was made of home school 

fam1l1es' emot1onal bond1ng (cohesion) and ab1l1ty to change 

in response to system stressors (adaptability). The home 

school families in the study scored high for both cohesion 

and adaptab1l1ty. 

Home school fam1l1es' cop1ng strateg1es were exam1ned, 

and compared to thelr typology. It was found that as family 

adaptability increases, the family's level of conf1dence 1n 

their ability to solve their own problems 1ncreases. It was 

also found that as family adaptability 1ncreases famil1es 

will use passive appra1sal less to solve problems. 

Needs and problems unique to the home school s1tuat1on 

were explored and compared to typology. It was determ1ned 

that the fam1ly type did not have a signif1cant relat1onsh1p 

to the problems assoc1ated with home-schoollng that were 

1dent1f1ed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Home-school1ng 1s the process in wh1ch parents are 

the primary educators of their children rather than send1ng 

them out of the family for school. The home as the 

locat1on of a ch1ld's formal educat1on 1s not a new 

phenomenon. Accord1ng to Wh1tehead and Bird (1984) horne 

schooling was once cons1dered the primary form education In 

Amer1ca. Many of this country's earliest leaders and 

intellectuals were home-educated (Taylor, 1984), Including 

among them George Washington, Abraham Lincoln, Mark Twa1n, 

George Bernard Shaw, Andrew Carnegie and Thomas Ed1son. 

What makes the current home-educatlon movement unusual as a 

fam1ly phenomenon 1s 1ts soc1al context. Home-school1ng 1s 

a contrad1ction in the general trend towards dual-career 

marr1ages and the concom1tant 1ncrease 1n child care 

outs1de the home. Stephen Arons (1983) po1nts out 

... 1t 1s hardly surpr1s1ng that we have all but 
abandoned the urge to part1c1pate 1n the 
educat1on of our ch1ldren 1n favor of the 
ease of 1nst1tut1onal school1ng. To do otherw1se 
would be practical and incons1stent w1th our 
l1festyle (p. 88). 

Home-schoollng as a method of instruct1on has been 

tr1ed by many d1fferent people for a var1ety of reasons, 

1 
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but it has bas1cally 1nvolved the parental dec1s1on to 

ma1nta1n the locus of power and control over a ch1ld's 

learn1ng at home, w1th the parents respons1ble for the day-

to-day educat1on and care usually prov1ded by the school 

system. That 1t is on the 1ncrease is reflected 1n the 

prol1feration of home school support groups and educat1on 

materials, and the 1ncrease in home school l1t1gat1on and 

legislation (Taylor, ~984). 

While home-school1ng has begun to re-emerge as an 

educational option for some fam1lies, no one 1s certa1n how 

many ch1ldren are currently be1ng taught at home. Most 

states have only recently begun to exam1ne the 1ssue, and 

very few have a mechan1sm for mon1tor1ng home-schoolers. 

Parents, concerned by the poss1b1lity of legal 

repercuss1ons, and wary of negative commun1ty response, 

typ1cally keep a low prof1le 1n the commun1ty. Patr1c1a 
' 

L1nes, a pol1cy analyst and D1rector of the Law and 

Educat1on Center in Denver, Colorado, est1mates that there 

were 15,000 home-schooled ch1ldren 1n the early 1970's and 

puts the number at between 120,000 to 260,000 today 

(Feinstein, 1986). Home school advocates, Raymond 

Moore (1981) and John Holt (1980) put ·th1s est1mate at 

closer to a m1ll1on ch1ldren. 

Background to the Problem 

In the past ten years, research concern1ng home-

school1ng and home-school fam1l1es has begun to appear 1n 



the literature with greater frequency. In general, th1s 

research has focused on why the family chooses to home 

school; the educat1onal aspects of home-schoollng, 1.e. who 

teaches, types of materials use, dally schedules; and 1ts 

relat1onsh1p to publlc educat1on. There have been a few 

except1ons worth noting. W1lliams (1984) and Reynolds and 

Williams (1983) reported on a series of case stud1es of 

home-schooling fam1l1es wh1ch, 1n add1t1on to the 

educational aspects of the home school, exam1ned 1ssues 

relat1ng to the fam1ly l1fe of home school fam1l1es. 

Greene, 1n her 1984 study of Alaska correspondence 

students, asked home-school parents to comment on the 

advantages and d1sadvantages of the1r home-school 

experience. In 1986, John Wesley Taylor V exam1ned the 

soc1al1zat1on sk1lls of home-school chlldren and compared 

them to convent1onally-schooled ch1ldren. However, w1th 

these exceptions, the l1terature lacks stud1es wh1ch focus 

on the structural and 1nt~ract1onal aspects of 

home school fam1l1es. 

Several studies have noted'demographic s1m1lar1ties 

between home school fam1l1es. In general, these stud1es 

have found that home school fam1l1es tend to be small 1n 

s1ze, mlddle-class, and ut1l1ze the mother as the teach1ng 

parent. How s1gn1f1cant these s1m1lar1t1es are 1s 

questionable. Small fam1ly size may be a reflect1on of the 

national trend towards small family s1ze and not un1que to 

home school famil1es. In a home school fam1ly, one parent 

3 



must usually take the primary responsib1lity towards 

schooling as well as the child care funct1on ind1rectly 

prov1ded by the school system. Econorn1cally, women st1ll 

tend to earn less than men and a farn1ly w1ll usually choose 

to have the highest wage earner seek employment 1f there 

must be a cho1ce. In add1t1on, 1t 1s poss1ble that only 

rnlddle-class farn1lies will f1nd 1t poss1ble to l1ve on a 

single wage earner's salary wh1le the other parent horne­

schools the ch1ldren. 

Other attempts to focus on Slmllar1t1es have revealed 

that a farn1ly's dec1sion to home-school 1s based on a 

variety of factors (Taylor, 1986}, and that home school 

families come from a w1de spectrum of backgrounds both 

philosoph1cally and educationally. Sexson (1988} proposed 

viewing d1fferences in philosophy as hav1ng an underly1ng 

sociolog1cal focus, however most research has not focused 

on or ident1fied any sign1f1cant patterns or s1m1larlt1es 

to horne school farn1l1es outs1de of an educat1onal framework 

wh1ch would serve as a means for structur1ng and organ1z1ng 

further study. 

4 

The lack of an 1dent1f1ed horne school farn1ly typology 

has made 1t diff~cult to develop a cohes1ve understand1ng of 

home-school farn1l1es and has made ongo1ng research efforts 

less effect1ve. Without a farn1ly typology, there 1s no 

structure of knowledge and understand1ng concern1ng horne 

schoolers as a group 1nto wh1ch new 1nforrnat1on may be 

added. 



5 

In summary, home-school1ng 1s an under-researched area 

of study. It 1s an area of study 1n need of systemat1c 

research efforts to better understand the fam1ly processes 

involved. The development of a family typology can serve as 

a bas1s for the compar1son of home school fam1l1es, and a 

means by wh1ch 1nformat1on pert1nent to these fam1l1es may 

be organ1zed. 

Statement of Problem and Purpose 

As already noted, there 1s a scarc1ty of research 

wh1ch focuses on the structural and interact1onal aspects of 

fam1lies who choose to home-school the1r chlldren. Th1s 

' study will focus on these aspec~s by exam1n1ng home school 

fam1ly structure and interaction patterns from a fam1ly 

systems perspective. It will identify 1mportant systems 

concepts 1n the literature and apply them to the home school 

fam1ly so that the research may be grounded 1n a conceptual 

framework. In add1t1on, the four ma1n ob]ect1ves of thls 

study are as follows: 

1) To identify needs or 1ssues wh1ch are un1que to 

home school familles, 

2) To class1fy and descr1be home school fam1l1es 

ut1l1z1ng a systems typology, 

3) To compare d1fferent home school fam1ly types by 

the needs and 1ssues 1dentif1ed as 1mportant, and 

4) To compare d1fferent home school fam1ly types by 

the ways 1n wh1ch needs and issues are addressed. 



Conceptual Overv1ew and Rat1onale 

Typolog1es of Fam1ly Systems 

The development of a typology of home school families 

requ1res a shift 1n focus from content to context. Th1s 

sh1ft has been noted concern1ng the development of famlly 

typolog1es 1n the mar1tal and fam1ly therapy l1terature 

(Olson 1 1980). 

Olson noted 1n the 1980 Decade Rev1ew, that treatment 

of dysfunct1onal famil1es has changed from an emphasls on 

the indiv1dual's symptoms to an emphasis on problems ln the 

fam1ly system's interact1ons. He commented that 

... pilot and case studies have 1ndicated that 
fam1ly treatment can be more effect1ve and 
efficient when treat1ng th~ family system rather 
than the present1ng problem (p. 248). 

6 

In family treatment, it has been the underly1ng fam1ly 

context to behaviors 1.e. the family's system of 

relat1onships, wh1ch has become the most 1mportant factor 1n 

understand1ng how the fam1ly funct1ons, because 1t 1s a 

means of group1ng seemingly unrel~ted and random behavlors 

1nto a mean1ngful pattern. L1kew1se, 1t 1s feas1ble that 

sim1lar1ties 1n home school fam1l1es w1ll be noted when 

there 1s a sh1ft 1n focus from ind1vidual family 

character1st1cs to fam1ly patterns of relat1onsh1p (1.e. 

1nteraction) and structure. Fam1ly systems approaches, 

because they focus on these patterns of 1nteract1on and 



structure, have been the theoretical bas1s for the 

development of fam1ly typolog1es and w1ll form the 

theoret1cal context for this study. 

Typologies offer unique conceptual and methodolog1cal 

advantages, whlch can be-useful 1n study1ng home school 

fam1l1es. Conceptually, a typology 

... enables a researcher or therap1st to: (1) 
classify and descr1be couples and fam1l1es on a 
number of variables; (2) summar1ze numerous 
character1st1cs of all the cases of a part1cular 
type; (3) establlsh cr1ter1a wh1ch determ1ne 
whether a couple or fam1ly f1ts w1th1n a 
part1cular type; and (4) d1st1ngu1sh and descr1be 
d1fferences between types (Olson, et al., 1980, p. 
2 49) • 

The C1rcumplex Model, develpped by Olson, et al., 1s 

a typological d1agnost1c and assessment tool wh1ch focuses 

on the structure and 1nteract1on patterns of the fam1ly 

system. It enables these patterns to be represented 

graphically ut1liz1ng data gathered with the use of FACES 

7 

III, a quest1onaire intended to be used in con]unctlon w1th 

the Circumplex Model. The Clrcumplex Model was developed to 

integrate family ,systems theory with assessment. It 1s the 

result of a conceptual clustering of concepts from s1x 

social fields (Olson, et al., 1979, 1980), out of wh1ch 

emerged three d1mens1ons: cohes1on, adaptab1l1ty and 

commun1cat1on. Since commun1cat1on lS seen as pr1mar1ly a 

fac1litating d1mens1on, it 1s not graph1cally represented 1n 

the Model. The two var1ables assessed in the Clrcumplex 

Model are cohes1on and adaptabil1ty. Cohes1on lS the 



emotional bonding that family members have toward each 

other. It is assessed by looking at family boundar1es, how 

time 1s used, decision-mak1ng 1nterests, fr1ends and 

activities. Adaptability 1s the ability of a marital or 

family system to change its power structure, roles and 

relationsh1ps in response to s1tuat1onal or developmental 

stress. 

It lS assumed that famil1es W1thin a given type will 

have sim1larities in the1r functioning 1n the cohesion and 

adaptab1lity d1mensions which will enable a researcher to 

clearly 1dentify them. These variables, or dimensions, are 

conceptual1zed as be1ng on a continuum. 

8 

Families with balanced cohesion and adaptab1l1ty Wlll 

generally function dlfferently than the famil1es at the 

extremes of these dimensions because of d1fferences in the 

reperto1re of behav1or and exper1ences allowed by the fam1ly 

system. Research has shown that fam1l1es w1th balanced 

cohes1on and adaptability tend to respond more effect1vely 

to needs. However, if the normat1ve expectat1ons of a 

family are support1ve of behaviors extreme on one or both 

dimensions in the C1rcumplex Model, the fam1ly w1ll still 

respond effect1vely to needs as long as all of the fam1ly 

members accept these expectat1ons (Olson, et al., 1983). 

The Family Developmental Approach 

and Typologies 

Family systems change over t1me 1n response to 
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transit1onal events such as a fam1ly's ch1ldren grow1ng 

older. These events "1mpose new respons1bll1t1es, open up 

new opportun1t1es, and pose new challenges for the fam1ly 
' 

unit (Olson, et al., 1983, p. 114)" requ1r1ng the fam1ly to 

reorgan1ze and adapt. The per1od in which a family's 

children atta1n the age at wh1ch they typ1cally enter the 

elementary school grades 1s usually conceptual1zed as a 

transit1onal stage in the ch1ld development and fam1ly 

l1terature. It represents a t1me of system1c change and 

adaptation 1n the family. The children's grow1ng 

independence and 1nteraction w1th the commun1ty requ1re the 

' family to respond 1n d1fferent ways as the needs of the 

family change. 

According to Olson (Olson, et al., 1983), the 

C1rcumplex Model allows systems theory to be 1ntegrated Wlth 

family development. In a study of the developmental l1fe 

cycles of normal famil1es, Olson was able to 1dent1fy 

typ1cal fam1ly typolog1es' for seven developmental stages in 

a fam1ly's l1fe, (lncluding the fam1ly w1th school-age 

ch1ldren), ut1l1z1ng the Clrcumplex Model and FACES II 
' 

(Olson, et al., 1983). He found that famil1es w1th1n each 

l1fe stage d1ffer from fam1l1es 1n other l1fe stages not 

only in the tasks required of them, but also in thelr 

structure and 1nteract1on patterns. 

It is the prem1se of th1s study that regardless of the 

educational environment, the developmental needs of the 

ch1ldren, and the parent1ng tasks of the parents, w1ll be 
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s1milar to other famil1es who are at the same po1nt 1n 

development. The family who home-schools must also change 

and adapt to the needs of the children. However, there w1ll 

be needs that are un1que to the home school env1ronment 

which must be addressed by the family, and typ1cal 

developmental issues may need to be resolved 1n a d1fferent 

way. It 1s assumed that home school fam1lies w1th1n a g1ven 

type Wlll be s1milar 1n'how they perce1ve these needs and 

the manner 1n wh1ch they address them. 

Def1nit1on of Terms 

Teach1ng Parent: the person responsible for the 

structured learn1ng and the day-to-day superv1s1on of the 

home school. 

Structured Learn1ng: learn1ng 1n the home sett1ng that 1s 

organ1zed and premed1tated by the teach1ng parent (Reynolds 

and Williams, 1985). 

Unstructured Learn1ng: learn1ng that lS not organ1zed and 

' premed1tated by the teach1ng parent. 

Fam1ly Development: a v1ew that famil1es exper1ence 

pred1ctable and identlfiable stages of development. 

Mutual Self-support Groups: associat1ons of 1nd1v1duals or 

family units who share the same problem, pred1cament, or 

s1tuat1on and band together for the purpose of mutual a1d 

(Katz, et al., 1970; Lleberman, et al., 1979). 
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Family Cohes1on: the emot1onal bond1ng that fam1ly members 

have towards one another (Olson, et al., 1979). 

Fam1ly Adaptab1l1ty: the ab1l1ty of a farn1ly system to 

change in response to s1tuat1onal and/or developmental 

stress (Olson, et al., 1979). 

Home-school: a situation where children rerna1n at horne for 

the learn1ng which usually occurs in a more convent1onal 

sett1ng and where one or both of the parents are the 

teacher. 

Conventional School: the educat1onal env1ronrnent, usually 

publ1c or pr1vate schools, that ch1ldren 1n the Un1ted 

States usually attend ~nder compulsory school laws. 

Fam1ly System: a group of 1nd1v1duals related by rnarr1age, 

blood or adopt1on who have an emot1onal history, and whose 

individuals are organ1zed, structured, and funct1on 1n an 

1nterdependent manner (Ph1ll1ps, 1980). 

Internal Cop1ng Strateg1es: The ways 1n wh1ch farn1ly 

members deal w1th d1ff1cult1es by us1ng resources from 

w1th1n the1r own family (Olson, et al., 1983) 

Refram1ng: An 1nternal coping strategy def1ned as the 

fam1ly's ability to redef1ne stressful exper1ences so that 

they are less stressful and more manageable to the farn1ly. 

Passive Appra1sal: A less act1ve 1nternal cop1ng strategy 



than reframing used by the family to deal w1th stress. 

Encompasses a wait-and-see attitude. 

External Coping Strategies: The behaviors fam1ly members 

utilize in which resources outside the family are acqu1red 

to deal with stressful experiences. 
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Acquiring Social Support: An external coping strategy 1n 

which the family utilizes resources from relatives, fr1ends, 

neighbors and extended fam1ly to deal with stressful 

s1tuations. 

Seeking Sp1r1tual Support: An external cop1ng strategy 1n 

which the family deals w1th stressful s1tuat1ons by 

ut1l1zing prayer, and resources commonly available w1th1n 

religious organizations such as churches. 

Mob1lization of Fam1ly: An external cop1ng strategy 1n 

which fam1ly members seek out community resources such as 

support groups or counseling agencies to deal w1th stressful 

s1tuat1ons. 

Conceptual Hypotheses 

There are four categor1es of conceptual hypotheses 

which comprise the focus of th1s research. The hypotheses 

1n Part I represent descriptive data on home school 

families. The 1ntent1on of these hypotheses 1s to establ1sh 

patterns of behav1or or response as opposed to parametr1c 

tests of probab1l1ty or d1fferences. These hypotheses Wlll 
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be utilized to further deliniate and define typolog1cal 

differences in home school famil1es as well as to contrlbute 

general information about home school families wh1ch lS 

lacking in the literature. 

I. To conceptualize needs or issues which are unique to 

home school families. 

1. Home school families will exper1ence a var1ety of 

needs or problems that are unique to the horne school famlly. 

a. The teach1ng parent will perce1ve that hejshe has 

less personal time and Wlll report t1rne-related 

conflicts or concerns. 

b. The extra time spent 1n teach1ng Wlll result 1n 

the teaching parent reporting confl1cts or concerns 

Wlth fulf1ll1ng other role requ1rements. 

c. Home-schooling, which results ln the add1t1on of 

the roles of student and teacher to the farn1ly system, 

will result in the report1ng of role confl1cts 

involving these roles. 

d. Because a child goes to school at home, the 

parents will experlence'concern with the amount of 

time the child spends with his/her peers and Wlll 

report intentional efforts to 1nvolve the horne­

schooled child in activit1es with other chlldren. 

e. Home-schooling often Wlll result 1n the parents 

reporting negative reactions from community and 

friends. 
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f. Home school families will report concern w1th 

finances as the result of having to red1spurse funds 

for school related materials and because one parent 1s 

unable to make a financial contr1but1on to the fam1ly. 

II. To classify and describe home school fam1l1es 

ut1lizing a systems typology, the C1rcumplex Model. 

1. Certain types of families will home-school more 

than other types families. 

a. Famil1es who home-school will tend to have 

enmeshed patterns of cohes1on. 

b. Famil1es who choose to home-school because the 

schools are too structured (1.e. who see 1t as a way of 

expanding input) w1ll tend to have high adaptabil1ty. 

c. Families who home-school because the schools were 

not structured or disciplined enough (i.e. who see 1t 

as a way of l1miting input) w1ll tend to have low 

adaptabil1ty 

III. To compare different home school family types by the 

needs and problems 1dentified as important. 

1. Differences in type of family system w1ll have an 

effect on the needs or problems· ident1f1ed and exper1enced 

by home school fam1lies. 

2. Differences in type of family system w1ll 

influence the priorit1zation of needs and problems. 



a. The lower the family's adaptabil1ty the more 

l1kely the family will be to exper1ence negative 

reactions to their home-schooling from the 

community and family. 

b. The lower the family's adaptability, the less 

likely family will identify the child's need for 

involvements outside the family system. 

c. The more enmeshed the family cohes1on, the more 

famil1es w1ll experience parentjteacher and 

child/parent role confl1cts. 

d. The lower the family's adaptab1l1ty, the h1gher a 

prior1ty the family w1ll place on negat1ve commun1ty 

and family react1on to home-schoollng. 

e. The lower the family's adaptabil1ty, the lower a 

prior1ty will be given to involvement with outs1de 

community support groups. 
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f. The higher the family's cohes1on, the more parents 

will report experiencing role conflicts w1th the1r 

children. 

g. The lower the family's adaptab1l1ty, the more 

priority the teaching parent will g1ve to the problem 

of not hav1ng enough personal time. 

IV. To compare dlfferent home school fam1ly types by the 

ways in which needs and problems are addressed. 

1. Dlfferences 1n type of fam1ly system Wlll 

influence the processes used to resolve 1ssues and 
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problems. 

a. Families with low adaptability Wlll be less llkely 

to seek out external support to resolve needs and 

problems. 

b. Families with hlgh adaptability will be more 

likely to seek out external support to resolve needs 

and problems. 

c. Families who have low adaptabillty will be less 

llkely to acquire social support due to an increase ln 

negative reactlons to their home-schoollng. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Overview 

There is a scarcity of information ava1lable 1n the 

l1terature regarding families who have chosen to teach the1r 

children at home. Available research on home educat1on does 

not generally structure data within a conceptual framework 

One of the aims of th1s literature review 1s to structure 

available data on home-schooling with1n a systems theory 

framework. The chapter is divided 1nto three'sections. The 

first section of this chapter will outl1ne systems theory, 

and explain key systems concepts pert1nent to th1s study 

In the second section of the chapter, there will be an 

overview of compulsory school law, a discussion of its 

impact on home-schoollng, and an examinat1on of the reasons 

why parents typ1cally dec1de to home-school the1r ch1ldren. 

' 
The third section will be an examination of the home school 

family and its environment. 

Systems Theory and the Fam1ly: 

A Conceptual Framework 

'How are we to understand this life?' asks 
the 1n1t1ate. 'All th1ngs are interconnected,' 
replies the sage, 'and interpenetrate each other 
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as one (Lao Tzu from Brower et al., p. 16).' 

The wholeness of life has, from of old, 
Been made manifest in its parts; ... 
If r1m and spoke and hub were not, 
Where,would be the chariot? (Lao Tzu 
from Brower et al., p. 34) 

No man is an island, entire of 1tself; every man 
is a piece of the continent, a part of the ma1n 
(Donne, from Hemingway, 1940, Intra.) 

H1storical Overview 

The systems,perspect1ve is not a modern one. It 1s 

present 1n the wr1t1ngs of anc1ent Chinese ph1losophers as 

well as the 16th century poetry of Englishman John Donne. 

It 1s found in the Gaia Hypothesis proposed by Br1t1sh 

sc1entist James Lovelock, which suggests that we v1ew the 

earth functioning as,a single self-regulating system. It 

reflects an assumption of an interconnectedness 1n all 

phenomena, and at the same time, the importance of the 
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interacting relationsh1p of the 1nd1v1dual parts 1n def1n1ng 

the whole. Peggy Papp (1983), 1n outlin1ng the key concepts 

of systems th1nking, said that 

-
.•. events are stud1ed w1thin the context of wh1ch 
they are occurring, and attent1on 1s focused on 
connect1ons and relat1onships rather than on 
individual characteristics (p. 7). 

In systems theory, behaviors are primar1ly important 

1n the1r group context. This parad1gmat1c sh1ft from the 

1ndiv1dual to groups of ind1v1duals in relat1onsh1p to each 
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other, has occurred primarily within the last century, but 

has been most commonly applied to the family s1nce the 

1950s, beginning w1th an interest 1n the understand1ng and 

treatment of schizophren1cs. Trad1tionally, sch1zophren1a 

has been viewed as an individual, 1ntrapsych1c d1sorder 

result1ng from the individual's internal d1stort1on of the 

world. In the 1950s, through the work of such men as Jay 

Haley, Don Jackson and Gregory Bateson, a new view of 

schizophren1a, and other personal1ty d1sorders as well, 

began to emerge. They began to operate under the prem1se 

that schizophrenia and other disorders could be understood 

as ar1s1ng out of a person's interact1ons w1th h1sjher 

fam1ly. The schizophrenic, rather than be1ng out of contact 

w1th the environment due to 1nternal distort1on, was 

actually engaged 1n a complicated and d1sturbed pattern of 

communicat1on (Napier and Wh1taker, 1978) w1th hls/her 

family. In fact, much of the schizophrenic's 'distorted' 

behavior began to make sense, when viewed in the fam1ly 

context; to have a purpose that 1t d1d not have when v1ewed 

separately from hisjher fam1ly relationsh1ps. 

Don Jackson 1n the "Questio~ of Homeostas1s'' (1969) 

noted later that families of psychiatr1c pat1ents often 

exhibited various dysfunctional behaviors such as 

psychosomatic illness or depression upon the 1mprovement of 

the patient, leading him to postulate that the pat1ent's 

symptoms are t1ed 1n an important way to the ma1ntenance of 

the fam1ly function, and are not dysfunctional, 1n that 
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regard, at all. 

The comb1ned ev1dence po1nted to the 1mportance of 

dealing with family factors to ensure effect1ve treatment 

outcomes. Through the research of Jackson and others, a new 

view of the family began to emerge. 

Rather than look at the family as a collect1on 
of individuals, they began to v1ew the family as 
having almost the same kind of organ1zed 
integrity that the biological organism has. The 
family functioned as a 'whole', w1th 1ts own 
structure, rules and goals (Nap1er and Wh1taker, 
1978, p. 47). 

Instead of look1ng for the causes of behav1or, they began to 

look at the pattern of relationship 1n wh1ch behav1or 

derives its meaning (Papp, 1983). They began to bel1eve 

that the behavior of 1nd1v1dual fam1ly members was directly 

' 
related to the structural aspects of the fam1ly as a un1t 

and tied to the maintenance of the fam1ly system (Burr, et 

al. , 1979) 

Conceptual Parameters 

General Systems Theory 

The conceptual basis of systems theory has 1ts roots 1n 

d1vers1ty, hav1ng evolved from b1ological, mathemat1cal, 

industrial/mechanical and social theoretical frameworks. 

General systems theory is a dialectical approach wh1ch 1s 

nonsubstantive in nature. Its goal is to formulate and 

derive pr1nc1ples which can be val1dated for systems 1n 
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general (Bertalanffy, 1968). General systems theory has 

been characterized as a model which facilitates observat1on 

of complex human behav1or and 1nteract1on 1n a contextual 

manner (Duhl, 1983; Whitaker, 1978), and as a framework to 

explain how families function (Benjamin, 1982; Whitaker, 

1978; Papp, 1983; Minuchin, 1981). 

Definitions of what constitutes a system are also 

diverse. Ludwig von Bertalanffy (1968). Bertalanffy's 

definition was expanded by Miller (1969, 1980) who descr1bed 

a system as organized by 1nformat1on and 1nformation 

exchange. The 1mportance of interact1ve processes to systems 

was also noted by BenJamin (1982) who descr1bed patterns of 

1nteraction, calling them redundant 1nteract1onal sequences. 

Stabil1ty as a characterist1c of systems was also the focus 

for Benjamin who saw systems as having an 1dent1fiable and 

relat1vely stable or~an1zat1on over t1me. Th1s was expanded 

by Werthe1~ (1975) who proposed that a syste~ lS both 

morphogenic and morphostatic, engaged 1n both change and 

stability-inducing functions. 

Family Systems Theor~ 

The conceptualization of the famlly as a system lS 

based on general systems theory, and encompasses the 

definition of a system as being relatively stable, yet 

capable of change; characterized by dynamic interact1ve 

processes of several components, or in thls case, fam1ly 

members. The application of general systems theory to the 
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family has been wr1tten about extens1vely (Watzlaw1ck, 

Beavin and Jackson, 1967; Keeney, 1983; Bateson, 1972; 

Minuchin, 1974; Haley, 1977; Napier and Wh1taker, 1978; 

' Papp, 1983; Andolfi, 1979; Olson, 1983). Several concepts 

w1thin the literature are important to the understand1ng of 

the family as a system and are pertinent as contextual 

background to this study: wholeness, nonsummat1v1ty, 

structure, boundary, adaptability and cohes1on. The 

remainder of this section on system parameters w1ll deal 

with these concepts. 

Wholeness. The focus of family systems theory 1s on the 

context in which the fam1ly and its members 1nteract and 

funct1on as a viable group over t1me. It 1s thought that 

view1ng the ind1vidual apart from h1sjher fam1ly w1ll g1ve 

an incomplete picture of the person's daily funct1on1ng. 

The family, under th1s v1ew, becomes more than a s1mple 

aggregation of individuals united by blood or l1v1ng 

arrangements. Its members are seen as 1nterdependent, with 

act1ons of one affecting the other members (Bratter and 
. 

Forrest, 1985). Commenting on this interdependence, Bratter 

and Forrest (1985) noted that people do not behave apart 

from the systems w1thin wh1ch the1r l1ves are embedded, 

••. a part1cular behavior by a member (such as 
a symptom) must be regarded'in the l1ght of how 
the other members of the family are contr1buting 
to it or making it possible, and also how the 
behavior 1s, in turn, affecting these other 
members. This is a system at work (p. 399). 
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Th1s concept, often termed wholeness, has been frequently 

discussed in the literature (Duhl, 1983; Minuchin and 

Fishman, 1981; Papp, 1983; Becvar and Becvar, 1982; 

Phillips, 1980). Watzlaw1ck (1967) commented that the parts 

1n a system are so related to each other that a change 1n 

one will cause a change in all of the other parts, 

precipitating a change 1n the system as a whole. Bateson 

(1972) went further to say that there is no understandlng of 

the components of a system without understand1ng the whole 

of wh1ch 1t 1s a part, and that there can be no 

communicat1on without understand1ng context. 

Nonsummativity. While the ind1vidual members of a 

family system come together to form a whole, a system cannot 

be adequately def1ned or understood by the summat1on of 1ts 

individual members (Keeney, 1983; Watzlawick, 1967; Walsh, 

1982; Bateson, 1972). Watzlawick (1967) noted that there 

are certain character1stics of a system, such as 

interact1onal patterns, that will transcend the 

characteristics of indiv1dual members 1n the system and Wlll 

emerge during the interaction process. Thls concept, 

usually referred to as nonsummativity ln the literature, 

infers that the fam1ly as a whole cannot be descr1bed by 

simple cons1derat1on of character1st1cs of the 1nd1v1dual 

members (Phillips, 1980; Speer, 1970; Walsh, 1982) and 

recognizes the importance of interact1on in shap1ng fam1ly 

structure. Bowen (1978), 1n fact, said that fam1ly 
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organization, structure and function were more the products 

of a family's 1nteract1ons, i.e. its emotional life and 

history than the results of a family's reason1ng or 1ts 

member character1stics. 

Structure. Fam1ly structure has been def1ned as 

patterns of behavior or a framework result1ng from 

functional demands which organize the ways in which fam1ly 

members 1nteract (Walsh, 1982; M1nuchin, 1974). Phillips 

(1980) referred to structure as the ways in which family 

members interact and align themselves over t1me. In this 

way, family structure cons1sts of the fam1ly member's 

behav1ors which have a tendency to pers1st over t1me and are 

" ... highly dependable and predictable g1ven certa1n t1mes, 

c1rcumstances and other cond1tions." (Ph1ll1ps, 1980, p. 4) 

Fam1ly structure ensures stability as well as prov1d1ng an 

organized and controlled means for allowing necessary 

change. 

Adaptability. Each system will tend to mainta1n 1tself 

w1th preferred pat~erns, and w1ll res1st change beyond a 

range to which it is accustomed. A funct1onal family must 

also be able to adapt to changing developmental and 

environmental demands on 1t (BenJamln, 1982). The 

literature prov1des strong support for this dual role of the 

family structure (Andolf1, 1979; Minuch1n, 1974; Wh1taker, 

1978). Andolfl (1979, p. 7) calls 1t "the dynam1c 

equilibrium between two seem1ngly contradictory 
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funct1ons." Bateson (from Papp, 1983, p. 10) further 

clarified the connection between change and stabil1ty when 

he sa1d that "all change can be understood as the effort to 

maintain some constancy, and all constancy is ma1nta1ned 

through change." It is this ability to balance change w1th 

stability, based upon the family's needs, wh1ch has been 

cited in the literature as determining healthy family 

functioning, 

All families must respond to internal 
pressures associated with.developmental changes, 
as well as to external demands to accomodate to 
society and 1ts inst1tutions that have 1mpact on 
the fam1ly. Stresses of accomodat1on are 
inherent and may come from four sources: 
extrafam1lial forces on a member, such as JOb 
pressure; extrafam1lial forces on the whole 
family, such as economic recession or racial 
descrimination; trans1t1onal points in the famlly, 
such as the beginning of a new developmental 
phase; and idiosyncr~tic problems, such as 1llness 
or disability (Walsh, 1982, p. 14). 

Each new pressure requ1res the fam1ly to organize 1ts 

resources to assimulate it and maintain stabillty. It 1s 

the degree of flex1bility 1n the system to reorgan1zat1on 

according to system needs which Olson (1983) has called 

adaptability. He conceptualized a fam1ly's level of 

adaptability as ranging on a continuum from r1g1d 

adaptabil1ty patterns to chaot1c adaptabillty patterns. The 

fam1ly with r1gid adaptab1l1ty patterns of behav1or 1s 

unable to respond in a timely manner to the need for change. 

The family with this type of adaptab1l1ty pattern often 

holds onto its current way of functioning when the s1tuation 
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calls for change. Th1s type of adaptab1l1ty pattern 1s 

often seen in the overprotective parent who 1s unable to 

adapt to the 1ncrease 1n the personal sk1lls of the child, 

and continues to respond to an earl1er level of the ch1ld's 

personal sk1lls. 

The family with chaotic response patterns, at the other 

extreme, responds to anyth1ng by a change 1n the system 

result1ng in a lack of system stability and cont1nuity, 

which is often expressed in the fam1ly by feel1ngs of 

insecurity. Most normally function1ng fam1l1es tend to 

operate somewhere towards the center of the cont1nuum except 

dur1ng t1mes of great stress to the fam1ly system (Minuch1n, 

1974; Walsh, 1982; Olson, 1983). 

Boundaries. One of the functional demands wh1ch 

organ1zes a family's interaction patterns 1s the need to 

d1fferent1ate between family members within the fam1ly, and 

between the family as a group from those outs1de the fam1ly. 

Such boundaries can be internal, includ1ng those wh1ch 

separate parents from ch1ldren. They can also be external, 

such as those which determine who is a family member and who 

is not. Boundar1es also regulate the amount of information 

coming 1nto the fam1ly system wh1ch ass1sts the fam1ly 

system in maintaining the balance between stability and 

change. The system must constantly 1nteract w1th the 

environment of which 1t 1s a part and boundar1es must 

enable that system to accept useful 1nformat1on and 
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screen out informat1on deemed unacceptable. 

Because of these two roles of boundar1es; 

differentiat1on and regulat1on, Minuch1n sees the clar1ty 

of boundar1es def1n1ng the health of a fam1ly's funct1ons 

and 1nteract1ons. He focuses pr1mar1ly on the boundar1es 

between 1nd1viduals and subsystems w1th1n the fam1ly (1974). 

Minuch1n proposes that the indiv1duals 1n the fam1ly w1ll 

vary 1n the amount of self wh1ch 1s engaged 1n the fam1ly 

and out of the fam1ly group 1n other systems. In Fam1ly 

Therapy Techn1ques (1981), M1nuch1n and F1shman d1agram an 

example of the vary1ng amounts of self engaged 1n the fam1ly 

system: 

Source: M1nuch1n and Flshman, Fam1ly 
Therapy Techn1ques. (1981). 

F1gure 1. The Self in Relat1onsh1p 
to the Fam1ly System 

The rectangle represents the fam1ly structure and 1ts 
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external boundaries. Each curve is an 1ndiv1dual fam1ly 

member. Only certain segments of the self are act1vely 

involved with, and included in the fam1ly system. The 

range of behaviors perm1tted in the system are regulated by 

the family to ensure the balance between stab1l1ty and 

change. The variety of behavior is determ1ned by the 

family's ability to absorb and incorporate energy and 

information from sources outside the family system 

(Minuchin, 1981). It 1s the family's patterns of 1nteract1ng 

both within the family system and outs1de of 1t which 

Minuchin sees as forming the structure of the fam1ly. In 

this way, boundar1es are not only a part of the fam1ly 

structure, but may be 'responsible for the ma1ntenance of the 

fam1ly structure. 

Cohesion. The 1nternal patterns of 1nteract1on of 

family members are conceived by Minuch1n (1974, 1978, 1981) 

and Olson, et al. (1983) as indicat1ve of the levels of 

emotional bonding between the fam1ly members. Both M1nuch1n 

and Olson conceptualize these as patterns of cohes1on 1n 

the family ranging on a continuum, with enmeshment and 

disengagement at the two extremes. Enmeshment 1s 

character1zed by d1ffuse, or blurred 1nterpersonal 

boundaries within the family, and r1gidity of boundar1es 

between the family and the outside world. The range of 

behaviors acceptable to the family are str1ctly regulated, 

sometimes overregulated. New input from outs1de the system 



or from family members is not easily incorporated. 

Autonomous behavior is discouraged. Fam1ly members are 

characterized by high levels of dependency on each other. 
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A system with extreme cohesion may eas1ly lack the 

resources to adapt and change in response to the fam1ly 

members' needs. It is conceivable that family members Wlll 

not always have the resources available w1th1n the1r 

boundaries necessary to function effectively and cope w1th 

every life situation. If the boundaries are too rig1d, the 

system Wlll not be suff1ciently flex1ble to process needed 

informat1on from the env1ronment. 

Disengagement, at the other extreme, 1s character1zed 

by low levels of bonding between fam1ly members and h1gh 

levels of indiv1dual autonomy. Boundar1es between fam1ly 

members are rigidly defined. Boundaries between the fam1ly 

system and the outside world are ind1st1nct and h1ghly 

permeable; often not d1scernable as separate from other 

systems. The flow of 1nformation into the system 1s often 

ind1scriminate, causing an overload wh1ch 1s equally as 

detrimental to the system's ability to funct1on effect1vely 

as lack of 1nformation. As w1th adaptab1l1ty, a normally 

funct1on1ng family tends to fall 1n the m1drange on the 

cont1nuum (Walsh, 1982; M1nuch1n, 1974; Olson, 1983). 

It 1s important to note that types of adaptab1l1ty and 

cohesion reflect preferences, or styles of transact1ons 

within families that develop over the fam1ly's developmental 

lifespan. They are not indicat1ve of the qual1ty of a 
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family's interactive processes. Cultural norms make 1t 

possible for famil1es to function with a level of cohes1on 

which would be detrimental in another family w1th a 

different cultural background. Life stages and thelr 

accompanying developmental requirements can also cause 

variation of interaction pattens away from the norm wh1ch 

may be very effective for the family's needs. Un1que fam1ly 

situations may also require the family to respond 

differently. Patterns of behaviour and level of permeabl1ty 

in the family's boundaries will adapt to the needs of the 

healthy functioning family to provide a un1que state of 

balance between stability and change in the system. 

Home-schooling Background 

Overview of Compulsory Education 

Compulsory school law is, in most cases, an 

unquestioned legal requ1rement 1n our soc1ety. Enter1ng 

school between the ages of f1ve and seven is an accepted 

event in both the family and child development l1terature, 

and is often used to mark signif1cant changes in fam1ly 

structure and roles. Compulsory school laws 1n some form 

are found in every state's statutes. It 1s these laws wh1ch 

the fam1ly who home-schools must usually deal w1th 1n the1r 

attempts to teach their children at home. 

The f1rst compulsory education laws in th1s country 

were enacted in the Massachusetts Bay Colony 1n the early 
' 
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1600s as compulsory literacy laws. These laws allowed the 

state to take control of children whose parents were Judged 

unfit to provide the proper education, as demonstrated by 

the ab1lity to read. After the Amer1can Revolut1on, 

Massachusetts again led the way 1n leg1slation concern1ng 

the compulsory schooling of children w1th the enactment of 

the f1rst state law to require students to attend school, 1n 

1850. By 1918, school attendence laws had been passed 1n 

all states {Mondsche1n and Sorenson, 1983). In general, 

these laws require parents or guardians to ensure that their 

ch1ldren are in school at spec1fied ages for a certa1n 

period of time during the year. They are founded on the 

belief that universal educat1on prepares chlldren for 

c1tizenship and promotes the general good of the nat1on 

{Mondschein and Sorenson, 1983; Harris and F1elds, 1982). 

This has been further recognized and art1culated by the 

United States Supreme Court wh1ch commented that the 

leg1t1macy of the states' interest 1n educat1on of chlldren 

are the impetus behind compulsory laws. The court further 

noted that education prepares individuals for partic1pat1on 

as a c1tizens in th1s country and enables them to be a 

functioning member of society {Mondscheln and Sorensen, 

1983). 

Effects of Compulsory School Laws 

On Home Education 

The dec1s1on to educate children at home 1s not a new 
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phenomena. Pr1or to the establ1shment of publ1c educat1on 

in the United States, home instruction was the most common 

means of education. The parents were usually the pr1mary 

educators. Compulsory school law has not precluded th1s 

kind of parental involvement. The right to educate a ch1ld 

at home has been granted in a major1ty of states under 

certain conditions. Ten states explicitly perm1t home 

instruction in their compulsory school attendance statutes 

(Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Missour1, Nevada, Oh1o, Oregon, 

Utah, V1rg1nia and West Virgin1a). While not prov1d1ng 

spec1fically for home instruction, pr1vate instruct1on or 

tutor1ng 1s provided for 1n the statutes of ten other states 

(Alabama, Alaska, Callfornia, Connect1cut, D1str1ct of 

Columbia, Hawai1, Iowa, Pennsylvan1a, Rhode Island and South 

education wh1le not spec1fically ment1on1ng 1t as an 

alternative (Indiana, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Jersey, 

New York and Oklahoma) . 

Mondschein and Sorenson (1982) note that the states 

wh1ch have statutes explic1tly prov1d1ng for home educat1on 

or instruction have witnessed l1ttle or no l1t1gat1on on the 

issue. However, in states which do not expl1citly prov1de 

for home educat1on or instruction 1n the1r compulsory school 

laws, adjud1cat1on by the courts has been necessary to 

determine whether home educat1on would be perm1ss1ble under 

the compulsory attendance statutes, and th1s has not been 

w1thout risk to parents who have attempted to teach the1r 

children at home. Nolte (1982) commented that parents have 
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convictions for negligence or even hav1ng the1r ch1ldren 

taken away. 
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Lines (1985) has pointed out that compulsory school 

laws have not been primarily directed towards the f1ve 

m1ll1on school-age children who decide not to attend school. 

Rather, they have been directed, 1n recent years, at 

families who choose to prov1de an educat1on 1n a manner that 

is not approved by the1r community. She notes that 1t 1s 

more common for the compulsory education laws to be used to 

prosecute home-schooling parents than to prosecute for 

truancy in its classic sense. 

It is usually the parents' responsib1lity to prove to 

the court that the alternat1ve chosen 1s 1n compl1ance w1th 

the sp1r1t of the law. Twenty-one states and the D1str1ct 

of Columbia provide jail terms for those in charge of 

school-age children who avoid the statutes regard1ng 

compulsory education. Th1rty-two states levy f1nes for non­

compllance (Nolte, 1982). Of the flfty-four cases rev1ewed 

1n Nolte's art1cle, "Home Instruct1on 1n L1eu of Publ1c 

School Attendance" (1982), approximately one-half (24) were 

found 1n non-compliance with compulsory school laws and one­

half (29) were found in compliance w1th these laws (one case 

ended 1n a m1str1al). 

Not all famil1es are taken through the court system 

under the compulsory school laws of the1r state. 

Frequently, the home school parents will be charged under 



' the abusejneglect laws in the state, particularly in 

jurisdictions where the JUdge is reluctant to adJUdlcate 
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truancy cases. In these cases, it has not been unusual for 

the children to be placed in court-ordered these court cases 

is apparent either between or w1thin states. As a result, 

deciding to home-school chil'dren can be a r1sky dec1s1on for 

parents. 

How risky this has been was d1scussed by Arons 1n h1s 

book, Compelling Bel1ef: The Culture of Amer1can School1ng 

{1983) 1 

Even a brief listing of the consequences 
endured by those who seek official approval for 
home education is startling. In Iowa parents who 
educate their nine-year-old son at home are 
convicted of criminal violations. They appeal, 
are acquitted, and are threatened w1th renewed 
prosecution the next year. In Mich1gan a fam1ly 
is forced to send three of their ch1ldren to 
boarding school 150 m1les from home to avo1d 
the threat of having their children made the wards 
of the court and sent to foster homes. In 
Massachusetts a family is accused of parental 
neglect for educating two teenagers at home, and 
the children are removed to the custody of 
the welfare department. After a long struggle, 
the family is split up and scattered over three 
states. Another family is told by a judge to 
comply with school requirements or move out of the 
state. In Rhode Island a couple is arrested 
for educat1ng their daughters, aged e1ght and 
n1ne, at home. In Missouri a woman spends 
time beh1nd bars because she does not bel1eve her 
seven-year-old lS ready for school (p. 88-89). 

He went on to point out that in all of the above ment1oned 

cases, the issue was the parents' failure to send the1r 

ch1ldren to the schools that most people attend. 
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Oklahoma Compulsory Attendence Statute 

In Oklahoma, as noted earlier, the compulsory school 

statute while not explicitly granting permiss1on for home­

schooling, allows a ch1ld to be in a public, pr1vate or 

other form of school dur1ng the t1me in wh1ch the schools of 

the district the family resides in are in session. 

The Oklahoma courts have interpreted this statute to 

mean that: 1) a private school is not requ1red to be 

accredited by the State Board of Educat1on (Op. Atty. Gen. 

#73-129, Feb. 13, 1973), 2) a private tutor does not need to 

hold an Oklahoma teaching certificate as long as 1nstruct1on 

is suppl1ed in good faith and is equ1valent 1n fact to the 

state run schools (Op. Atty. Gen. #73-129, Feb. 13, 1973), 

and 3) the requ1rements can be met by a means of educat1on 

other than public or private school, although 1t may be 

challenged and the question of adequacy and suff1c1ency 

determined by a jury '(Op. Atty. Gen. #72-155, May 1, 1972). 

Oklahoma statute provides that any parent 1n v1olat1on 

of the compulsory school law will be gu1lty of a misdemeanor 

and subject to a graduating series of fines per offense not 

to exceed $100 with each day the child rema1ns out of 

school, follow1ng a wr1tten warning or a court order to 

return, constituting a separate offense. In general though, 

1f parents are prov1ding for the educat1on of the1r ch1ldren 

w1th good intent they are not subJect to prosecut1on by the 

State of Oklahoma. In actual function, the Oklahoma 

statutes compr1se one of the most liberal compulsory school 
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mandates in the country. 

In comparison to other states, Oklahoma's compulsory 

school attendence statute has allowed parents who choose to 

teach their children at home a great deal of freedom. There 

are no legislated requirements with which home school 

families must comply other than those already requ1red for 

any school program in the state. However, the lack of a 

standardized mechanism for allowing ch1ldren to be home­

schooled has also made parents vulnerable to arb1trary 

requirements of the 1nd1vidual school d1str1cts and 

superintendents. Sexson (1988, p. 9} commented that 

"often the leg1t1macy of home-schoollng 1s 1nfluenced more 

by local att1tudes than by state laws." In the Tulsa 

Metropolitan area parents have been required to keep records 

verifying that they are in fact providing school 1nstruct1on 

on the days in which the district 1s 1n sess1on. In Payne 

County, where Oklahoma St,ate University is located, 

Stillwater schools requ1re verificat1on on the means by 

which the parents will cont1nue to provide for the1r 

children's education. Cushing Public Schools, 1n the same 

county has sometimes required the fam1ly to meet w1th a 

school off1cial, and sometimes not. Meanwh1le, a legal 

opin1on prepared in 1980 by a former Ass1stant D1str1ct 

Attorney for this county, stated that a parent was not 

legally obligated to notify anyone of thelr dec1s1on to 

home-school. 
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Home Education Rationale 

Taylor (1986) described a family's dec1sion to start a 

home school as based on motives which may be drawn from a 

larger gamut of potential causes. He notes that the 

spec1fic reasons formulated by the parents are then 

elaborated by the family 1nto an underly1ng horne school 

rationale. Any attempt to assess the home school must 

examine the motives which parents most often recogn1ze as 

prompt1ng them to home-school. 

There are many reasons for horne-schoollng c1ted 1n the 

literature (Holt, 1980; 1981; 1984; Kink, 1983; Llnden, 
' 

1983; Benson, 1981; Feinstein, 1986; MooreR. and Moore D., 

1979; Sheperd, 1986; Gustavson, 1981; Sexson, 1988}. The 

reasons expressed by home school parents w1ll be organ1zed 

' 1n this literature review 1n three categor1es to fac1l1tate 

discussion: 1} parentjch1ld 1nteract1on, 2} soc1al1zat1on 

and peer influence, and 3} quality and content of educat1on. 

Where necessary, this review will examine other sources 1n 

the literature to prov1de the ph1losoph1cal context of the 

home-schooling rationale. 

Parentjchlld Interact1on 

One of the reasons cited in the literature rnot1vat1ng 

parents to home-school 1s the desire to spend more t1rne 

interact1ng w1th their ch1ld(ren) (Gustavson, 1981; 

Holt, 1977; Kink, 1983; Benson; 1981). Horne school parents 
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for a variety of reasons feel that their children will do 

better developmentally and educationally 1f they spend more 

time interact1ng with their parents at home (Moore R. and 

Moore D., 1979). Sexson (1988), in her 1nterv1ews w1th home 

school mothers, found that 

... among mothers in the group was a strong feel1ng 
that their children belonged'at home and not in an 
institution. This was the most deeply held bel1ef 
that cut across ideological boundaries 1n the 
group (p. 65). 

She concluded that 

... the act of home-schooling d1d not represent a 
desire for seclusion or isolation as much as it 
represented a desire to challenge the early 
separation of a ch1ld and parent that has 
become conventional (Sexson, 1988, p. 60). 

The separation of the parent from the school-age 

ch1ld 1s so deeply ingra1ned in our soc1ety today, that the 

child development and family development l1terature often 

conceptual1zes the time in which a child enters school as a 

developmental phase in both the child's and the fam1ly's 

l1fe. There is reason to bel1eve that the trend for 
' 

parent/child separat1on dur1ng the dayt1me hours 1s be1ng 

gradually extended to 1nclude chlldren of even earl1er ages, 

and for increasingly longer hours of the day. 

Urie Bronfenbrenner, has wr1tten extensively regarding 

the effects of soc1al change on ch1ldren. He 1s often c1ted 

in home school articles and magaz1nes. In h1s book, Two 

Worlds of Childhood: U.S. and U.S.S.R. (1970) he traced the 
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changes in parent/child interaction. He noted that s1nce 

World War II, many changes have occurred 1n the patterns of 

childrearing in the American family which have gradually 

moved childrearing out of the domain of the home. 

In his longitudinal study on parent1ng, on wh1ch the 

book was based, Bronfenbrenner (1970) po1nted to a 

progressive decrease in the amount of contact between 

American parents and their children. As the amount of dally 

contact between parents and children has decreased, the 

function of the parents in relationship to the1r chlldren 

has also undergone a transformat1on. Kennlth Ken1ston 

(1977, p. 12) commented on this change 1n a report 

commissioned by the Carnegie Foundation on the status of the 

American family. 

over the last centuries, famil1es have not only 
been reduced in size but changed 1n funct1on as 
well; expectat1ons of 'IJIThat faiT11l1es do for thelr 
children have also been reduced. Mothers are no 
longer automatically expected to spend the whole 
day with their four year olds, fathers are no 
longer expected to train them in skills for a JOb. 

Parents' roles have changed f~om that of service 

providers to service brokers. Kenniston (1977, p. 12) 

concurs that 

parents have had to take on someth1ng llke an 
execut1ve rather than a d1rect funct1on 1n regard 
to their children, choosing commun1ties, schools, 
doctors, and special programs that w1ll leave 
their children in the best possible hands ... 

rather than serving as the direct source of these serv1ces. 
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Home school families often express the desire to be 

more directly involved as the experts and service prov1ders 

in their children's lives (Henderson, 1977; Holt, 1977; 

Schemmer, 1985; Taylor, 1986). In fact, accord1ng to Sexson 

(1988) and others (Schemmer, 1985; Taylor, 1986) th1s may 

reflect a more ind1vidualist1c and autonomous approach wh1ch 

is part of the families' structure and interact1on patterns. 

Nancy Wallace, a home school parent discussed th1s 

issue in her book,Better Than School (1983, p. 26). 

One of the most important lessons Bob and I 
have learned as home-schooling parents is that we 
have to be our own 'experts' 1n mak1ng dec1s1ons 
about how we live; we have to rely on our own 
judgement and knowledge of ourselves and our 
family. 

For too long, it seems, we have all been 
encouraged, pushed or even compelled (ln the case 
of schooling, for example) to go to 
'professionals' with formal training and 
'expert1se' - to doctors, lawyers, dent1sts, 
teachers, experts telling us how to do even the 
most ordinary tasks - how to lose weight, eat 
right, or have well-behaved children. We even 
seek out experts to help us decorate our home or 
organize our closets. But the more we rely on 
those experts, the more helpless we become and 
the more useless we feel. 

She goes on to point out that her,experiences w1th 

home-schooling were really experiences w1th learn1ng how to 

trust her inst1ncts and knowledge to raise her ch1ldren 

herself. 

Socialization and Peer Influence 

Socialization is usually conceptualized as the 
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acquisition of skills, values and a moraljeth1cal framework 

necessary to participate in a healthy and pos1t1ve manner 1n 

society. Historically, socialization was the pr1mary 

responsibility of the parents. However, Urie Bronfenbrenner 

(1970) has pointed out that American soc1ety has g1ven 

decreasing prominance to the family as a soc1al1z1ng agent. 

Instead, it has increasingly viewed social1zat1on as a 

process which takes place in the interaction between peers. 

Because interaction between peers is most l1kely to happen 

in a school context, it has frequently been assoc1ated w1th 

the educative process. 

W1lliams (1984) notes that one of the maJor cr1t1c1sms 

of home-schooling ha~ been that children 1n home schools 

w1ll not be able to take advantage of the soc1al1zat1on 

process associated with conventional-schoollng. However one 

of the maJor reasons cited in the l1terature for why parents 

choose to home-school is because they do not feel that th1s 

1s an advantage. They feel that the1r ch1ldren w1ll be 

better soc1alized at home. Several sources report that 

concerns about negative peer influence 1n the schools are an 

important reason why parents choose to home-school (Holt, 

1981; Moore and Moore, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984; Taylor, 1986; 

Sexson, 1988; Benson, 1981; Linden, 1983; Kink, 1983). 

Kink (1983) noted that home-school1ng parents have 

usually not studied child development research when they 

quest1on the effects of compulsory school1ng on the well­

being of their child(ren). In some cases, e1ther the 
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parent, friends or relatives noticed what they perce1ved as 

negative effects of public schooling pr1or to home-school1ng 

their children. Either the child would not do well 

scholastically, or would experience a noticable change 1n 

attitude or behavior, or would experience a ser1es of 

negative interactions with peers. In her research sample of 

Sacramento-area home-schooling parents, negative peer 

influence in the schools was ranked as the pr1mary reason 

for choosing to home-school. "Removing the1r ch1ldren from 

the presence of other children of whom they d1d not approve 

was a vital concern to home-school1ng parents (K1nk, 1983, 

p. 72). 11 

Will1ams (1984) concurred w1th Klnk's f1nd1ngs. He 

pointed to the child's unsuitability for convent1onal 

schooling and parents' desire to protect the1r young from 

negative interactions with peers as two very 1mportant 

reasons for choosing to home-school. He also noted that not 

all home school parents made this choice based on a ch1ld's 

negative experience. In some of the cases he stud1ed, the 

children never went to public schools. However, he po1nted 

out that nearly all the parents had been to schools 

themselves and, based on th1s exper1ence, felt th1s manner 

of schooling was unacceptable for the1r own ch1ldren. 

Even though parents do not usually exam1ne ch1ld 

development research prior to decid1ng to home-school, there 

are several sources 1n the l1terature wh1ch appear to 

reflect the concerns raised by home-schooling parents. 
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The increased amount of time that ch1ldren spend w1th 

their peers concerned many parents as well as profess1onals 

in the child development field, who viewed this as hav1ng 

a negative effect on children and ,their social1zat1on. Ur1e 

Bronfenbrenner (1970) warned that if chlldren cont1nued to 

utilize institutional care at the expense of t1me spent w1th 

parents, other adults and older children, the result1ng 

vacuum would be filled by the age-segregated peer group. He 

pointed to segregation by age result1ng 1n 1ncreases 1n 

alienation, indifference, antagonism and violence among 

children 1n all segments of the society. He further noted 

that children who are limited to s1gnificant contacts w1th 

only peers have no m~ans of learn1ng patterns of cooperat1on 

and mutual concern, and become peer dependent. 

Bronfenbrenner and others (Holt, 1981; Moore, 1979) 

view socialization as a process 1n wh1ch children need 

socially competent adults to model norms, values and soc1al 

skills. Bronfenbrenner (1970) expla1ned that qualit1es such 

as mutual trust klndness, cooperat1on and social 

responsibility are not 1nborn, but have to be learned from 

other human be1ngs who in some measure have these qual1t1es 

themselves. Moore and Moore (1979) agreed w1th 

Bronfenbrenner when they noted that values and posit1ve 

self-concept are orig1nally acqu1red in relat1on to 

s1gnificant, posit1ve adults. 

The Moores (1979) presented arguments for delay1ng the 

age at which children enter the school system. They 
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questioned the effect early associat1on w1th peers would 

have on a child's self-concept, often seen as the precursor 

to adequate socialization. They were concerned that the 

child's self-concept would not be developed enough to 

withstand negative peer pressure unless hejshe was allowed 

to remain in a relatively secure environment until as late 

as the age of ten. 

The effect of home-school1ng on a ch1ld's self-concept 

was the focus of research for a dissertation by John Wesley 

Taylor (1986). He, as did many others, focused on self­

concept as an indicator of socialization. Ut1l1z1ng the 

Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (PHSCS) he 

compared home-schooled ch1ldren and more conventlonally­

schooled children. His findings favored home-schoolers over 

the conventionally-schooled children. He found that: 

1) the self-concept of home-schooling ch1ldren was 

sign1ficantly h1gher (p<.001) than that of the 

conventionally-schooled population, 

2) the more years a child spent in the home school 

environment, and the earlier hejshe entered the home school 

environment, the higher their self-concept, and 

3) regarding nearly all items on the PHSCS, the home­

schooling sample scored more favorably than the 

conventionally schooled participants. 

Quality and Content of Educat1on 

Several issues are mentioned 1n the literature 
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concerning the quality and content of educat1on wh1ch 

motivates parents to either take them out of school or never 

enroll them. Of these issues, structure, content and 

process tend to be mentioned most often. 

Structure. Parents who home-school often express that 

the schools are too structured (Holt, 1981) or not 

structured enough (Moore, 1979). Those parents that v1ew 

school as too structured often feel that the1r ch1ldren 

spend too much time on 'busy work' and are not allowed the 

time to pursue the1r natural 1nterests (Holt, 1981; 

K1nk, 1983). They express a concern that the1r ch1ld cannot 

be creative in the school environment, and cannot be treated 

as an individual. Both W1lliams (1984) and Sexson (1988) 

found that the home school famil1es they exam1ned placed 

great value on independent think1ng, and felt 1t could be 

better nurtured in their children in a home env1ronment. 

K1nk noted that these parents often felt that d1sc1pl1ne 1n 

the schools stifled their children's independence and 

creativity for the sake of conform1ty to school procedures 

(1983). 

Parents who feel school is not structured enough po1nt 

to the lack of d1scipl1ne in the schools. They feel that 

the school env1ronment is too chaotic for s1gn1f1cant 

learning to take place, and report various stress-related 

illnesses that were resolved by taking the1r children out of 

school (Holt, 1981; and Kink, 1983). A mother from Ind1ana 



was quoted in Holt's book (1981, p. 31) as say1ng: 

Let me tell you what happened to our son 
after we removed him from a local publlc school's 
first grade last November. He stopped wett1ng h1s 
bed, he stopped suffering from daily stomach 
upsets and headaches and he has not had a cold for 
six months, although he averaged one cold a month 
while attending school. 

Other parents point to a concern with the h1gher 

incidence of school violence and drug use as reasons for 

wanting to home-school their ch1ldren. 

Content of the Curriculum. The content of the 

curriculum concerns many parents. Those parents from a 
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strong religious background feel school views, 1n such areas 

as humanistic thought and evolution, conflict w1th those 

values that the fam1ly feels are 1mportant (Moore, 1979). 

Many parents feel that school curr1culum has moved away from 

the basics; that children do not read enough class1c 

literature, that textbooks do not promote an appropr1ate 

sense of patriotism (Moore, 1982). These parents choose to 

home-school because they may select textbooks and other 

materials which more closely reflect the1r llfestyle and 

values (Kink, 1983). 

Education as Process. Williams (1984) and Sexson 

(1988) as well as others in the literature (Holt, 1981; 

Kink, 1983) note that home school fam1l1es value learn1ng as 

a process. Williams (1984) noted that the parents of home-

schooled ch1ldren stress learn1ng how to learn as opposed to 



placing emphasis on the learning of facts. 

They perceive schools to be focused more on 
transmission of information. They would rather 
emphasize helping children love to learn, feed1ng 
their curiousity, encourag1ng 1nqu1s1tlveness, 
and building independence from teacher structure 
and direction (Williams, 1984, p. 9). 
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He further points out that while these families acknowledge 

that an attitude towards learning as a process 1s poss1ble 

in a school setting outside the home, home-schoollng parents 

feel that it Wlll be more encouraged in the home. 

Klnk (1983) said that for a var1ety of reasons, 

academic success has been consistently l1nked Wlth home-

schooling. Judicial l1tigat1on of home school fam1l1es 

under compulsory school laws and changes in compulsory 

school laws themselves have resulted 1n an 1ncrease of 

standardized achievement testing of home-schooled chlldren, 

Whlch has been reported in the literature in the last ten 

years. Moore (1984) indtcated that home-schoolers taken to 

court for non-compliance with compulsory school laws 

usually average close to thirty percentile ranks higher on 

standardized achievement measures than thelr conventlonally-

schooled peers. Linden (1983) and McCurdy (1985) concurred 

w1th Moore, that home-schooled chlldren tend to score hlgher 

on achievement tests. 

According to Pitman (1986), Departments of Educat1on 1n 

Alaska and Arizona have begun routinely testing home-

schooled children. Other states, such as Oregon, Cal1forn1a 
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and Tennessee have also begun testing the educational 

achievement of home-schooled children. "Growing W1thout 

Schooling", a resource newsletter for home-school fam1l1es, 

reported on the results of achievement tests conducted by 

the Tennessee Department of Educat1on: 

Home school students in grades 2, 3, 6 and 8 
scored higher in every major area than the 
statewide average. For example, on the Stanford 
Achievement Tests, 75 second grade home school 
students scored 43 points above the nat1onal 
average - in the top 7% of all students 1n the 
nation (p. 2). 

The report went on to say that the read1ng average for 

home-schooled students on the Tennessee Stanford Ach1evement 

Test was 31 points higher than their publ1c school peers. 

In math, home-schooled student's average score was 1n the 

top three percent nat1onally and was 15 po1nts h1gher than 

their public school peers. These h1gh scores were repeated 

1n the other areas tested in the Tennessee tests. 

Alaska, a state wh1ch provides home-schoolers w1th a 

state-supported home correspondence program, is beg1nn1ng to 

have longitudinal data on achievement test scores. Greene 

(1984) found that not only do students do1ng home-based 

study out-perform their classroom-based peers at all grade 

levels, in both verbal and math skills, but the longer a 

child is involved in the home correspondence program, the 

more likely he/she is to perform better than classroom-based 

peers. 

Taylor (1985) suggested that h1gh ach1evement scores 



among home-schooled children may be a reflect1on of the 

quality of home-based education, or may be the result of 

other factors such as individualized attent1on, parents' 

valuing of education, or the effect of a learning 

environment in which specific learning 1s constantly 

affirmed. 

The Effects of School on the Fam1ly: 

The Home School Family 

And its Environment 

School as a Nodal Event 

In Family Development 
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Olson (1983} noted that many life events and 

transitions occurring in a family unit over 1ts l1fe course 

may be cons1dered normal in that they are expected to 

happen. Children grow up, parents become grandparents; 

there is a commonality of experience shared by fam1l1es over 

time which has been viewed by many in the literature as l1fe 

cycles or stages (Olson, 1983; Carter and McGoldr1ck, 1988; 

Duvall, 1977; Solomon, 1973; Rodgers, 1960; H1ll, 1970). 

(For the rema1nder of this study, l1fe stages w1ll be the 

term used to refer to these life events or trans1t1ons.) 

It is these life stages which have been v1ewed as the 

stepping stones in a family's development. A var1ety of 

character1stics have been used to ident1fy l1fe stages. 

Duvall (1977} and Rodgers (1960} defined them by nodal 
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events such as marriage and retirement. Hill (1970) 

conceptualized life stages as points in time accompanied by 

complexes of roles. These two v1ews appear to be the most 

common in the recent family literature wh1ch proposes 

looking at the fam1ly as a system marked by pred1ctable 

developmental milestones (Carter and McGoldrick, 1980, 1988; 

Nichols and Everett, 1986). Olson's study of normal 

families across the lifespan developed a typolog1cal 

approach which encompassed both of these characterist1cs 

within a family systems framework. Olson's work forms the 

underly1ng basis of th1s study. 

For most of the families in our soc1ety, hav1ng 

children go out of the home for school is an event 

considered normal to a family's development. Both the 

family development literature and the fam1ly systems 

literature has viewed the time at wh1ch ch1ldren beg1n 

school as a pivot point 1n a famlly's development. 

Schvanevelt and Ihinger (1979) proposed that a ch1ld's 

involvement in school will result in the fam1ly hav1ng 

increased contact with the community. "Chlldren serve as 

socializing agents for parents insofar as chlldren lead 

the1r parents to a number of act1v1t1es outs1de of the 

family context (1979, p. 457) . 11 Barnh1ll and Longo (1980) 

identified the key transition issue for the fam1ly at th1s 

life stage as helping the child establ1sh 1ndependent 

relat1onsh1ps w1th school, sports groups, church and so 

forth. Olson (1983) viewed the fam1ly's developmental tasks 



51 

at this life stage as a) fitting into the community of 

families of school-age children in construct1ve ways and b) 

encouraging children's educational development. 

The Circumplex Model And 

Family Development 

In his study of normal families across the 

developmental life cycle, Olson (1983) examined the 

structure and interaction patterns of families ut1l1z1ng the 

Circumplex Model and FACES II. The Circumplex Model 1s an 

attempt to integrate family systems theory with assessment 

It is the result of a conceptual cluster1ng of concepts from 

six social fields (Olson, et al., 1979, 1980), out of wh1ch 

emerged three dimensions: cohes1on, adaptab1lity and 

commun1cation. Since communicat1on 1s seen as pr1mar1ly a 

facilitating dimension, it is not graph1cally represented 1n 

the Model. 

Dimensions of the Model 

Family cohesion is the emotional bond1ng that the 

family members have toward one another (Olson, et al., 

1979) . 

At the extreme of h1gh fam1ly cohes1on, 
enmeshment, there is over1dent1ficat1on w1th the 
family that results in extreme bond1ng and l1mited 
individual autonomy. The low extreme, 
disengagement, is characterized by low bond1ng 1n 
the family (Olson, et al.,1983, p.53) 



It is conceptualized on a continuum with extremely low 

cohesion on one end, and extremely high cohes1on on the 

other: 
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disengaged family system ............•• enmeshed fam1ly system 

(low cohesion) (hlgh cohes1on) 

Family adaptability is the abil1ty of a fam1ly system 

to change its structure, relationships and role 

responsibilities in response to situations and developmental 

issues which cause the family stress. It 1s a gauge of the 

family's efforts to balance stability w1th needed change 

As with cohesion, adaptability 1s conceptual1zed on a 

continuum with rigid family systems at one end and chaot1c 

family systems at the other end: 

rigid family systems ..•.....•••....... chaot1c fam1ly systems 

(low adaptability) (h1gh adaptab1l1ty) 

Families with rig1d family syste~s have d1ff1culty 

changing, even when situational or developmental factors 

make it appear that change is necessary. Fam1l1es w1th 

chaotic fam1ly systems, tend to respond to any stressor by 

changing, with the result that the system often exper1ences 

extreme instability. 

Olson postulated that 1n most cases, a balance on the 

two d1mens1ons 1s 1nd1cative of a fam1ly who is adequately 

functioning, because balanced fam1ly systems w1ll tend to 

allow its members a larger set of behav1ors to choose from 
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and will be able to change more read1ly than extreme types. 

He cautioned that it should not be assumed that famil1es 

who fall somewhere 1n the midrange on these continuums 

always function in a moderate manner. 

Being balanced means a family system can 
experience the extremes on the d1mens1ons when 
appropr1ate, but they do not stay at these 
extremes for long periods of t1me. For example, 
families in the central area of the cohesion 
d1mension allow family members to experience being 
both 1ndependent from and connected to their 
family. Both extremes are tolerated and expected, 
provided an 1ndividual does not cont1nually 
function at the extreme (Olson, et al., 1983, 
p. 59) • 

On the other hand, he notes that extreme fam1ly types 

"tend to function only at the extremes and members are not 

expected or able to change their behav1ors (p.59) ." It 1s 

also important to note that not always will fam1l1es who are 

balanced on these two dimensions be the fam1l1es who are 

optimally functioning. As w1ll become apparent later 1n the 

discussion of Olson's findings witn families of school-age 

children, at different l1fe stages 1t 1s poss1ble for a 

fam1ly to fall elsewhere on the cont1nuum for these 

dimensions and still be able to function effect1vely or even 

optimally for their life stage. 

Descr1ption of the C1rcumplex Model 

Utilizing the Circumplex Model, 1t 1s poss1ble to 

describe family types. In each of the two d1mens1ons, 

cohesion and adaptability, there are four levels. The four 
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levels of cohesion, accord1ng to Olson (1983), are (from low 

to high): disengaged, separated, connected, enmeshed. For 

adaptab1lity, the four levels are (from low to high): r1g1d, 

structured, flexible and chaotic. 

Source: Olson, et al., Families. (1983). 

Figure 2. Circumplex Model 



Putting them together forms s1xteen types of fam1l1es 

(see Figure 2). Once families have been determ1ned to be 

one of the s1xteen family types in the model, 1t 

becomes possible to reduce the s1xteen types to 
three more global types: Balanced, Mid-Range, and 
Extreme. Balanced famil1es are those that fall 
into the two central cells of both cohes1on and 
adaptability. Mid-Range families are those that 
fall 1nto one of the extreme cells on one 
dimension and a central cell on the other 
dimens1on. Extreme families are those that fall 
into an extreme cell on both dimens1ons (Olson, et 
al., 1983, p.16). 

Famil1es of School-age Children 

And the Circumplex Model 

In his study of normal families (1983), Olson 

identified seven life stages. Of these l1fe stages, only 

one, Stage 3: Families With School-Age Children (1.e. 

families in which the oldest child is between the ages of 
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six and twelve years of age), is pertinent to th1s study and 

w1ll be discussed here. 

There were 129 Stage 3 famil1es in Olson's study. 

There were an average of two children per household, and the 
' 

mean age of the oldest child was nine years old. The 

average ages of the father and mother were 35 and 33 

respectively. Most of the fam1lies lived 1n towns w1th 

populations between 2,500 and 25,000. Half of the mothers 

and fathers had some college or technical tra1n1ng (27%), or 

four years of college (23%). The average annual 1ncome was 

between $20,000 and $29,000 with most of the men employed 



full time, and a third (35%) of the women employed part­

time, although half of the women (49%) reported homemak1ng 

as their pr1nc1ple occupat1on. 
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The data in Olson's study clearly demonstrated that 

what may be considered an optimally functioning fam1ly w1ll 

differ at each stage of the family llfe'cycle. Fam1ly 

cohesion was at its highest among the fam1l1es 1n the f1rst 

two stages, showing its first significant drop dur1ng the 

per1od between ~tage 3, and stage 4 which s1gnals the 

beginning of the children's adolescent years. It would 

appear that as children begin their school years, there is a 

concomitant decrease in the high levels of cohes1on which 

were more acceptable (and maybe even necessary) 1n the 

families w1th young children. Scores for fam1ly 

adaptabil1ty steadily decreased from stage l (Young Marr1ed 

Couples W1thout Children) through stage 3. 

Olson noted in this study that the two main tasks of 

the famil1es of school-age ch1ldren are educat1on and 

socialization. Because of these tasks, he noted that 

fam1lies with school-age ch1ldren experience an 1ncrease 1n 

family-related demands. 

Even though a family decides to teach the1r child(ren) 

at home, the school-age child will have developmental needs 

s1milar to his/her peers. Famil1es will st1ll need to help 

the child(ren) establ1sh independent relat1onsh1ps. They 

will still need to find a place 1n their commun1ty and have 

1nteraction with other families with llke-age ch1ldren. 
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They will still need to support their ch1ld(ren) 's 

educational development. In other words, there are 

similarities that the home school fam1ly has w1th others 1n 

their developmental life stage. There are also dlfferences. 

These similarities and differences will be made clearer by 

an examination of the home school fam1ly and the fam1ly 

whose children are conventionally-schooled. 

The Home School Family: A Comparison 

There are several experiences un1que to the home school 

family. Usually, it is the mother who 1s pr1mar1ly 

responsible for the day-to-day function and superv1s1on of 

the home school (L1nden, 1981; Holt, 1984; Benson, 1981; 

Shepherd, 1986). Chlldren and parents spend an 1ncreased 

amount of time together, and children are able to observe 

more adult act1vity. The children tend to part1c1pate more 

in the day-to-day workings of family life (Holt, 1984; 

Benson, 1981; Klnk, 1983; Feinste1n, 1986). Younger 

ch1ldren may not always have as much und1v1ded attent1on 

from the mother, however they often have older s1bl1ngs who 

are available to spend time with them and teach them (Holt, 

1984; Williams, 1984; Reynolds and Williams, 1983). 

School-age children have somewhat less time with peers, and 

more time with adults (Feinstein, 1986; Taylor, 1986). 

Because home-schooling is st1ll a relat1vely uncommon and 

controversial practice, families are often faced w1th 

negative commun1ty reaction as well as negat1ve react1ons 
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from relatives and friends (Holt, 1984). More of the fam1ly 

time and resources must be tied to home-schoollng the 

children resulting in less time and resources 1n response to 

other needs (Williams, 1984; Reynolds and Wllliams, 1983) 

Parents and children may experience role confl1cts when 

parents combine the teacher/parent role and children comb1ne 

the student/child role (Williams, 1984; Greene, 1984). 

Kenneth Terkelsen (1980) has conceptual1zed two types 

of life stage developments wh1ch have an effect on the 

famlly's structure and interact1ons: first order 

developments and second order developments. F1rst order 

developments involve minor methodological changes pr1marily 

in the family's interactions. They tend to be centered 

around mastery and adaptation, such as a child learn1ng to 

dress itself. Second order developments, on the other hand, 

substantially alter the ma1n structure of the fam1ly and 

often involve changes in status and meaning. Second order 

developments can trigger major transformations 1n mean1ng 

and occur less frequently in the family. 

There are two types of events in the fam1ly wh1ch 

signal transformations in structure. Normat1ve events are 

one type of transformation, and arise out of the fam1ly's 

procreative and childbearing functions. A child enter1ng 

school is one such event. Paranormative events are the 

other type and encompass such events as m1scarr1ages, 

divorce, or serious illness. Paranormative events are not 

considered a normal part of fam1ly development, in that they 
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are unexpected and unanticipated events. 

When a child enters the educational system, usually 

around the age of six, it has many potent1al effects on the 

family's structure and interaction patterns. When a fam1ly 

opts instead to home-school the child, 1t too w1ll have 

effects on the structure and functions of the fam1ly as 1t 

strives to accomodate the additional tasks and roles. Based 

on the literature, the following is a comparison of the 

impact the educational experience has on the home-schooled 

child(ren) (HSC) and hisjher family w1th the conventlonally­

schooled child(ren) (CSC) and hisjher family. 

esc 1. 

In th1s family, there is a necess1ty to be more 

disciplined about sleep times and awaking t1mes to ensure 

the child has adequate rest and gets to school on time. 

Th1s may have the effect of changing the control of 

scheduling from centering around parental needs to the 

child's needs. 

HSC 1. 

The home school family does not need to be as 

disciplined about time. Although famil1es vary in what k1nd 

of school schedule they keep, most choose to accompl1sh the 

structured learning during the morning hours. Wh1le 

scheduling does become more focused on the ch1ld's needs, 1t 

is usually not dictated by an outs1de source (unless 



required by law) and rema1ns in the control of the fam1ly 

system. 

esc 2. 
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The conventionally-schooled child spends less t1me at 

home. Interactions with the other family members must 

become more intentional and 1nvolves plann1ng. The fam1ly 

may initially experience feelings of separationjal1enat1on 

until this 1s accomplished. Interact1on w1th peers 1s less 

controlled by the family system. 

HSC 2. 

The home-schooled ch1ld continues to spend most of 

his/her time in the home env1ronment. However, 1nteract1on 

outside the family mu'st be more intentional and 1nvol ves 

planning, to ensure that the child's developmental needs for 

independence are met. Interact1on with peers 1s more 

controlled by the family system than the ch1ld's 

conventionally-schooled peers. 

esc 3. 

The convent1onally-schooled ch1ld spends less time w1th 

sibl1ngs and others who are older and younger upon enter1ng 

school. 

HSC 3. 

The home-schooled child spends more t1me w1th s1bl1ngs 
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and adults. 

esc 4. 

When the child enters school, the mother has more t1me 

to spend in other ways. She may spend more t1me w1th 

siblings in the home. She may pursue a career or go to 

school. Parents of the school ch1ld have more t1me for 

other children or for personal activities. 

HSC 4. 

Because the chlld not only rema1ns at home, but goes to 

school at home, parents take on addit1onal respons1b1l1ty. 

This may result in less time for other ch1ldren, or for 

personal activ1t1es. 

esc 5. 

Parents begin to be 1nvolved 1n outs1de 1nstitut1ons 

and groups in a parent role. These 1nvolvements are 

mediated by the child as the result of h1sjher 1nvolvement 

1n the school, i.e. PTA, sports act1v1t1es, school band 

booster clubs, etc. 

HSC 5. 

Parents begin to be 1nvolved in outs1de 1nst1tut1ons 

and groups in a parent role. However, these 1nvolvements 

are usually 1n1tiated by the parents and are more controlled 

by them. 
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CHS 6. 

Although a large portion of educational expenses are 

accounted for in taxes, parents must still pay for band 

1nstruments, m1scellaneous school suppl1es, un1forms and 

other items generated by the school environment. 

HSC 6. 

In addition to the amount taken out in taxes for publ1c 

schools, parents must allocate money for the educatlonal 

supplies and curriculum materials of thelr choice. Thls 

results 1n less money ava1lable for other famlly needs, 

particularly since one of the parents must also usually stay 

out of the workforce. However, the family has greater 

control over identifying and prioritiz1ng educat1onal 

expenses. 

esc 7. 

Parents and teachers are separate people wlth separate 

functions. The educational environment is more deflned as 

1s the educational process. However, because of thls 

parents only have a general understandlng of what the chlld 

is learning and have a harder t1me mon1torlng the chlld's 

progress. 

HSC 7. 

The parent/teacher role and the child/student role are 



combined in the home setting. This can often lead to role 

conflicts. However, the parent has a more focused 

understanding of what the child is learn1ng because the 

parents maintain control over the learn1ng process. The 

home becomes a learning environment. Learn1ng tends to be 

extended as it overlaps with all the daily fam1ly 

interactions. 

As can readily be seen here, the home school fam1ly 

retains a greater degree of autonomy and control regard1ng 

their child's l1fe in general than 1s ma1nta1ned by the 

family with a child who 1s conventionally-schooled. (Refer 

to Append1x A for comparison summary.) 

overv1ew 

Coping Strategies and the Home 

School Family 
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The increase in demand on the family of school-age 

children can generate considerable stress (Olson, et al., 

1983). As fam1lies experience an 1ncrease 1n demands on 

their time and resources, they must develop ways to address 

the needs and problems which arise. 

Coping 1s a process 1n wh1ch the fam1ly attempts to 

maintain stability during its development by meet1ng needs 

and dealing with problems. Olson points out a fam1ly's 

strategy for coping is created and progress1vely mod1f1ed 

over time. He notes that a family's strategy must ach1eve a 
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balance that facilitates organization and unity wh1le also 

promoting individual growth and development (Olson, et al., 

1983). This v1ew is consistent with Werthe1m (1975) and 

others (BenJamin, 1982; Andolfi, 1979; Minuch1n, 1974; 

Whitaker, 1978) who, as ment1oned earl1er, v1ew the fam1ly 

system as having both morphogen1c and morphostat1c 

properties, i.e. are both change enhanc1ng and stable. 

Cop1ng strategies, then, are the interface mechan1sm 1n the 

family system fac1litat1ng the 1nteract1on between change 

and stabil1ty. 

A rev1ew of family-orientated coping stud1es for the 

1980 Journal of Marriage and the Family Decade Rev1ew 

suggested four functions of family cop1ng behav1ors, wh1ch 

were reported by Olson (1983}: 

Coping behaviors can potentially: (1) 
decrease the family's vulnerability to stress, (2} 
strengthen or mainta1n those fam1ly resources that 
serve to protect the family from the full 1mpact 
of problems, (3) reduce or eliminate the 1mpact of 
stressor events and their specific hardsh1ps and, 
(4) involve the process of actively influencing 
the environment by do1ng something to change the 
social circumstances to make it easier for the 
family to adjust to the difficult situat1on 
(Olson, 1983, p.136}. 

McCubbin (1979} viewed coping behav1ors as 1ntegral to 

the family's repetoire of adapt1ve behav1ors. Olson 

expanded this. Family coping, according to Olson, 1s more 

than a family's response or adaptation. He noted that 1t 

must be viewed both as a set of 1nteract1ons between fam1ly 

members and a series of transactions between the fam1ly and 
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the commun1ty in which they are a part. 

Assessment of Family Coping 

When a child first enters school has been noted as a 

time in which intrafamily stra1ns and demands on the pr1mary 

parent (usually the mother) increase. Probably no s1ngle 

factor contributes more to the family's stab1l1ty dur1ng 

times of stress and change than 1ts abil1ty to develop 

effective coping responses. The Inventory on Fam1ly Cop1ng 

{F-COPES) was used in Olson's study, and has been proven to 

be useful in studying coping strateg1es w1th1n d1fferent 

family types (Balanced, Mid-Range and Extreme) . It was 

designed to "identify effective problem-solv1ng approaches 

and behaviors used by famil1es 1n response to problems or 

difficulties {Olson, et al., 1983, p.l41)." 

As mentioned earlier, coping strateg1es can be seen as 

transactions which occur within the fam1ly or between the 

family and the community. F-COPES calls these 1nternal and 

external strategies, and assesses two internal strateg1es 

and three external strategies, which Olson notes represents 

only a small number of the coping responses actually 

ut1lized by families. 

Internal Family cop1ng strateg1es 

The two intrafamilial coping strateg1es assessed by F­

COPES are reframing and passive appraisal. 



Reframing 

Reframing examines the different types of mean1ng a 

family will attach to an event or situation. 

It is the family's ability to redefine a 
demanding situation in a more rational and 
acceptable way in order to make the s1tuat1on more 
manageable. It assesses the family's ab1l1ty to 
tackle obstacles, to display confidence 
publ1cally, and to initiate problem-solv1ng 
strategies early on in the experience. Equally 
important, reframing assesses the fam1ly's ab1l1ty 
to identify selectively which events can be 
successfully altered and which are beyond one's 
control. Those that are beyond one's control are 
redefined in a way that makes it easier to accept 
(Olson, et al., 1983, p. 143-144)." 

In Olson's study of normal family development, he found no 

differences in scores for reframing from one l1fe stage to 

another. However, he found that the average score po1nted 

to parents using this strategy more often than the other 

strategies in the F-COPES 1nventory. 

Passive Appraisal 

Passive appraisal functions as an avoidance mechan1sm 
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in the family's repetoire of coping strategies. It 1nvolves 

viewing events or situations as something that w1ll resolve 

themselves over t1me. In Olson's study, he found that 

family's indicated relat1vely little emphasls on thls 

strategy. However, he d1d note some dlfferences by life 

stage, with families tending to use pass1ve appra1sal more 

during later life stages (such as retirement) than dur1ng 



earlier stages such as those families w1th school-age 

children. He commented 

it is possible that the major stressful l1fe 
events and strains that occur during the earl1er 
stages can be managed best by acknowledg1ng one's 
responsibilities and taking charge more qu1ckly 
(1983, p.145). 

External Family cop1ng Strategies 

F-COPES examines three types of support strateg1es: 

acquiring social support, acquir1ng sp1r1tual support and 

acquiring formal support i.e. mobilizing the fam1ly to 

acquire and accept help from formal helping 1nst1tut1ons 

Acquiring Social Support 

Acqu1ring social support is one of the pr1mary 
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mechanisms for coping w1th a family's developmental demands 

and the accompanying stress to the fam1ly. Informal 

networks of family, friends, co-workers and ne1ghbors are 

often cons1dered to be the most predom1nant means of soclal 

support. 

People generally use these informal networks more 
readily than they use more formal networks such as 
community agencies and professional serv1ces 
Olson, et al., 1983, p.149). 

House (1981), after reviewing many studles, noted that 

esteem support appeared to be the most 1mportant k1nd of 

social support, i.e. the kind of support usually acqu1red 

through interpersonal interactions with people who show 
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personal emotional concern. Olson (Olson, et al., 1983), 

po1nted to other studies, (Croog, et al., 1972; Burke and 

Weir, 1977; Hamburg and Adams, 1977) which show that 

families are better able to handle both normat1ve and 

unanticipated stressor events when the famil1es are, "(1) 

connected to a supportive network and (2) act1vely 1nvolv1ng 

this network in the problem-solving process (Olson, p.149) ." 

In his study of normal families, Olson, et al. (1983) found 

that while husbands in general placed less emphas1s on th1s 

strategy, wives appeared to value and ut1l1ze soc1al support 

across all the life stages, and particularly 1n Stage 3, 

Families with School-Age Chlldren. 

No issue has appeared more problemat1cal to the home 

school family than its ability to atta1n soc1al support. 

This study takes as its def1nition of soc1al support the one 

advanced by Cobb (1976) and reported by McCubbln, et al. 

(1980, p. 133). 

Social support is information exchanged at 
the 1nterpersonal level which provides (1) 
emot1onal support, leading the 1ndiv1dual to 
believe that he or she is cared for and loved; (2) 
esteem support, leading the indiv1dual to bel1eve 
he or she is esteemed and values; and (3) network 
support, leading an individual to bel1eve he or 
she belongs to a network of communicat1on 
involving mutual obl1gat1on and mutual 
understanding. 

The three main sources of support 1dent1f1ed 1n the 

Decade Rev1ew (1980), are community members (such as 

neighbors and fr1ends), family, and mutual self-support 
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groups. The Decade Review reported that a study conducted 

by Litwak and Szelenji (1969) found neighbors and fr1ends to 

be instrumental in providing short-term ass1stance such as 

babysitting. Hill (1970) found that family 1s also an 

important source of support and assistance. Yet 1t 1s 

family and friends, as well as other members of a home 

school family's immediate community who are apt to react 1n 

a negative way to the family's decision to home-school. The 

most common response is a withdrawal of ass1stance and 

support. The negative response and concomitant w1thdrawal 

of assistance and support is likely to be allev1ated over 

time, but for home school families, probably the b1ggest 

source of support ,during the first few years of home­

schooling is likely to be mutual self-support groups and 

home school publ1cations, because of the1r pos1t1ve 

affirmation of home-schooling and ability to respond 1n a 

sympathetic and knowledgable way to the home school fam1ly's 

needs. 

Acquiring Spiritual Support 

Relig1ous beliefs are often rel1ed on by fam1l1es 

experiencing uncertainty or stress brought on by change or 

1ncreas1ng life demands. Olson notes that relig1ous bel1efs 

may assist families to deal with social amb1gu1ty by "act1ng 

as a reference point for social norms and expectat1ons that 

guide the fam1ly in stressful situations (1983, p. 148) ." 

Th1s may be particularly 1mportant 1n s1tuat1ons where 
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unusual characteristics or circumstances make it hard for 

the family to f1nd reference points andjor support from 

their usual support network, such as in the case of home-

schooling. Families who use this strategy ut1l1ze the 

advice of ministers, attend church services and part1c1pate 

in other church activities, and express fa1th 1n God. Thls 

coping strategy was considered important throughout the l1fe 

span in Olson's study, however wives emphas1zed thls 

strategy more as did fam1l1es 1n the f1rst two l1fe stages 

(Young Couples Without Children, and Ch1ldbearing Fam1l1es 

and Families with Children in the Preschool Years) . 

Acqu1ring Formal Support 

Mobilizing formal supports for the fam1ly has been 
primar1ly seen as a supplemental resource for fam1l1es, to 
be used if the more informal support system 1s unable to 
provide these supports. Olson comments, "often they are 
referred to as the 'safety net' resource a commun1ty 
provides to those families experiencing prolonged per1ods of 
stress (Olson, et al.,1983, ~.151) .'' They may be also 
utilized more heavily with famil1es for whom lnformal 

support has been withdrawn, wh1ch is not unusual 1n the case 

of home school families. This coping strategy assesses the 

" ... extent to which families make an effort to seek 

assistance from more formalized networks of support such as 

community agenc1es and from profess1onal persons 

(Olson, et al., 1983,p.151)." Olson's study found that 1n 

general, famil1es tend to use this strategy spar1ngly. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

The purpose of this study was to descr1be the 

structure and function of home-school famil1es us1ng a 

family systems framework, and to group them by fam1ly type. 

In recent years, several research 1nstrurnents have been 

developed and utilized which allow for a systernat1c 

examination of families, notably through the use of 

typologies. Typologies enable a researcher to class1fy and 

describe farnil1es on a number of var1ables and to group 

families by these variables (Olson, Russell, Sprenkle, 

1980). Typologies establish a l1nkage between farn1ly 

systems theory and assessment. Such multl-level assessments 

have been found to be more appropriate for exarn1n1ng 

farn1lies from a system's perspective than assessment tools 

which have been designed for use with 1nd1viduals (Cromwell 

and Peterson, 1983). 

Research Design 

Because so little 1s known about horne school fam1l1es' 

structure and funct1ons, it was dec1ded to conduct a 
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descript1ve study which will be the pilot study for a later 

d1ssertation. Descriptive research allows the accumulat1on 

of a data base which can facilitate further research. This 

is particularly important for the study of l1ttle known 

groups. The inclusion of comparative elements 1nto the 

design was indicated, as it permits t~e simultaneous 

measurement of several variables and thelr 

1nterrelationships. Research to date regard1ng th1s 

population has been unable to generate overall s1m1lar1ties 

w1thin the population in a clear and systemat1c manner. It 

was decided that the use of a typolog1cal assessment 1n 

comb1nation with elements wh1ch are spec1fically focused on 

th1s population will allow particular fam1ly types 1n th1s 

population to emerge which can be val1dated w1th further 

study. 

The typological assessment tool functioned as the 

core of this study. Methodolog1cally, typolog1es enable an 

1nvestigator to 

(1) pool statistical var1ance across a number of 
variables uniquely related to each type; (2) 
empirically discover more stable and meaningful 
relat1onsh1ps between variables and types; and 
(3) translate the findings directly to couples 
and families rather than to var1ables (Olson, 
et al., 1980, p. 249). 

Research Sample 

The sample population consisted of twenty-f1ve 

famil1es in Oklahoma who were currently home-schoollng at 



least one child between the ages of six and twelve years 

old, at the time in which the study was conducted. 

Due to the low vis1b1l1ty of these famil1es, 1t was 

difficult to select a true random sample. The most v1s1ble 

and accessible home-school famil1es in Oklahoma have 

membersh1p 1n one of several home-school support groups or 

ut1l1ze two national resource and support organ1zat1ons. 

The initial contacts for this study came from the 

membership lists of the following support groups and 

organizations: 

Oklahoma Chr1st1an Home Educators 
OK Central Home School Support Group 
Oklahoma Home School Assoc1at1on 
Cushing Home School Association 
Grow1ng Without School1ng 
Hewitt Research Foundation 
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Each of the initial contacts for th1s study were asked 

to list other home-school families known to them. 

Addit1onal part1cipants were acquired through these 

responses. 

The instrument was filled out by the home-schoollng 

parent who a) had the most day to day respons1b1l1ty for 

the ch1ldren and b) had the most respons1b1l1ty for the 

structured learn1ng of the ch1ldren on a daily bas1s. 

Instrumentat1on 

There were three instruments used for the quest1ona1re 

in th1s study. The first instrument was Fam1ly Assessment 



and Prof1le. The other two instruments were F-COPES and 

FACES III, which have frequently been used as assessment 

tools for research regarding family coping styles and 

typology. 

Family Assessment and Profile 

This section of the questionaire was developed for 

th1s study. The Family Assessment gathered demograph1c 

data. The Family Profile gathered data on needs and 

problems which had been pulled from a rev1ew of the home 

school literature, particularly issues of Grow1ng Without 

Schooling and the case study of home-school fam1l1es by 

Reynolds and Williams (1985). It prov1ded a prof1le of the 

home-school family which was used in two ways. F1rst, 1t 

narrowed the focus of the study. FACES III, and F-COPES 

address family system issues in a more general way. The 

1nformation from this section was comb1ned w1th data from 

FACES III and F-COPES in order to develop a typolog1cal 

v1ew of home school fam1ly systems. Second, the data 

gathered in th1s section provided contextual framework for 

the data from FACES III and F-COPES 1n 1ts appl1cat1on to 

home school family systems. 

Since home-school1ng is an act1vity wh1ch 1s outs1de 

the societal norm for the education of ch1ldren, 1t 1s 

often accompanied by negative reactions from fam1ly, 
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friends and other community members. The exper1ence of 

both actual negative reactions from others as well as the 

fear of negative reactions from others appears frequently 

in the literature. In addition other stresses 1mpact on 

family life some of which can be identified as common to 

the home school experience, and some of which are part of 

the day to day life of any family. It was felt that an 

instrument which identifies the attitud1nal and behav1oral 

strategies which are used by families in response to 

problems or needs, when correlated with data from FACES 

III, would further differentiate types of home school 

families as well as provide valuable 1nformat1on on how 

home school families cope with stress 1n an env1ronment 1n 

which common support mechanisms may be unava1lable to them. 

F-COPES identifies two broad categories for the 

strategies that families use to cope w1th stress: 1nternal 

cop1ng strategies and external coping strateg1es. Internal 

coping strategies are intrafamilial. They can be v1ewed as 

interactions taking place w1th1n the family 1n response to 

a stressor. External coping strategies are cop1ng 

strategies which involve transactions between the fam1ly 

and the community. 

F-COPES is a 30-item instrument with an overall 

internal rel1ability of .77 (Chronbach's alpha). It has 

eight scales which are grouped into the two d1mens1ons. 

Of these scales, three are in the internal cop1ng 

dimension and five are included in the external cop1ng 



dimension as follows: 

Internal Family Cop1ng Patterns 

Confidence in Problem Solving. These four 1tems assess 

the family's appraisal of problems and their sense of 

mastery in dealing with events that are unexpected. 

Reframing Family Problems. The four items in thls 

scale consider the family's perception of stressful 

events, i.e. whether they view change in a pos1t1ve, 

negative or more neutral manner. 

Family Pass1vity. These four items emphasize 1nact1ve 

or passive behaviors a fam1ly might ut1l1ze, such as 

avoidance, to alter the outcome when the fam1ly lacks the 

confidence in their ab1lity to impact events. 

External Family Coping Patterns 

ChurchjRel1gious Resources. These four items assess 

the family's involvement with religious act1v1t1es and 

1deology as a means of support. 

Extended Family. These four items exam1ne act1v1t1es 

which focus on obtain1ng support from relat1ves. 

Friends. These four coping behaviors focus on 

involvement with friends to obtain social support. 

Neighbors. There are three items 1n this scale which 

emphas1ze behav1ors of the family which allow them to 
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receive help and support from neighbors. 

Community Resources. These three ~terns focus on the 

use of community agencies and programs for support. 

FACES III: 

The typological assessment tool which formed the 

overall basis for this study was FACES III developed by 

Olson, Russell and Sprenkle (1979, 1980). FACES III lS a 

self-report instrument which allows an ind~vidual to 

describe hisjher family on the dimens~ons of coheslon and 

adaptab~lity. Through a conceptual clusterlng of 

variables used to describe fam~l~es, they were able to 

identify these two central dimensions wh~ch appear to be 

prom~nent in the family literature (Olson, et al., 1983). 
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A third d~mension, communicat~on, was seen as fac~lltatlng 

movement of the family within the cohes~on and adaptablllty 

d~mensions. It has been proven to have an overall alpha 

reliability of .90 and a testjretest rel~abil~ty of .90 

(Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, et al., 1983) 

The instrument has nine subscales, wlth the coheslon 

dimension having five subscales and the adaptab~lity 

d~mension, four subscales. Subscales for coheslon are: 1) 

emotional bond~ng, 2) supportiveness. 3) famlly boundarles. 

4) time and friends, and 5) interest in recreat~on. The 

subscales for adaptabil~ty are: 1) leadershlp, 2) control, 

3) discipline, and 4) roles and rules. 
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This instrument is used in conjunction w1th the 

Circumplex Model, which is a graphic way of 1llustrat1ng 

four levels of each of the two dimensions s1multaneously. 

Placement on the Circumplex Model def1nes the fam1ly's 

typology. The four levels of cohesion 'range from low to 

h1gh: d1sengaged, separated, connected and enmeshed. The 

four levels of adaptability also range from low to hlgh: 

rigid, structured, flexible and chaot1c. Th1s translates 

into sixteen separate family types, although these types 

have been further delineated into three groups on the 

Circumplex. Those families whose scores place them at the 

two central levels for cohesion and adaptab1l1ty compr1se 

the four balanced types on the model. Those fam1lies whose 

scores were high for cohes1on and adaptabil1ty make up 

the four extreme types on the model. The third group 1s 

comprised of the eight types whose scores were extreme only 

one dimension, is considered the midrange on the 

C1rcumplex. It 1s assumed that some of the types Wlll 

occur more frequently than the others, and 1n fact most 

research has shown that normally function1ng famil1es tend 

to function more often in the balanced to m1drange area on 

the Circumplex over the fam1ly's developmental l1fet1me. 

(See Figure 2.). 

Data Collection Procedures 

Oklahoma addresses were identified from the membershlp 

lists of the organizations mentioned earl1er 1n th1s 
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chapter. Each family selected was ma1led the four-part 

questionaire, along with a stamped addressed return 

envelope, and was requested to return it w1th1n two weeks. 

A list was made of the addresses of other home-school 

families reported in the first mailing and from th1s l1st 

another mailing was made of the same four-part 

questionaire. In addition, questionaires were distr1buted 

to families at a home school picnic. There was a total of 

73 questionaires distributed. Of these quest1ona1res, 22 

were returned as undeliverable. Th1s left 51 

questiona1res, of which 25 questionaires were f1lled out 

and returned, representing a return rate of 49 percent. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Overview 

A pilot study by its very nature assumes an 1ncrease 

in the number of unknown factors surround1ng the area 1n 

which the study has its focus. This is certa1nly true 

regarding home-schooling and home school fam1l1es. Because 

of this, the operational hypotheses 1n th1s study were 

v1ewed as a framework or foundat1on. They prov1ded the 

structure and primary focus for the study. 

However during the course of the study and subsequent 

analysis, areas of interest presented themselves that, 

while not directly tied to the hypotheses, were v1ewed as 

worthy of consideration in order to more adequately develop 

a home school family typology. For example, research 
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utilizing the Circumplex Model has typ1cally shown cohes1on 

to be a relatively more significant or powerful var1able 

than adaptabil1ty. The hypotheses reflected th1s by 

utilizing cohesion as the primary var1able for 

consideration, particularly in the hypotheses wh1ch exam1ne 

the effects of typology on family functioning. Yet dur1ng 

the study, adaptability appeared to be the more sal1ent 

factor. Due to this, some of the hypotheses were also re­

examined with adaptability replacing cohes1on as a 

variable. These hypotheses are noted 1n the narrat1ve 1n 

the next chapter. 

Other 1tems on the questionaire, part1cularly 1n the 

Family Assessment and Profile were 1ncluded to prov1de 

general information regarding the home school fam1ly as 

well as to discover what items of the Prof1le would prove 

useful in further study of these famil1es at a later 

date. (Refer to Appendix B for the questiona1re forms.) 

Family Assessment 

Items #1-10 of the Family Assessment and Prof1le were 

referred to as the Family Assessment. It cons1sted of 

basic demographic questions. Th1s represented 

nonparametric, nominal data, most of wh1ch was analyzed 

through the use of mean scores and frequency distrlbutlons. 

Family Profile 

The Family Profile section of the questlonalre was 



developed to provide information specif1c to some of the 

needs and concerns which have an impact on home school 

families and which would enable the typological assessment 

to be more focused on the home school fam1ly, even though 

not all of this information was spec1f1cally gathered to 

comply with one of the hypotheses. 
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The first two sections of the Family Prof1le were 

identical semantic differential scales. on one scale the 

respondents were asked to rate the home school, and on the 

other, the school that their child(ren) would go to 1f they 

were not at home. By putting an X somewhere along each of 

the seven-po1nt b1polar scales, it was poss1ble to compare 

the respondents' attitudes towards the two school sett1ngs 

as well as gain an understanding of what some of the 

sal1ent differences are when families compare the two 

options. There were ten polar adjective pa1rs. The polar 

adjective pairs were as follows: 

1. safe - dangerous 

2. democratic - authoritarian 

3. closed - open 

4. systematic - unsystematic 

5. flexible - rigid 

6. structured - unstructured 

7. unpred1ctable -predictable 

8. interesting - boring 

9. severe - lenient 

10. progressive - trad1tional 
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The semant1c differential scale wh1ch rated the parents' 

attitudes towards the school that the1r child(ren) would go 

to if they were not home-schooled was called the Fam1ly 

School Profile (FSP), and the scale which rated att1tudes 

towards the home school was called the Fam1ly Home School 

Profile (FHSP). Each polar pair received a numer1cal 

identification (FSPl, FHSPl) . A t-test was performed 

comparing each polar adjective pair in the FSP with 1ts 

corresponding pair in the FHSP. 

Items #3 and #4 in the Fam1ly Prof1le sect1on were 

open-ended. Item #3 asked the teaching parent to descr1be 

the most important problem or need that the fam1ly 

experiences as home-schoolers. Item #4 asked the teach1ng 

parent to respond with the most important problem or need 

that she/he experienced as the teaching parent. Other 

questions on the questionaire addressed spec1f1c problems 

or concerns. However, it was important, due to the 

descriptive nature of the study, as well as 1ts funct1on as 

a pilot study for further research, to allow the parents to 

respond in this manner. Open-ended quest1ons can 

contribute to the development of good ob]ect1ve quest1ons 

for later research by allowing the part1c1pants' responsed 

to have greater flexibility and depth. It allows for 

unexpected and unanticipated responses wh1ch may be 
\ 

s1gn1ficant to the understanding of the sample population. 

These responses were difficult to analyze, and were 

primarily used as a mechanism for enr1ch1ng the more 



structured data, although some of the concerns were 

analyzed through the use of frequencies. 

Item #5 in the Family Profile section of the 

questionaire was developed to determine what resources the 

home school family utilized in preparing to home-school. 

This was a six-item nominal scale consist1ng of a var1ety 

of resource options that the parents could have used to 

prepare themselves for home-schooling their ch1ldren. Due 

to the nominal nature of the data, frequency counts were 

computed which were also converted to percentage responses 

wh1ch made 1t possible to assess which methods of 

preparation were ut1lized most by the sample populat1on. 

Item #6 asked the teaching parent wh1ch resource 1n 

item #5 was the most valuable for them 1n prepar1ng to 

home-school. A frequency and percentage were computed for 

each response which allowed them to be compared to the 

responses 1n item #5. 
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Item #7 on the questionaire asked whether the famlly 

had experienced any difficulty w1th their local school 

system over their decision to home-school. Thls called for 

a yesjno response. Since this was nonparametr1c, nominal 

data, a frequency count and percentages were computed. If 

the teaching parent responded yes, shejhe was asked to 

explain the diff1culty in more deta1l. Thls response was 

primarily used as descriptive information. 

Item #8 in the Family Profile was a Likert-type scale 

which asked the teaching parent to descr1be support they 
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experienced from friends regarding home-schoollng by 

marking the response which best described the level of 

support. There were five levels of support to choose from. 

1. No support/negative response 

2. Reluctant acknowledgement 

3. Neutral response 

4. Supportive with no assistance 

5. Fully supportive with assistance 

A frequency count and percentages were computed wh1ch 

allowed for a comparison of the various levels of support 

from friends within the sample population. 

Item #9 had the teaching parent note whether there had 

been a change in level of support exper1enced from fr1ends. 

This was a yesjno response with space provided for a 

written explanation of any changes in support level. 

Some of the respondents marke,d more than one level of 

support on item #8. For all but one of the mult1ple 

responses, this reflected movement or change 1n the level 

of support experienced from friends since the beg1nn1ng of 

the home school experience. Because of this, it was 

decided to combine analysis of these seven responses w1th 

analysis of item #9. 

Item #10 on the Fam1ly Profile used the same support 

level scale as item #8 to assess the level of support 

teaching parents exper1enced from relat1ves. A frequency 

count and percentages were computed to allow compar1son of 

the various support levels. 
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Item #11, like item #9 asked the teach1ng parents for 

a yesjno response to changes 1n support exper1enced from 

relatives since they have been engaged 1n home-schoollng. 

Th1s was accompanied by space in which to provide a wr1tten 

explanation of any changes in support. As with other 

written responses, they were used to enrich the more 

structured data and allow ~he teaching parent to respond 1n 

her/his own words regarding feelings and experiences. 

Items #12-17 in the Family Profile sect1on of the 

questionaire were labeled Interact for the purposes of 

tabulation and statistical analysis. These 1tems dealt 

with the frequency of different types of interaction 

engaged in by home school children. A five po1nt Llkert­

type scale ranged from, 1 - almost never, 2 - once 1n 

awhile, 3 - sometimes, 4 - frequently, to 5 - almost 

always. They were asked to rate the frequency which best 

described the amount of time their chlldren spent 

interacting in these s1x ways. Higher scores 1nd1cated 

that the type of interaction was engaged in more often. A 

frequency stat1st1c was used and the mean scores of each 

interact1on activ1ty were examined and compared. 

The last 1tems in the Family Profile (#18-24) were 

bipolar, semantic differential scales called Concern for 

the purposes of tabulation and stat1stical analys1s. These 

items had teaching parents rank the relative 1mportance of 

var1ous concerns or 1ssues pulled from the home school 

literature. There were seven scale positions. The scale 
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position closest to important was ass1gned a numerical 

value of one, while the scale position closest to 

unimportant on each scale was assigned the number seven. 

Frequencies, percentages and the mean were computed for 

each scale. 

F-COPES and FACES III 

F-COPES 1s a thirty-1tem instrument which measures 

the ways 1n wh1ch famil1es cope w1th stress. Each 

ind1vidual item had five possible responses wh1ch ranged 

from a score of one to five: 1 - strongly disagree, 2 -

moderately disagree, 3 - neither agree nor disagree, 4 -

moderately agree, and 5 - strongly agree. The scores for 

each 1ndiv1dual item were first grouped into e1ght separate 

subscales, which represent strategies for cop1ng with the 

stress and problems exper1enced by famil1es. (Refer to 

Appendix C for the contents of each item.) 

Conf1dence in Problem Solving 

A four-item scale consisting of items #3, 7, 11 and 22. 

Reframing Fam1ly Problems 

A four-item scale consisting of items #13, 15, 19 and 

24. 

Family Passivity 
' 

A four-item scale cons1sting of items #12, 17, 26 and 



item 28. 

Church/Religious Resources 

A four-item scale consisting of items #14, 23, 27 and 

item 30. 

Extended Family 
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A four-item scale consisting of items #1, 5, 20 and 25. 

Friends 

A four-item scale consisting of 1tems #2, 4, 16 and 18. 

Neighbors 

A three-item scale consisting of items #8, 10 and 29. 

Community Resources 

A three-1tem scale consist1ng of items #6, 9 and 29. 

The first three subscales were then combined to give 

an overall score for 1nternal coping strategies, while the 

last five subscales were comb1ned to g1ve an overall score 

for external coping strateg1es. The m1n1mum poss1ble score 

for the comb1ned internal cop1ng scale was 5 and the 

maximum was 25. The min1mum poss1ble score for the comb1ned 

external coping scale was 3 and the max1mum score was 15. 

The final section of the questionaire was the twenty­

item instrument, FACES III. Its use as an information 

gathering tool for the Circumplex Model made it the key 
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element in this study. 

There are nine subscales to the instrument; f1ve 

subscales for the cohesion dimension, and four subscales 

for the adaptability dimens1on. The subscales for cohes1on 

are: (See Appendix C for the items in each subscale.) 

1) emotional bonding 

2) supportiveness 

3) family boundaries 

4) time and friends 

5) interest in recreation 

The subscales for adaptability are: 

1) leadership 

2) control 

3) discipline 

4) roles and rules 

The teaching parent was asked to descr1be how shejhe 

perceived the family by rating the family on a f1ve-po1nt 

scale in response to common family situations. Rat1ngs 

dealt with how often each situat1on or cond1t1on descr1bed 

the family, w1th a min1mum score of 1 meaning almost never, 

2 once in awhile, 3 sometimes, 4 frequently and 5 almost 

always. 

First, the sample population's mean score on each of 

the separate subscales for cohes1on and adaptab1l1ty were 

examined. Then, these subscales were comb1ned to assess 

levels of cohes1on and adaptabllity. Flnally, these two 

dimensions were combined to determine each fam1ly's 



placement on the Circumplex Model, which allowed each 

family to be identified as a fam1ly type based on the1r 

scores on the two dimensions, cohesion and adaptab1l1ty. 

The following table identifies the levels and cutt1ng 

po1nts for the cohesion and adaptability d1mensions. 

TABLE I 

DIMENSIONS OF THE CIRCUMFLEX / CUTTING POINTS 

Cohesion 
Levels Range 

Disengaged 10 - 34 
(very low) 

Separated 35 - 40 
(low to moderate) 

Connected 
(moderate to high) 41 - 45 

Enmeshed 
(very h1gh) 

46 - 50 

Adaptability 
Levels 

Rigid 
(very low) 

Structured 
(low to moderate) 

Flex1ble 
(moderate to h1gh) 

Chaotic 
(very h1gh) 

Operat1onal Hypotheses 

Range 

10 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 28 

29 - 50 

There were four categories of conceptual hypotheses 

discussed 1n Chapter 1, which comprised the focus of th1s 

research. However, the hypotheses in the f1rst category 

represented descr1ptive data on home school fam1l1es wh1ch 
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were developed to establish patterns of behav1or or 

response. Data were gathered through the establ1shment 
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of frequencies as opposed to parametric tests of 

probability or d1fferences. Because of th1s, the 

hypotheses in Part I were not further delineated 1nto 

operational terms and are examined as part of the f1nal 

analysis and discussion of family typologies in Chapter IV. 

Classificat1on and Description 

Classification and descr1pt1on of home school fam1l1es 

utilizing the two dimensions on the C1rcumplex Model was 

the primary focus of this research. The f1rst two 

operational hypotheses are concerned with th1s. 

1. Families who home-school will tend to have h1gh 

cohesion scores on FACES III. 

How the score for cohesion on FACES III is computed 

was discussed earlier in the section of this chapter wh1ch 

looks at the FACES III part of the instrument. 

2. A family's perception of the structure of convent1onal 

schools will change as its adaptabil1ty score on FACES III 

changes. Famil1es who home-school because convent1onal 

schools are viewed as too structured (i.e. who see home­

schooling as a means of expanding 1nput) will tend to have 

h1gh adaptability scores. Families who choose to home­

school because conventional schools are v1ewed as not 

structured enough (i.e. who see home-schooling as a means 



of limiting input) will tend to have low adaptab1l1ty 

scores on FACES III. 
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For this hypothesis, the Family School Prof1le 1tem #6 

concerning teaching parents perception of the 

structuredness of conventional schools was div1ded 1nto low 

and high scoring groups. Group 1 had low scores on the 

bipolar scale for school structure. Group 2 had h1gh 

scores on the bipolar scale for school structure. These 

were then compared with the scores for adaptab1l1ty from 

the FACES III section of the questionaire, and a T-test was 

performed. 

Comparison of Fam1ly ~ 

~ Problem Identification 

These hypotheses focused on compar1ng the d1mensions 

of cohesion and adaptability with needs and problems. 

1. Families who have a low adaptabil1ty score on FACES III 

will be more likely to view negative reactions from other 

family members and the community about thelr home-schoollng 

as important, than will families who have h1gh adaptab1l1ty 

on FACES III. 

Item #18 and #22 on the Family Prof1le ranked the 

importance of dealing with negative react1ons from the 

fam1ly and the community, respectively. The scores for 

each of these 1tems and adaptab1lity were subJected to a 

one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). In add1t1on, a 



Tukey's HSD multiple range test was conducted to examine 

all possible pairs of group means for these two 1tems and 

adaptability. 
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2. The hlgher the family's score for cohes1on on FACES 

III, the lower the level of importance fam1l1es w1ll report 

for the child's involvements outside the family system on 

the Family Profile. 

For this hypothes1s, item #19 on the Fam1ly Prof1le 

and the cohesion dimension of FACES III were analyzed us1ng 

a between-subjects one-way ANOVA. A Tukey's HSD mult1ple 

range test was also conducted. 

3. The higher the fam1ly's score for cohes1on on FACES 

III, the lower the frequency of involvements outs1de the 

family system will be reported on the Fam1ly Prof1le. 

The cohes1on score on FACES III was exam1ned w1th 

Interact #3,4 and 5in the Family Prof1le util1z1ng a one­

way between-subjects ANOVA and a Tukey's HSD mult1ple range 

test. 

4. Families who have high cohesion scores on FACES III 

will be more likely to rank parent/teacher and 

child/student role confl1cts as 1mportant on the Fam1ly 

Profile. 

Concern #4 on the Family Prof1le was exam1ned w1th the 

scores for the cohesion dimension on FACES III through a 

between-subjects one-way ANOVA and a Tukey's HSD mult1ple 
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range test. 

5. The higher the cohesion score on FACES III, the more 

importance the teaching parent will give to finding t1me to 

pursue personal interests. 

Concern #3 on the Family Profile asked the teach1ng 

parent to rank the importance of trying to f1nd t1me to 

pursue personal interests. This item was analyzed 1n 

relationship to scores for the cohesion dimens1on 1n FACES 

III with a between-subJects one-way ANOVA and a Tukey's HSD 

multiple range test. 

Compar1son of Family ~ 

~ Coping Style 

These operational hypotheses compared fam1ly type by 

the ways in which problems and needs were addressed 1n the 

family. 

1. Famil1es with low adaptability scores on FACES III 

will score lower on their use of external support in F­

COPES than families with high adaptability. 

Adaptability scores and the external support subscale 

scores in F-COPES were analyzed using a between-subJects 

one-way ANOVA and Tukey's HSD multiple range test. 

2. Families with low adaptability scores on FACES III w1ll 

score higher in their use of passive appra1sal. 

Adaptability scores from FACES III and the pass1ve 
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appraisal subscale scores from F-COPES were analyzed uslng a 

between-subjects one-way ANOVA and a Tukey's HSD multlple 

range test. 

3. Families with high cohesion scores will be less llkely 

to report participation in home school support groups and 

workshops as a means of seeking support for needs and lssues 

concerning home-schooling. 

For this hypothesis, the scores for the coheslon 

dimension on FACES III were compared to the ranking of 

importance in Concern #6 on the Famlly Proflle by uslng a 

between-subjects one-way ANOVA and a Tukey's HSD multlple 

range test. 

4. Families with high cohesion will be more llkely to seek 

out support from the extended family for needs and lssues 

concerning home-schooling. 

A between-subjects one-way ANOVA compared scores on 

the F-COPES subscale, Extended Family, Wlth scores for the 

cohesion dimension on FACES III. 

5. The higher the family's cohesion syores, the lower the 

family's scores will be for the use of external support as a 

way of coping with needs and problems. 

For this hypothesis, scores for the coheslon dlmenslon 

on FACES III were compared to the scores ln the external 

support subscale in F-COPES using a one-way between-subJects 

ANOVA, and a Tukey's HSD multiple range test. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

The first part of this chapter w1ll focus pn the 

findings in each section of the questionaire. The second 

part of this chapter will explore how these f1ndings were 

analyzed in the context of the study's hypotheses. The 

f1nal part of this chapter w1ll focus on fam1ly typology. 

There were items on the questiona1re which were not 

f1lled out by all the participants in the study, and 

multiple choice 1tems 1n which more than one response was 

generated. The manner 1n which nonresponses and multiple 

responses were tabulated will be explained in the context of 

these items in this chapter. 

Descr1pt1on of the Sample Populat1on 

Descr1ption of the Teach1ng Parent 

There were a total of 25 participants in th1s study, 

w1th the ma]or1ty of part1cipants (23 out of 25) be1ng 

female. This is consistent with other studies of home 

school fam1l1es wh1ch have found that, 1n general, the 

mother tends to be the parent primar1ly respons1ble for the 

day-to-day supervision of the home school. The mean age of 

the teach1ng parent was 34.2 years old, with the youngest 
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parent age 24, and the oldest teaching parent age 42. 

Educationally, all of the teaching parents had a 

m1n1mum of a hlgh school diploma, w1th 40.0% of the parents 

hav1ng at least 3 to 4 years of college, and another 16.0% 

having attended graduate school. Under other, two people 

reported having been to vocational type tra1n1ng. 

TABLE II 

HIGHEST EDUCATION LEVEL OF TEACHING PARENT 

Level of Education Frequency Percentage 

Some high school 0 

High school diploma 6 24.0 

1 - 2 years college 3 12.0 

3 - 4 years college 10 40.0 

Graduate school 4 16.0 

Other 2 8.0 

Total: 25 100.0 

Taylor (1986) found home school teaching parents to be 

more hlghly educated than the general populat1on 1n the 

Unlted States, with only 16.2 percent of the general 

population reporting having completed the equ1valent of a 
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baccalaureate degree or above. Previous stud1es (Greene, 

1985; Gustavsen, 1981; Linden,1983) have also found the 

educat1on levels of teach1ng parents to be above average. 

TABLE III 

LENGTH OF TIME HOME SCHOOLING 

Length of 
T1me Frequency Percentage 

Under 1 year 5 20.0 

1 - 2 years 5 20.0 

3 - 4 years 8 32.0 

More than 7 28.0 
4 years 

Total: 25 100.0 

over half the parents responded that they have been 

home-teaching for at least three to four years, w1th 16.0 

percent report1ng that they have been home-teachlng for over 

four years. The length of time that the fam1l1es 1n th1s 

sample population have been home-schooling 1s greater than 

most stud1es whlch have been conducted to date, 1n wh1ch the 

average amount of time that families have been home-

schooling has been one to two years. However Brian Ray, the 
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editor of the Home School Researcher, has determ1ned that 

current studies are indicating an increase in the average 

number of years fam1l1es report having home-schooled due to 

the passage of time 1n the home-school movement (1990). 

This does suggest that most of the fam1l1es 1n th1s study 

are 'successful' home school families, if success 1s 

measured by choosing to continue to engage 1n home­

schoollng. At a min1mum, it would suggest that these 

families are satisfled enough w1th their cho1ce to cont1nue. 

Description of the Home School Family 

There are a total of 77 counties in the state of 

Oklahoma, where this study was conducted. (See Append1x D.) 

Respondents came from eleven of these count1es, w1th the 

major1ty of them resid1ng in Payne County (36.0%) or Tulsa 

County (20.0%). 

The average fam1ly reported living in a rural area 

(40.0%) or a town (30.0%). Other studies of home school 

families have also found them to come predom1nantly from 

more rural sett1ngs (Taylor,1986; Gustavsen, 1981; L1nden, 

1983). 

Twenty-four of the partic1pants in this study f1lled 

out 1nformation pertain1ng to the fam1ly's f1nanc1al status. 

Forty percent, or 10 of the families reported the annual 

family income to be $30,000 or greater. Another 28.0%, or 7 

families reported their 1ncome to be between $20,000 to 

$24,999 annually. 



Community 

Urban 

Suburban 

Town 

Rural 

Total: 

TABLE IV 

COMMUNITY TYPE 

Frequency 

1 

6 

8 

10 

25 

99 

Percentage 

4.0 

24.0 

32.0 

40.0 

100.0 

The percentages for 1ncome reported for home school 

families in th1s sample seem to be higher than those 

reported for the United States population as a whole. (U.S. 

Bureau of Census, 1984, p.42). In the general populat1on, 

22.9 percent of families had incomes less than $10,000 

compared to 8 percent in this sample. In the h1gher 1ncome 

categories, 31.3 percent of the population has 1ncome of 

$25,000 or greater, while 48 percent of the home school 

sample reported hav1ng 1ncomes above $25,000. These 

findings are consistent with Taylor's (1986) who found that 

the average 1ncome of home-school fam1l1es 1n h1s study was 

hlgher than the general population. Ray (1990) reports that 

the average 1ncome of home school fam1lies, from the 

research on home-schooling that he has compiled, 1s $30,000. 



100 

TABLE V 

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME 

Income Level Frequency Percentage 

Less than $10,000 2 8.0 

$10,000 - $14,999 0 

$15,000 - $19,999 3 12.0 

$20,000 - $24,999 7 28.0 

$25,000 - $29,999 2 8.0 

$30,000 or greater 10 40.0 

Total: 24* 100.0 
* No response = 1 

TABLE VI 

FAMILY SIZE 

Number of Frequency Percentage 
Children 

1 4 16.0 

2 10 40.0 

3 5 20.0 

4 4 16.0 

5 2 8.0 

Total: 25 100.0 
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Family s1ze of the sample populat1on tended to reflect 

size norms for the general populat1on, w1th the maJorlty of 

fam1l1es having no more than two to three ch1ldren at home. 

Informat1on was acqu1red from the part1c1pants 

regard1ng the number of home-schooled ch1ldren 1n the1r 

home. Because the home becomes the educat1onal m1l1eu 1n a 

home school s1tuation, it 1s often philosophlcally or 

pragmat1cally diff1cult to separate 'schooled' ch1ldren from 

'unschooled' children 1n the home. In order to avo1d th1s 

d1ff1culty, it was dec1ded to 1nclude as home-schooled those 

ch1ldren who would usually be 1nvolved 1n school sett1ngs 1f 

they were be1ng conventlonally-schooled, beg1nning w1th age 

four, and lf the parents themselves 1dent1f1ed the 

child(ren) as be1ng home-schooled. In some 1nstances, as 

will be noted in Table X, there were ch1ldren the age of 

four or five who were reported by the parents as not be1ng 

home-schooled, even though they were w1th1n the school age 

range set by th1s study. In these 1nstances, they were not 

considered a home-schooled child. 

The average number of ch1ldren 1n the fam1ly currently 

be1ng home-schooled was 1.76, Wlth a standard dev1at1on of 

.93. The range was from one to four ch1ldren. Th1rteen of 

the fam1l1es 1n thls study (52.0%) were currently home­

schoollng only one chlld. The other fam1l1es 1n thls study 

reported home-schoollng 2 or 3 ch1ldren, w1th the except1on 

of one fam1ly which was teaching 4 chlldren at home. These 

f1ndings are consistent with a 1984 study 1n Wash1ngton 
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state which found that most famil1es averaged teach1ng 1.87 

ch1ldren. However, other stud1es (Taylor,l986; W1ll1ams et. 

al., 1984) have reported h1gher averages of children home-

schooled. 

There were a total of 45 children be1ng taught at home 

by the famil1es who part1cipated 1n th1s study. The 

children ranged in age from age 4 to age 16, w1th the 

h1ghest number of ch1ldren being age 9. The maJorlty of the 

children being taught at home were younger than age 10. 

This is consistent with other studies wh1ch have shown that 

the majority of home-schooled children are 1n the elementary 

grades, with the numbers of children be1ng home-schooled 

decreasing as the age of the ch1ldren 1ncreases. 

TABLE VII 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN HOME-SCHOOLED 

Number of Frequency Percentage 
Children 

1 13 52.0 

2 5 20.0 

3 6 24.0 

4 1 4.0 

Total: 25 100.0 
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Figure 4. Grade Frequenc1es of 
Home-Schooled Ch1ldren 
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The most frequent grades taught at home by these 

famil1es were kindergarten (11 children), second grade (8 

ch1ldren) and th1rd grade (7 ch1ldren) . 
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The maJOrlty of the other ch1ldren 1n the home school 

families in th1s study who were not being home-schooled were 

age one or younger. For this study, these ch1ldren were 

comb1ned and tabulated as all age one. One fam1ly had a 

high school ch1ld who was going to a publ1c school, and one 

family had a child who was age 24 and no longer l1v1ng 1n 

the home. As noted earl1er, if the ch1ld was age 4 or 

above, but the parent did not report them as be1ng home-

schooled, they were not 1ncluded as home-schooled. (See 

Append1x E for age frequenc1es of the other child(ren) 1n 

the home.) 

Family Profile 

Comparison of Home School and -- ---- ---

Convent1onal School Attitudes 

The first two 1tems of the Fam1ly Prof1le compared 

att1tudes towards convent1onal schools and the home school 

through the use of 1dentical semantic d1fferent1al scales. 

The 1tems on the Fam1ly School Prof1le (FSP) scale were 

examined w1th the1r ident1cal item on the Family Home School 

Profile (FHSP) scale. 



Comparison of FSP1 and FHSP1 

(Safe = Dangerous) : 
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The t-test showed that there was a sign1f1cant 

d1fference in how the sample group rated the safety of the 

two educat1onal env1ronments (t=7.95, df=22, p<.05) 

indicating that the mean score on FSP1 (3.91) was 

significantly higher than the mean score on FHSP1 (1.13). 

The strength of the d1fference, as indexed by eta squared, 

was .74. This shows a strong tendency for the parents 1n 

the home school sample to v1ew the conventional school 

setting as a dangerous place 1n comparison to the home­

school. 

Comparison of FSP2 and FHSP2 

(Democrat1c = Author1tar1an): 

The t-test ind1cated that the difference was 

statistically sign1ficant (t=3.04, df=19, p<.05). The mean 

score on FSP2 (5.30) was sign1ficantly h1gher than the mean 

score on FHSP2 (3.50). The strength of the difference, 

1ndexed by eta squared, was .33 indicat1ng that wh1le the 

parents viewed the convent1onal school env1ronment as more 

author1tar1an than the home school env1ronment, the 

relat1onsh1p was not as strong as the difference between of 

some of the other polar adJective pairs. 



Comparison of FSP3 and FHSP3 

(Closed - Open) : 
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When the t-test was performed comparing scores on the 

FSP3 and the FHSP3, the twas significant (t = -4.09, 

df=17, p<.05) indicating that the mean score for FSP3 (3.00) 

and the mean score for FHSP3 (5.77) were s1gn1f1cantly 

d1fferent. The strength of the relationshlp as 1ndexed by 

eta squared, was .50 which indicates a moderate tendency for 

home school families to view the home school env1ronment as 

more open than the conventional school. 

Compar1son of FSP4 and FHSP4 

(Systemat1c - Unsystemat1c) : 

The t-test on FSP4 and FHSP4 revealed that there was no 

sign1f1cant d1fference (t= -.85, df=19, ns) between the mean 

for FSP4 (3.15) and FSHP4 (3.80). 

Comparison of FSP5 and FSHP5 

(Flexible- R1gid): 

The t-test on these polar adject1ves revealed that 

there was a statistical difference (t=4.48, df=20, p<.05) 

between the mean for FSP5 (4.95) and FSHP5 (2.14). The 

convent1onal school environment was seen as hav1ng more 

rigid qualit1es than the home school. The strength of this 

relat1onsh1p was moderate as 1ndexed by eta squared (.50). 



Comparison of FSP6 and FSHP6 

(Structured - Unstructured) : 
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The t-test compar1ng these polar adJectlve pa1rs was 

nonsign1ficant (t= -1.51, df=21, ns), 1nd1cat1ng that the 

mean for FSP6 (2.59) and the mean for FSHP6 (3.73) d1d not 

encompass a significant statistical d1fference. The home 

school fami11es in this study did not show _an apprec1ab1e 

difference regarding whether the home school env1ronment was 

either more structured or more unstructured than the 

conventional school env1ronment. 

Comparison of FSP7 and FSHP7 

(Unpredictable - Predictable) : 

The t-test for these two polar adJectives was 

nons1gnificant (t=1.66, df=21, ns) 1ndicat1ng the lack of 

significant d1fferences between the mean for FSP7 (5.23) and 

FSHP7 ( 4 . 14) . 

Comparison of FSP8 and FSHP8 

(Interest1ng - Bor1ng) : 

The t-test comparing these polar adJectlve pa1rs was 

s1gnificant {t=6.44, df=20, p<.05) w1th the mean for FSP8, 

4.67 and the mean for FSHP8, 1.81. W1th an eta square of 

.68, there appears to be a strong difference 1n how these 

two adJectives were rated on the two scales. compar1sons 

of the means indicate that the parents 1n th1s study v1ewed 
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the conventional school sett1ng (FSP8 mean= 4.67) as less 

1nterest1ng than the home school (FSHP8 mean = 1.81). 

Comparison of FSP9 and FSHP9 

(Severe- Lenient): 

A t-test of these two polar adjective pairs was 

nons1gnificant (t= -1.47, df=20, ns). The mean of FSP9 

(4.05) and the mean for FSHP9 (4.86) d1d not show a 

s1gnificant difference. 

Comparison of FSP10 and FSHP10 

(Progress1ve = Trad1t1onal) : 

The t-test which was performed on these polar 

adjective pairs proved to be statist1cally s1gn1f1cant 

(t=3.13, df=21, p<.05). The nature of the relat1onsh1p 1s 

such that parents in th1s sample had a tendency to v1ew 

the conventional school environment as being more 

trad1tional than the home school env1ronment. However, the 

strength of the relat1onsh1p as 1ndexed by eta squared was 

only .32, 1nd1cat1ng that the d1fference 1n the mean between 

FSP10 (4.64) and FSHP10 (2.59) was moderately weak. 

Open-Ended Problems and 

Needs Identif1cat1on 

Item #3 and #4 in the Fam1ly Prof1le sect1on of the 

quest1onaire, allowed the teaching parent to 1dent1fy and 

discuss the problems or needs that the fam1ly and the 
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teaching parent personally experienced as the result of the 

home-schooling experience. In analyzing these items 1t was 

noted that some of the problems 1dent1fied as concerns for 

the fam1ly were also identified by other teach1ng parents as 

personal concerns. Since this data was nonparametr1c and 

descript1ve, 1t was decided to comb1ne th~ responses. 

There were two problem areas expressed the most: 

concerns with t1me, and concerns w1th resources. T1me 

concerns appeared to be the primary concern. All of these 

teach1ng parents were attempting to JUggle the1r 

responsib1lit1es as wife, mother and teacher. Twelve out of 

twenty-five responde~ts (48%) mentioned time related 1ssues 

as be1ng the one area that concerned them the most either 

personally or in relationship w1th the ent1re fam1ly. Some 
I 

of them felt that there was not enough time to deal with 

each 1nd1vidual child. Some of the respondents had 

difficulty setting aside time for performing daily househord 

tasks. Six teaching parents (24%) reported concerns w1th 

hav1ng enough time to pursue personal 1nterests and 

activ1ties. (See Appendix F for the teach1ng parents' 

responses.) 

The other major problem identified concerned resources 

and was ment1oned by ten out of the twenty-five respondents 

(40%). It appeared to be divided between a concern for 

personal resources and extrafamil1al resources. Personal 

resource concerns appeared to be tied to self-doubt and 

dealt with whether the parents were knowledgeable enough to 
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make appropriate decisions for their ch1ldren, or to 

motivate their children, or to choose appropr1ate curr1culum 

materials. Extrafamilial resource concerns dealt w1th a 

need for suppl1mentary resource people to prov1de sk1lls and 

knowledge not held by the parent, but d1d not appear to be 

motivated by a concern about personal competence as a 

teacher. 

Preparation to Home-School 

Quest1on 5 1n the Fam1ly Prof1le asked the home-school 

teach1ng parent how they prepared themselves to home-school 

their children. There were six items that the parent could 

check list1ng a variety of resource opt1ons as well as one 

marked other. All of the parents 1n this study reported 

that they had read books and related l1terature to prepare 

themselves for home-schooling. Attending or Joinlng a home 

support group was l1sted by 72% of the parents. An equal 

number (68%) reported that they sought adv1ce from 

friendsjacqua1ntances and purchased a prepared curr1culum. 

Attending a workshop was chosen the least as an act1vity 

used to prepare parents for home-schooling. 

Under other, responses noted 1ncluded purchas1ng a 

var1ety of educat1onal materials, talking w1th support1ve 

public school teachers, correspondence w1th other home 

schoolers, and prayer. 

When asked which resource was the most valuable 1n 

preparing them to home school, only 8 parents (32.0%) 
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stated that they found read1ng books and other home school 

literature to be the most valuable resource. Purchas1ng a 

curriculum was considered the most important resource by 7 

parents (28.0%). An equal number of parents (3 or 12% 

viewed attend1ng or joining a home school support group or 

the1r response under other as the most valuable resource. 

Although 68% of the parents in this study sought out 

the advice of fr1ends and acqua1ntances, only 2 (8%) v1ewed 

this as the most valuable resource in prepar1ng them to 

home-school. Likewise, wh1le 44% of the parents l1sted 

attend1ng workshops as a resource they util1zed to prepare 

them to home-school, only 1 parent (4%) viewed thls as the 

most valuable resource. 

Difficulties with School system 

The next quest1on, number 7 on the Fam1ly Prof1le, 

asked the teaching parents 1f they had exper1enced any 

difficulty with their local school system regarding their 

decision to home-school. Four in th1s sample (16%) 

reported problems with their decision from the school 

system. One mother reported, "The pr1nc1pal threatened me 

with the law and how I was going to hurt her because she was 

going to get lazy and be unsoc1able." Another mother 

reported that the super1ntendent made them talk to the 

distr1ct attorney. Unw1lling or uncooperat1ve was how 

another mother described the behav1or of the pr1nc1pal of 

the school her daughter had gone to pr1or to tak1ng her out 
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to home-school. She further commented, "The pr1nc1pal 

referred to tax problems but was almost secretive, and 

wouldn't tell us the titles of the textbooks used by the 

school." The last teach1ng parent who reported problems 

with the schools said that the superintendent was not aware 

of the state laws for which she had to seek out 1nformat1on 

from the district attorney. These comments are s1milar in 

nature to comments from other parts of the country reported 

1n Holt's newsletter, Growing Without School1ng. 

Support from Fr1ends 

Question 8 in the Family Profile asked the teach1ng 

parent to descr1be the support they have from friends 

regarding home-schooling. The responses ranged from no 

supportjnegat1ve response to fully support1ve w1th 

assistance. Some of the respondents (7) marked more than 

one level of support. For all but one of the respondents 

this reflected movement or change in response of fr1ends 

from the beginning of their home school exper1ence to the 

present time. Because of this, it was dec1ded to 1nclude 

these responses in the discussion of quest1on number 9, 

wh1ch examined changes in support from fr1ends. For the 

other respondent, it reflected that the responses of fr1ends 

covered the entire range of possible responses and d1d not 

involve a change in friends' responses over time. It was 

decided to exclude this respondent's answer from 

cons1derat1on on this question. (See Table VIII.) 
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TABLE VIII 

SUPPORT OF FRIENDS 

Type of Support Frequency Percentage 

No support; 
negative response 1 4.0 

Reluctant 
acknowledgement 1 4.0 

Neutral response 4 16.0 

Supportlve with 
no asslstance 9 36.0 

Fully supportive 
Wlth assistance 3 12.0 

Total: 18 72.0 

As can be seen from Table VIII, over half (12) of the 

teaching parents whose responses were considered for 

question 8 Vlewed thelr frlends as belng supportlve, however 

only 3 of the teachlng parents vlewed their frlends as 

providing both support and asslstance. 

Question 9 in the Family Profile asked if the 

support the teaching parent had recelved from frlends had 

changed slnce they had been teach1ng at home, and 1f 1t had, 

how it had changed. Only one person dld not respond to thls 

quest1on. Of the remalnlng twenty-four teach1ng parents, 17 

(68.0%) reported no change and 7 (28.0%) reported a change. 

In examinlng the descrlptlons of how support from frlends 
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had changed, it was seen that all of the respondents noted 

that friends had become more supportive, particularly after 

seeing the impact of home-schooling on the ch1ldren. The 

following are the responses of the s1x teach1ng parents who 

marked two po1nts on the sca~e and the1r comments: 

Parent #1: (Changed from no suppo~t;negat1ve response 

to reluctant acknowledgement) 

My son 1s doing great in school and they can see 1t. 

Parent #2: (Changed from reluctant acknowledgement to 

supportive with no assistance) 

Some fr1ends wondered 1f it would be hard on the 
children socially. Now they are very impressed 
and support1ve. 

Parent #3: (Changed from neutral to support1ve w1th 

no ass1stance and fully support1ve w1th ass1stance) 

Many friends were neutral at f1rst, but w1th 
results w1th our boys, and the new w1de-spread 
acceptance of home-schooling, they are now 
either supportive with no ass1stance or fully 
supportive with assistance. 

Parent #4: (Change from no support, negat1ve response 

and reluctant acknowledgement to either a neutral response 

or supportive with no ass1stance) 

Most (friends) have become more support1ve or at 
least accepting as they hear about other 
homeschoolers andjor have seen the results 1n my 
ch1ld. She 1s obv1ously learn1ng and 1s qu1te 
advanced in some areas. 

Parent #5: (Change from neutral response to 

supportive with no assistance) 

Most were not verbally in disagreement but later 
were very 1mpressed with the curriculum and her 
attitude towards school and learning. They are 



now very verbal in their support for home­
schooling. 
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Parent #6: (Changed from no supportjnegat1ve response 

to supportive with no assistance) 

We became homeschoolers ten years ago. We 
took two boys out of school and one girl 
never entered school. Very few people were 
taking kids out of school at that time. More 
people are doing 1t now, plus they see our 
k1ds have all grown up normally and are 
responsible adults. 

Support from Relatives 

Question 10 in the Fam1ly Profile used the same 

scale to gather informat1on regard1ng the support that home 

school families have received from relat1ves. F1ve of the 

respondents noted more than one response and these were 

' 
dealt with separately. 

As can be seen in Table IX, the ma]or1ty of teach1ng 

parents (32.0%) cons1dered in this question v1ewed the1r 

relat1ves as supportive with no assistance. Reluctant 

acknowledgement was the second highest level of support 

(24.0%). Only one teach1ng parent perceived the1r relat1ves 

as neutral towarqs h9me-school1ng. 
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TABLE IX 

SUPPORT OF RELATIVES 

Type of Support Frequency Percentage 

No support; 
Negative response 2 8.0 

Reluctant 
Acknowledgement 6 24.0 

Neutral response 1 4.0 

Supportive w1.th 
no assistance 8 32.0 

Fully support1.ve 
w1.th assistance 3 12.0 

Total: 20 83.0 

The following are the responses of the teach1.ng parents 

who noted more than one response on the quest1.onaire to 

quest1.on number 10 (in sqme cases the parent's mult1.ple 

responses reflected a pa~tern of change 1.n the1r relat1ves' 

level of support and th1.s w1.ll be noted): 

Parent #1: (Change, from reluctant acknowledgement to 

supportive with no assistance) 

My parents have gone from reluctant 
acknowlegement to supportive with no assistance. 
His parents have always been support1.ve w1.th no 
assistance. We are confident that the results 
will JUStl.fy themselves. 

Parent #2: Th1.s parent felt that relat1ves responses 

ranged from reluctant acknowledgement to support1.ve, w1th 
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no ass1stance. She noted that their immed1ate relat1ves 

were no longer liv1ng and other relatives were not 

emotionally involved enough to be too concerned. 

Parent #3: (Changed from a negative response to a 

neutral response for in-laws and from negative response to 

fully supportive, with assistance from the teach1ng parent's 

parents) 

My parents weren't thrilled with the 1dea at 
f1rst, in fact my mother tried to talk me out of 
it. Now they both brag about my efforts and what 
the kids are do1ng. They have also provided some 
helpful resources. My in-laws were very negative 
1n the beginning - but now they don't say much. 
My husband was negative in the beginning also, 
but is now proud of how the k1ds are develop1ng 
currently in the process of adding a school room 
onto our house. 

Parent #4: One of her relat1ves who 1s a publlc school 

teacher g1ves reluctant acknowledgement, wh1le the rest of 

her family is support1ve with no ass1stance. 

Parent #5: (Changed from reluctant acknowledgement to 

e1ther supportive with no assistance or fully support1ve 

with assistance) Th1s teach1ng parent noted that some of her 

relatives were supportive with no assistance and some were 

supportive with assistance. She commented that her 

relatives quest1oned whether her decis1on to home-school 

would have a negat1ve effect on her chlldren's 

soc1al1zat1on. 

Question #11 in the Family Prof1le asked 1f there has 

been any change 1n the support from relat1ves s1nce the 

family has been home-schooling. Of the twenty-f1ve teach1ng 
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parents, 15 or 60% did not notice a change 1n the support 

level of relatives. There were 10 or 40% that d1d note a 

change, three of whom were discussed 1n the narrat1ve 

concerning question 10 because they had multiple responses, 

and one who d1d not discuss how the support level has 

changed. The remaining 6 teaching parents v1ewed the 

support level of relatives as becom1ng more pos1t1ve as they 

have been home-schooling. Here are some of the1r comments: 

My mother was dead set at f1rst, but,1t's better 
now that she sees that Jeremy does learn. But 
she now makes the excuse that he does so well 
because he's an except1onally bright ch1ld and 
that I've had 3 years of college. 

My son is do1ng super great! And the people that 
made fun of me now realize that they were wrong. 

They have gone from a negat1ve response/no 
support to support1ve with ass1stance. 

They were very concerned but now they are very 
supportive. My in-laws even talked some fr1ends 
into teach1ng their daughter so they could go 
sailing around the world. 

It is 1mportant to note that most of the respondents 

in items 10 and 11 in the Family Profile tended to perce1ve 

support as an att1tudinal 1ssue. 

Interact1on Scale 

Items numbered from 12 - 17 on the Family Prof1le 

looked at six poss1ble ways that home school children could 

interact w1th other children. They were asked to rate the 

frequency wh1ch best descr1bed the amount of t1me the1r 

child(ren) spent 1nteracting in each of these ways. 
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The second and third interaction types were rated as 

occurring more frequently than other act1vities. The means 

were qu1te h1gh (4.04 and 4.04). Twelve of the respondents 

(48.0%) reported that their children almost always 

interacted with s1blings and other relatives. Fourteen of 

the respondents (56.0%) reported that attending church 

act1vities was an interaction that their ch1ldren almost 

always engaged in. On the other end of the scale, f1fteen 

parents (60%, mean= 2.16) reported that the1r children 

almost never participated in organized clubs and groups such 

as Boy Scouts or Brownies. Participation 1n home school 

group activities also had a low mean of 2.80. Part1c1pat1on 

1n community sponsored activ1ties and playing with 

neighborhood friends had moderate mean scores (3.28 and 

3.40). However, an exam1nation of the standard deviations, 

wh1ch were quite high throughout, reveals cons1derable 

variability in each rat1ng indicating that there was a great 

deal of disagreement among the families 1n th1s sample 

regarding the amount of time their children part1c1pated in 

the var1ous interact1ons with others. (See Table X.) 

Concern Scale 

The last seven items of the Family Prof1le were b1polar 

scales which asked the teach1ng parent to rate the relat1ve 

1mportance of selected concerns or issues to the1r fam1ly. 

The lower the score, the more 1mportance the fam1ly 

attr1buted to this concern or issue 1n their fam1ly. 
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TABLE X 

INTERACTION SCALE 1 2 3 4 5 

Playing with neighborhood 
friends F 5 2 3 5 9 
Mean = 3.40 SD = 1. 58 ----1----1----1----1----
N = 24 ~ 0 20.0 12.0 12.0 20.0 36.0 

Playing Wlth s1bl1ngs andjor 
relat1ves F 1 2 4 6 12 
Mean = 4.04 SD = 1.17 ----1----1----1----1----
N = 24 ~ 0 4.0 8.0 16.0 24.0 48.0 

Attend1ng church act1v1t1es 
F 3 1 2 5 14 

Mean = 4.04 SD = 1.40 ----1----1----1----1----
N = 25 ~ 0 12.0 4.0 8.0 20.0 56.0 

Participat1ng in commun1ty 
sponsored activities F 2 5 7 6 5 
Mean = 3.28 SD = 1. 24 ----1----1----1----1----
N = 25 ~ 0 8.0 20.0 28.0 24.0 20.0 

Part1cipating in clubs 
F " 15 1 5 3 1 

Mean = 2.17 SD = 1. 63 ----1----1----1----1----
N = 25 ~ 

0 60.0 4.0 20.0 12.0 4.0 

Partic1pat1ng 1n home 
school organizations F 6 5 4 8 2 
Mean = 2.80 SD = 1. 35 ----1----1----1----1----
N = 25 ~ 0 24.0 20.0 16.0 32.0 8.0 

1 = Almost never 
4 = Frequently 

2 = Once 1n awhile 
5 = Almost always 

3 = somet1mes 
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TABLE XI 

CONCERN SCALE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Deal1ng w1th negat1ve 
reactions to home- F 2 2 2 3 3 3 10 
school1ng from fam1ly ----1----1----1----1----1----1---
Mean = 5.08 SD = 2.08 ~ 0 8.0 8.0 8.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 40.0 
N = 25 

Gett1ng my ch1ldren 
1nvolved wjact1v1tes & F 7 8 1 5 0 1 3 
friends 1n the community ----1----1----1----1----1----1---
Mean = 2.92 SD = 2.02 ~ 0 28.0 32.0 4.0 5.0 0.0 4.0 12.0 
N = 25 

Trying to find the t1me 
to pursue my own F 7 6 6 3 1 1 1 
personal 1nterests ----1----1----1----1----1----1---
Mean = 2.68 SD = 1. 63 ~ 

0 28.0 24.0 24.0 12.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
N = 25 

Dealing Wlth parent; 
teacher and student; F 9 4 0 3 0 1 7 
ch1ld role conflicts ----1----1----1----1----1----1---
Mean = 3.50 SD = 2.62 ~ 

0 36.0 16.0 0.0 12.0 0.0 4.0 28.0 
N = 24 

Deal1ng Wlth negative 
reactions to home- F 2 3 2 2 1 2 13 
school1ng from commun1ty ----1----1----1----1----1----1---
Mean = 5.20 SD = 2.26 ~ 

0 8.0 12.0 8.0 8.0 4.0 8.0 52.0 
N = 25 

Getting 1nvolved Wlth 
home school support F 7 5 4 6 0 2 1 
groups ----1----1----1----1----1----1---
Mean = 2.88 SD = 1. 74 ~ 

0 28.0 20.0 16.0 24.0 0.0 8.0 4.0 
N = 25 

Acqu1r1ng home school 
literature F 11 7 4 1 0 1 1 

----1----1----1----1----1----1---
Mean = 2.16 SD = 1. 57 ~ 0 44.0 28.0 16.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 
N = 25 

1 = Important 7 Unimportant 
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Dealing w1th negative interact1ons from the fam1ly and 

from the commun1ty had moderately high mean scores (5.08 and 

5.20), ind1cating that 1n general these were not 1mportant 

issues for many of the famil1es 1n thls sample. 

Getting ch1ldren involved with activit1es and fr1ends 

1n the community had a moderately low mean score of 2.92 

indicating that this is seen as moderately important to 

families, although viewed in the context of the f1nd1ngs on 

the interaction scale, it would appear that parents are more 

apt to encourage 1nformal 1nteract1ons with ne1ghborhood 

friends, s1bl1ngs and relatives andjor the attendence of 

church act1vities than participation in commun1ty-sponsored 

activities, clubs or even home school activit1es. 

Getting 1nvolved w1th home school support groups also 

had a moderately low mean score (2.88) ind1cat1ng that 1t 1s 

an 1mportant considerat1on for fam1l1es, and when asked to 

rate the frequency of their childrens' partic1pation 1n home 

school organ1zations, the overall mean was also moderate, 

although 8 families (32.0%) had reported that the1r children 

frequently participated in home school organ1zat1onal 

activities. 

Try1ng to find time to pursue personal 1nterests had 

the lowest mean score (2.68) and also the lowest standard 

dev1ation (1.63) 1nd1cating that 1t 1s viewed as an 

1mportant 1ssue by teach1ng parents, and is an 1ssue 1n 

which there tended to be more agreement on 1ts 1mportance to 

the teach1ng parent than other concerns or 1ssues. T1me was 
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also an important issue in the open-ended problem responses 

that the teaching parents made earlier in the Family 

Profile. 

Deal1ng w1th parent/teacher and chlldjstudent role 

conflicts had a mean score of 3.5, however it also had the 

highest standard dev1ation (2.62). Wh1le nine teaching 

parents (36.0%) felt these confl1cts were 1mportant enough 

to be rated as a 1, an almost equal number, seven teaching 

parents (28.0%) felt that it was unimportant enough to rate 

it a 7 on the scale. The most 1mportant concern to these 

parents was acquiring home school literature. In view of 

the fact that parents did not report home school literature 

as being helpful in prepar1ng them to home-school, it 1s 

poss1ble that literature was interpreted to mean home school 

curriculum, or that these parents felt that literature was 

important for the process of home-schooling and not for 

prepar1ng them to home-school. In general, the standard 

deviations on this scale were quite high. 

F-COPES 

The second part of the questiona1re for th1s study was 

F-COPES, which measures the ways in which families cope with 

stress. Each individual item had five possible responses 

which ranged from 1-strongly d1sagree to 5-strongly agree, 

with a score of 3 be1ng neutral. 

F-COPES was used by Olson, McCubbin, et. al. 1n a study 

of 1200 families mentioned earlier which assessed varied 
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aspects of normal families during various life stages. 

Their find1ngs were later published 1n 1983 in the book, 

Families. Where poss1ble, in analyzing the f1ndings of F-

' 
Copes for this sample the findings for famil1es of school-

age children 1n Olson's study was referred to as a means of 

grounding this 1nformation in the context of general trends 

for family coping 1n a population of fam1lies w1th school-

age children of sim1lar ages. 

Subscale Analysis 

Confidence in Problem Solving 

The overall mean for the four 1tems concern1ng fam1ly 

conf1dence was 14.56, indicating that teach1ng parents 1n 

the sample felt moderately conf1dent in the1r ab1l1ty to 

handle problems with1n the family. However, the standard 

deviation (SD=3.61) was among the three largest of the 

eight comb1ned-1tem categor1es. This 1nd1cated that there 

is considerable variability among the parents' scores, and 

in examining the mean scores for conf1dence in problem-

solving~ it was seen that while 28% had an overall score of 

16.00 which was well within the upper po1nts on the scale, 

another 16% had an overall score of 12.00, which place them 

in the lower part of the.scale. The rema1nder of the scores 

were distr1buted out along the scale. 
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Reframing Family Problems 

In Olson's study (Olson, et al., 1983) the average 

score for reframing suggested that parents tend to ut1l1ze 

this strategy for coping w1th problems and stress more than 

any other. In this study, while refram1ng had one of the 

highest average scores (mean=14.88) suggest1ng that 1t 1s 

highly ut1l1zed, it did not have the h1ghest score. 

However, 1t did have the lowest standard dev1at1on of all 

the cop1ng strategies (80=1.74) ind1cat1ng that the teach1ng 

parents 1n th1s study tended to be cons1stent in scoring 1n 

the upper end of the scale, and mak1ng thls strategy an 

1mportant part of the teaching parents' reperto1re of cop1ng 

mechanisms. Based on these results, it would appear that the 

home-school fam1lies in this study d1d not d1ffer with 

fam1lies at the same life stage in the1r rel1ance upon 

refram1ng problems as a way of dealing w1th stress, however 

some of the fam1l1es in this study, as will be seen, rely 

more on other methods of coping than they do on refram1ng. 

Family Passivity 

Olson's overall analys1s concerning the use of pass1ve 

appra1sal as a strategy for deal1ng w1th problems was that 

there was relatively min1mal emphasis made on th1s strategy. 

He d1d f1nd that as couples age and the1r ch1ldren grow 

older, passive appraisal gradually 1ncreases as a strategy. 

However, he noted that scores on pass1ve appra1sal were 
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s1gnificantly lower 1n the f1rst three stages of the l1fe 

cycle, includ1ng fam1lies w1th school-age ch1ldren (Olson, 

et al., 1983). 

The results of this study appear to agree with Olson's 

f1ndings for other families in this l1fe stage. The overall 

mean score for family passivity was 6.16, the lowest mean 

score of the eight strategies. The family pass1v1ty scores 

also had a relatively low standard deviation of 1.91, 

1ndicating that the fam1lies in this study as a group d1d 

not tend to use passive strategies to cope w1th stress. 

Church/Religious Resources 

Olson's study (Olson, et al., 1983) referred to th1s 

strategy as seeking spiritual support. He found that this 

coping strategy was cons1dered important throughout the 

fam1ly life cycle, with wives tending to emphas1ze th1s 

strategy to a greater degree. While Olson found that most 

younger fam1lies tended to report less reliance on this 

strategy, the use of church/religious resources appeared to 

be a strong tendency for the families in this study. It had 

the highest mean score of the eight strateg1es (mean=15.95). 

However, there were famil1es in this study that also tended 

to rely less on this strategy as 1s reflected 1n one of the 

highest standard deviations of the eight strateg1es 

(SD=3.90). An exam1nation of the percentages for each score 

revealed that while the percentage of scores cluster1ng on 

the upper end of the scale was cons1derable (76%), a smaller 
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group {24%) scored this strategy in the lower end of the 

scale 1nd1cating that they did not rely very much on church 

or religious resources as a coping mechanism. 

Extended Family 

In Olson's study (Olson, et al.,1983}, the categor1es 

for extended family, fr1ends and ne1ghbors were combined 

under the acqu1sition of informal soc1al support. He found 

w1ves tend to consider this a more important cop1ng strategy 

than husbands, across all the l1fe stages. However, 1t was 

particularly important to fam1l1es with school-age ch1ldren. 

In this study, the m~an of 12.76 d1d not appear to reflect a 

very strong tendency to rely on the extended family as a way 

of cop1ng with stress. However the standard dev1at1on 

(3.94) was the h1ghest of all the strateg1es 1nd1cating 

that the scores were not cons1stently low. An examinat1on 

of the percentages revealed that scores ranged from the 

lowest to the h1ghest, with no score receiv1ng a 

particularly high percentage of the overall score. 

Friends 

As mentioned earlier, friends were seen by Olson as 

part of an overall strategy for acqu1r1ng 1nformal soc1al 

support. L1ke the extended fam1ly, friends were cons1dered 

important to the families he studied with school-age 

children. The mean score for this category was 14.12 and 

appears to reflect a much stronger tendency for the fam1l1es 
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in this study to rely on friends 1n t1mes of trouble than on 

the extended family. The standard deviation was relat1vely 

moderate (SD=2.67) indicating that there was a narrower 

range of scores than 1n the extended family strategy. 

Neighbors 

Reliance on neighbors had a low mean score of 8.12. 

The standard deviation for this category was comparatively 

moderate (SD=2.62) indicat1ng that there was var1ab1l1ty to 

the scores, but that scores had a narrower range than those 

for reliance on church/religious resources, and to a lesser 

extent, rel1ance on fr1ends. However the low scores for 

reliance on ne1ghbors may have been influenced by the 

relatively high (40%) number of rural families 1n th1s study 

who presumably live in areas with low populat1on dens1ty, 

where ne1ghbors are either non-existent or farther away. 

Community Resources 

Olson (Olson, et al.,l983) referred to commun1ty 

resources as formal social supports and found them to be a 

supplemental resource to the more 1nformal supports 

represented by extended family, religion and fr1ends. He 

said that community resources are crucial when 1nformal 

support has been exhausted, however they are not cons1dered 

the typical mechan1sm for deal1ng w1th stress by most 

famil1es. H1s study revealed that fam1l1es tended to 

util1ze this method of support sparingly. The families 1n 
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this study also had a tendency to see th1s type of support 

as less 1mportant to them. Commun1ty resources rece1ved a 

low mean score of 8.20, with a relatively moderate standard 

deviation of 2.75. 

FACES III 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the f1nd1ngs from th1s 

section of the questiona1re represented the main focus of 

the questionaire, 1n that it gathered the data necessary for 

the development of the family typology. (See Append1x G for 

indiv1dual family scores and typological assessment.) 

Subscale Analys1s 

Cohes1on Sub-scales 

Emotional Bond1ng. Emotional bond1ng is the measure 

of how close family members perceive themselves to be. The 

mean score for each of these items was the same (mean=4.68) 

w1th relat1vely low standard deviat1ons (#11 SO= .690, 

#19 SD = .627) indicat1ng that most of the teach1ng parents 

perceived their famil1es as having a great deal of emotional 

closeness. 

Supportiveness. The results ind1cate that 

support1veness 1s. an 1mportant character1st1c of the 

families 1n th1s study. The mean for asking other fam1ly 

members for help was h1gh (mean=4.24), w1th a standard 

dev1at1on of .723. Consulting each other on dec1s1ons 
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received lower mean score (mean = 3.88) than asking other 

family members for help, with a standard dev1at1on of .833. 

The d1fference in means suggests that ask1ng fam1ly members 

for help occurs more often among this group than consult1ng 

each other on decisions, although the means ind1cate that 

both are an integral part of the families who were 1n th1s 

study. 

Fam1ly Boundar1es. Family boundar1es, as they were 

assessed here, refer to the characterist1cs wh1ch 

d1fferentiate family members from non-fam1ly members. For 

the teach1ng parents who part1cipated in this study, feel1ng 

closer to other family members than people outs1de the 

fam1ly was perceived as a strong charact1stic of the1r 

fam1lies, with a mean score of 4.56, and a relatively low 

standard deviation of .651. They dld not appear to see 

doing things w1th JUst immediate family as qu1te as strong a 

fam1ly characterist1c although the mean was st1ll h1gh 

(mean=3.92) and the standard deviation still relatively low 

(.759) 0 

Time and Friends. Both of these items, were scored 

relatively high, in the range between frequently and almost 

always. The standard deviat1ons (#9 SD = .678, #3 SD 

.714) were relatively small ind1cating that there was a 

falrly large degree of consensus among the respondents. The 

results 1ndicate that families have a strong tendency to 

approve of each others friends and to spend t1me together as 
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a family. 

Interest 1n Recreat1on. Doing th1ngs together was also 

scored h1gh (mean=4.56) w1th a relat1vely low standard 

dev1ation (SD = .651). However, the strongest response on 

the FACES III sect1on of the quest1ona1re was in answer to 

item 15, concerning the fam1ly's abil1ty to eas1ly th1nk of 

things to do together as a family. The mean for thls 

response was 4.72, and the standard dev1ation was a low .451 

1nd1cat1ng that ·most of the teach1ng parents felt that thls 

was a good descriptor of their family. The results 1nd1cate 

that the families in this study are conf1dent 1n their 

ability to develop activities which w1ll facilitate the 

members interacting w1th each other. 

Levels of Cohesion 

Family cohesion consists of the 1nteraction and 

communication patterns within the family that define the 

closeness or emotional bond1ng that the members of a fam1ly 

experience w1th each other. There are four levels of 

cohes1on w1th established cutting po1nts. For thls study, 

the cutting points for adults/parents across the fam1ly l1fe 

stages were used. (See Table XIII.) 

Of the families who participated in th1s study, only 

1 (4%) fell w1thin the disengaged level for cohes1on, wh1le 

6 (20%) fell Wlthin the separated level of cohes1on, 8 {32%) 

fell within the connected reg1on of cohesion, and 11 (44%) 
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had scores which placed them in the enmeshed level of 

cohesion. There were no families whose scores for cohesion 

would have characterized them as d1sengaged. 

TABLE XII 

LEVELS OF COHESION/CUTTING POINT 

Cohes1on Levels 

Disengaged 
(very low) 

Separated 
(low to moderate) 

Connected 
(moderate to high) 

Enmeshed 
(very h1gh) 

Range 

10 - 34 

35 - 40 

41 - 45 

46 - 50 

No. of 
Part1c1pantsjPercentage 

1 I 4% 

5 I 20% 

8 1 32% 

11 1 44% 

In Olson's study of families across the life cycle 

(1983) it was found that not only do wives tend to rate 

the1r fam1lies h1gher on cohes1on than husbands, but 

cohes1on appeared to be hlghest 1n the early stages of the 

family life cycle. So high levels of cohes1on would not be 

considered unusual in families with school-age children, 

particularly if, as in th1s study, most of the respondents 

were the mother. However, the find1ngs suggest that levels 



of cohesion remain at a higher level than parents at the 

same life stage. This will be discussed further in the 

typology section of the findings. 

Adaptability Sub-scales 

134 

Leadership. Adaptability scores in general had lower 

mean scores with high standard deviat1ons 1nd1cating that 

there was a great deal of varlability 1n the responses of 

the teach1ng parents. This is evident 1n the leadershlp 

sub-scale. When asked to rate item #6 regard1ng different 

persons act1ng as leaders ln the fam1ly, the mean was 2.64, 

however the standard deviat1on was very high (SD = 1.86) 

and an examination of the scores on 1tem 6 reveals that 

8(32%) scored a 1 indicating that this almost never occurs 

in thelr families, whlle 10(40%) scored a 3, 1nd1cat1ng 

that it sometimes occurs, and another 5(20%) 1ndicated that 

th1s almost always occurs by scor1ng 1t a 5. There are 

also s1milar discrepanc1es in the rat1ng of item 18 on the 

leadership sub-scale. When asked to respond to whether 1t 

is hard to 1dent1fy leaders 1n the fam1ly, 8(32%) scored 1, 

almost never occurs, 10(40%) scored a 3 1nd1cat1ng that 1t 

somet1mes occurs, and 5(20%) 1nd1cated that 1t frequently 

occurred by scoring it a 4 on the scale. The results tend 

to point to subgroups \lithin the sample regard1ng 

part1cular 1ssues 1n the family. 

Control. The control 1tems in FACES III asked the 
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respondents to rate how often ch1ldren make decis1ons 1n 

the family (#12) and how often children's suggestions are 

followed 1n solv1ng problems (#2). Aga1n, there was a 

wider range of response regard1ng children mak1ng dec1s1ons 

in the family with the mean 2.2, and the standard dev1ation 

st1ll moderately high (SD = .913), although not as h1gh as 

it was regard1ng leadership. Concern1ng the ut1l1zat1on of 

children's suggestions to solve problems, the mean was 3.36 

and the standard deviation was a fa1rly low .700 1nd1cat1ng 

that children's suggest1ons were somet1mes followed w1th1n 

the teaching parents' families, but that they d1d not tend 

to make the fam1ly decisions as often as they are allowed 

to participate in decision-making. The results show that 

internal family boundaries, at least concern1ng dec1s1on­

mak1ng are permeable to the extent that the ch1ldren are 

allowed to have 1nput, but that h1erarchical boundar1es, 

the internal boundar1es that determine roles about who 1s 

in control 1n the family system, are less permeable. 

Discipline. The mean for item 4 concern1ng children 

hav1ng a say in d1sc1pline, and item 10, concern1ng parents 

and ch1ldren discuss1ng pun1shment together both had h1gh 

standard dev1ations (#4 SD = 1.17, #10 SD = 1.23) 

1nd1cating that there was a cons1derable amount of 

var1ability in the teaching parents' responses. In 1tem 4 

(mean=2.76), 9 parents (36%) said that they would allow 

children to have a say 1n d1sc1pline, but an equal number, 
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9 parents (36%), said that they would almost never or only 

once in awh1le allow the1r ch1ldren to part1c1pate. When 

asked to respond to how often parents and ch1ldren d1scuss 

punishment together (mean=3.20), the major1ty of the 

teaching parents (76%) rated it on the upper end of the 

scale (3- 5). However, another 24% sa1d that they almost 

never or only once 1n a awh1le discuss punishment w1th 

their children. The results ind1cate the presence of two 

separate groups concerning discipline. Part of the sample 

population tends to have very defined boundarles between 

parents and children, with the parents belng 1n control of 

discipl1nary 1ssues, suggestlng that there 1s a strong 

hierarchical structure in place in the family. Another 

group is more part1cipatory 1n d1scipl1nary 1ssues allowlng 

their children to have a say 1n discipling, suggestlng that 

there 1s a greater level of permeability in the boundarles 

between parents and ch1ldren. 

Roles and Rules. Items 8 and 16 concern the chang1ng 

of household tasks and responsibilities, and both recelved 

scores around 3 on the scale (#8 mean= 3.30, #16 mean= 

3.16). However, there was considerable d1screpancy 1n the 

standard dev1at1ons for the two 1tems (#8 SD=.926, #16 SD= 

1.143). The lower standard devlation for ltem 8 lndlcates 

that there was a greater tendency to agree that the famlly 

sometimes changes its manner of handling tasks than there 

was regarding whether it 1nvolves shift1ng household 
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respons1bilities from person to person. However, possibly 

because of this, over half of the teach1ng parents ( 13 or 

52%) perce1ved that it was not difficult to determ1ne who 

does which household chores (mean=l.80). Also over half 

the teaching parents perceived that the rules in the1r 

families changed only sometimes to almost never w1th 92% 

scoring 1tem 14 a 3 or below on the scale. 

Levels of Adaptabil1ty 

Adaptabil1ty 1nvolves the ab1lity of a fam1ly to 

change in response to stress within the fam1ly system. The 

four levels of adaptability range in a s1m1lar manner as 

cohesion w1th establlshed cutting points for each level. 

(See Table XIV.) 

Olson's study of families across the l1fe cycle (1983) 

found that, like cohesion, w1ves reported s1gn1f1cantly 

higher levels of family adaptabil1ty. However, he found 

that adaptability scores stead1ly decreased dur1ng the 

early l1fe stages. The find1ngs 1n th1s study suggest that 

adaptability may remain at a higher level 1n home school 

fam1lies than the population of school-age fam1l1es whose 

children are more conventlonally-schooled. This Wlll be 

d1scussed 1n more deta1l 1n the typolog1cal sect1on of th1s 

chapter. 
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TABLE XIII 

ADAPTABILITY LEVELS/CUTTING POINTS 

Levels of Adaptability Range 
No. of 
Part1cipantsjPercentage 

Rigid 
(very low) 

Structured 
(low to moderate) 

Flexible 
(moderate to h1gh) 

Chaotic 
(very high) 

10 - 19 3 I 12% 

20 - 24 4 1 16% 

25 - 28 6 1 24% 

29 - 50 12 1 50% 

Of the families who participated 1n th1s study, 10(40%) 

fell within the chaot1c range for adaptab1lity, 4(16%) 

would be character1zed as flex1ble, 8(32%) scored w1th1n the 

structured range, and 3(12%) would be cons1dered to have a 

rigid adaptability level. It would appear that a 

considerable number or families in th1s study have either 

low to moderate levels of adaptab1l1ty or very h1gh levels 

of adaptability. 

Conceptual Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were not involved 1n 

parametric test1ng and were 1ncluded for the1r descr1pt1ve 

character1st1cs. Their focus was on 1dent1f1cat1on of home 

school family needs and problems. 
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Identification of Needs and Problems 

1. The teaching parent will perceive that hejshe has 

less personal time and will report t1me-related confl1cts or 

concerns. 

As ment1oned earl1er 1n d1scuss1on of the open-ended 

problems sect1on of the Family Profile, t1me concerns 

appeared to be the primary concern ment1oned w1th twelve out 

of twenty-f1ve respondents (48%) ment1oning t1me related 

issues and six teaching parents (24%) reporting concerns 

with not having enough t1me to pursue personal 1nterests and 

activit1es. 

2. The extra time spent in teach1ng w1ll result 1n the 

teaching parent report1ng conflicts or concerns w1th 

fulfill1ng other role requirements. 

Eight (32%) of the teaching parents specif1cally 

mentioned conflicts between teaching requ1rements and 

their other duties. 

Some of them were not able to pay enough attent1on to 

the younger children who were not being home-schooled (4 

parents, 16%). Others mentioned that there was not as much 

time to put into their relationshlp with the1r spouse (4 

parents, 16%). Some expressed d1ff1culty w1th perforrn1ng 

general household tasks (5 parents, 20%). 

3. Home-schoollng, which results 1n the add1t1on of 

the roles of student and teacher to the farn1ly system, w1ll 



result 1n the reporting of role confl1cts 1nvolv1ng these 

roles. 
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The importance of dealing with role confl1cts was rated 

quite high by 52% of the teaching parents who gave it either 

a 1 or 2 rat1ng on the bipolar Concern scales 1n the Fam1ly 

Profile. However, another 32% of the teach1ng parents 

perceived th1s as a very unimportant issue to them, g1v1ng 

it a 6 or 7 on the bipolar scale. This one 1ssue had the 

h1ghest standard deviation (2.62) of all the concerns 1n 

thls section of the Fam1ly Prof1le. 'The results 1nd1cated 

that in regards to this issue there are also two dist1nct 

groups. One group tends to see that role confl1cts that the 

home school exper1ence generates as 1mportant to them, wh1le 

another group does not cons1der deal1ng w1th th1s 1ssue to 

be an important part of the1r family life. 

4. Because the child goes to school at home, the 

parents will experience concern w1th the amount of time the 

ch1ld spends with hisjher peers and will report 1ntent1onal 

efforts to 1nvolve the home-schooled child 1n act1v1t1es 

with other ch1ldren. 

The Interaction Scale in the Family Prof1le recorded 

the frequency of involvements of home-schooled chlldren 

whose families were in th1s study and th~ results of th1s 

scale have been discussed elsewhere in this chapter. It 

appeared from this scale, however, that parents are more apt 

to encourage 1nformal 1nteractions w1th ne1ghborhood 
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friends, siblings or relat1ves, and part1c1pat1on 1n church 

act1v1ties, than 1n part1cipation in various other 

community-sponsored act1vities. 

5. Home-schooling will often result 1n the parents 

reporting negative reactions from commun1ty and friends. 

There were several items in the instrument 1n wh1ch the 

teach1ng parents were able to respond regard1ng negat1ve 

reactions from commun1ty and fr1ends. Four fam1l1es (16%) 

reported receiving negative reactions from the convent1onal 

school system 1n item #7 in the Family Prof11e. This 

appeared quite h1gh in a state in wh1ch school laws do not 

forbld home-schooling as an opt1on and 1n wh1ch the state's 

constitution specif1cally grants parents the right to dec1de 

upon their chlld's educat1on. 

When asked in 1tem #8 and #9 1n the Family Prof1le to 

report the amount of support received from friends and how 

th1s support had changed, only one person reported that they 

were currently exper1enc1ng negat1ve responses from fr1ends. 

Seven of the families reported that the react1ons from 

friends had changed from negative to support1ve since they 

have been home-schoollng. 

Items #10 and #11 1n the Fam1ly Proflle had the fam1ly 

respond to negative reactions from relat1ves. Only two 

families reported currently experiencing negative responses 

from relatives, and six teaching parents noted that 

relatives had improved their reactions to them as they have 



been home-schoollng. 

When asked to rank the importance of deal1ng w1th 

negative reactions on the Concern section of the Fam1ly 

Prof1le, ten famil1es (40%) ranked this as a 7 1nd1cat1ng 

that th1s was very unimportant to their fam1ly. 

It would appear that dealing w1th negative react1ons 
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is not as big an 1ssue to these parents as it m1ght be 1n 

states 1n wh1ch the laws have resulted in fa1rly acr1mon1ous 

debate and interactions between the school and court system 

on one side, and home school fam1l1es on the other, as were 

mentioned by Arons (1983). The results of the parents' 

responses to whether negat1ve responses have changed showed 

that over t1me neg·ati ve reactions from the people who are 

close to the family tend to lessen in intens1ty or 1mprove 

to at least acceptance of the1r home-school1ng act1v1t1es. 

6. Home school families will report concern w1th 

finances as the result of hav1ng to redispurse funds for 

school related materials and because one parent 1s unable to 

make a f1nancial contribut1on to the fam1ly. 

A rev1ew of the problems or issues identif1ed by 

teaching parents in items #3 and #4 in the Fam1ly Prof1le 

reveals that only three respondents (12%) expressed concerns 

deal1ng with finances. However, the demographic sect1on of 

the study indicated that these fam1lies tend to have 1ncomes 

which are relatively h1gh. 
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Operational Hypotheses 

Classif1cation and Description 

The second category of hypotheses focused on 

classification and description of home school famil1es 

utiliz1ng the Circumplex Model. It was conceptual1zed that 

certain types of families would tend to home-school more 

than others. 

Wh1le not spec1fically addressed in the hypotheses 1n 

this sect1on, the results of a test wh1ch compared the 

fam1ly boundary subscale with cohes1on appears to be 

appropriate to 1nclude in this sect1on. When a one-way 

ANOVA was performed comparing the means for item #7 1n the 

Family Boundar1es subscale of FACES III, and the family's 

overall cohesion score, the F was sign1ficant (F=19.59, 

df=3,21, p<.05). A Tukey's HSD test was performed and found 

significant differences in the means for low frequencies 1n 

1tem #7 and moderated to high, as well as high levels of 

cohesion. The nature of the relationship is such that 

famil1es who score high for cohes1on Wlll also score h1gh on 

this one aspect related to fam1ly boundaries: -feel1ng closer 

to other family members than to people outs1de the fam1ly. 

Th1s appears to concur w1th Olson's study (Olson, et al., 

1983) which have shown that cohesion level 1s a good 

1nd1cator of the nature of the system's external boundar1es, 

w1th h1gh cohes1on levels reflect1ng more def1n1t1ve 

boundaries between those who are members of a system and 
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those who are not. 

The follow1ng hypotheses were developed to address 

other indicators that certain types of fam1l1es w1ll tend to 

home-school. 

1. Families who home-school will tend to have h1gh 

cohesion scores on FACES III. 

The cohesion scores of the home school fam1lies who 

participated in this study were discussed 1n detail earl1er 

in th1s chapter. In general, as the level of cohes1on 

increased, the percentage of part1cipants w1th1n the cells 

on the C1rcumplex increased with 1 family falling in the low 

range for cohesion, 6(20%) fam1l1es in the low to moderate 

range, 8(32%) 1n the moderate to h1gh range, and 11(44%) 

fam1lies 1n the high range for cohes1on. Although not 

included as part of th1s hypothesis, the level of 

adaptabil1ty for the home school fam1lies 1n th1s study was 

also quite high. Cohesion levels w1ll be d1scussed 1n more 

detail in the typology section of this chapter. 

2. A fam1ly's percept1on of the structure of 

conventional schools on the Fam1ly Prof1le w1ll change as 

its adaptability score on FACES III changes. Fam1l1es who 

home-school because the conventional school 1s v1ewed as too 

structured ( i.e. who see home-schooling as a means of 

expand1ng 1nput) will tend to have h1gh adaptab1l1ty scores. 

Fam1lies who home-school because the convent1onal school 1s 

not structured enough (i.e. who view home-school1ng as a way 
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of l1m1ting input) will tend to have low adaptab1l1ty scores 

on FACES III. 

Group 1 had low scores on the b1polar scale for school 

structure indicating that they perceived the convent1onal 

school as being structured. There were 14 families out of 

22 whose response on this item fell into this group. The 

combined mean for adaptabil1ty for this group was 28.57, 

indicating that they fell in between moderate to h1gh 

(range=25-28) and very high (range=29-50) levels of 

adaptab1l1ty. 

Group 2 had h1gh scores on the b1polar scale for school 

structure indicating that they perce1ved the conventional 

school as being unstructured. There were 8 fam1l1es out of 

22 whose response on this 1tem fell into Group 2. The mean 

score for adaptab1lity in this group, wh1ch was lower than 

Group 1, 1nd1cated that th1s group fell with1n the moderate 

range for adaptab1l1ty. When the t-test was performed 

comparing these two groups, the twas signif1cant (t=2.82, 

df=12.96, p<.05). The strength of the relat1onsh1p between 

structure score and adaptability as indexed by eta squared, 

was .18. 

compar1son of Fam1ly ~ 

~ Problem Identificat1on 

These operational hypotheses were used to compare home 

school family types by focusing on needs and problems. It 

was hypothes1zed that differences 1n fam1ly typology would 
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affect the needs or problems experienced and 1dent1fied by 

home school famil1es, and would also affect the importance 

which these needs and problems have for the fam1ly. 

1. Fam1l1es who have a low adaptability score on FACES 

III will be more likely to view negative react1ons from 

other family members and the community about the1r home­

schooling as important, than w1ll fam1l1es who have a high 

adaptability score on FACES III. 

When 1tem #18 1n the Family Profile and adaptab1l1ty 

scores were analyzed with a between-subjects, one-way ANOVA, 

it was 1mpossible to conclude that a relationshlp ex1sts 

between adaptab1l1ty level and the importance a fam1ly 

attaches to negat1ve reactions from other family members. 

For an alpha level of .05, the critical F value, based on 3 

and 21 degrees of freedom, was 3.07. The observed F value 

was .86, which failed to exceed the critical F value. 

2. The higher the family's score for cohes1on on FACES 

III, the lower the level of 1mportance fam1l1es Wlll report 

for the child's involvements outside the family system on 

the Family Profile. 

When 1tem #19 on the Family Prof1le and scores for 

cohes1on were analyzed us1ng a between-subJects, one-way 

ANOVA, 1t was not possible to conclude that there 1s a 

relationsh1p between cohesion level and the level of 

importance a family attached to the1r ch1ld's 1nvolvements 

outside the family system. A Tukey's HSD mult1ple range 



test further confirmed that there were no groups 

significantly different at the .05 level. 
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3. The higher the family's score for cohesion on FACES 

III, the lower the frequency of involvements outs1de 

the fam1ly system Wlll be reported in the Fam1ly Prof1le. 

When the scores for Interact #3, 4 and 5 were analyzed 

with cohesion scores from FACES III, it was 1mposs1ble to 

determ1ne that there 1s a s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1p between 

these var1ables and cohesion. Using a between-subjects, 

one-way ANOVA with an alpha level of .05, the cr1t1cal F 

value, based on 3 and 21 degrees of freedom, was 3.07. The 

observed F value for Interact #3 and cohesion was .43. The 

observed F value for Interact #4 and cohes1on was 1.51. 

Neither exceeded the critical F value. For Interact #5 and 

cohes1on, the crit1cal F value, based on 3 and 20 degrees of 

freedom, was 3.10. The observed F value for Interact #5 and 

cohes1on was .33, which also did not exceed the crit1cal F 

value. A Tukey's HSD multiple range test for each Interact 

var1able and cohesion further confirmed that there was no 

significant relationship at the .05 level. 

4. Famil1es who have high cohes1on scores on FACES III 

will be more l1kely to rank parent/teacher and ch1ldjstudent 

role confl1cts as important on the Fam1ly Prof1le. 

When Concern 4 in the Family Profile and the scores for 

cohes1on were analyzed us1ng a between-subJects, one-way 

ANOVA, 1t was not poss1ble to determine that there was a 
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significant relationship between these two variables. For 

an alpha level of p<.05, the critical F value, based on 3 

and 20 degrees of freedom, was 3.10. The observed F 

value was 1.32, which failed to exceed the crit1cal F value. 

A Tukey's HSD multiple range test further conf1rmed that 

there were no groups s1gnif1cantly d1fferent at the .05 

level. When Concern 4 was compared with adaptab1l1ty to see 

if it would prove to be more critical 1n determ1n1ng the 

1mportance of role confl1cts, 1t too was 1ns1gn1f1cant. 

5. The h1gh~r the cohes1on score on FACES III, the 

more importance the teach1ng parent Wlll g1ve to f1nd1ng 

time to pursue personal interests. 

When Concern 3 was analyzed with the cohes1on var1able 

us1ng a between-subjects, one-way ANOVA, it was 1mposs1ble 

to assume that there is a sign1ficant relationship between 

these two variables. For an alpha level of .05, the 

critical F value, based on 3 and 21 degrees of freedom, was 

3.07. The observed F value was .79 wh1ch fa1led to exceed 

the crit1cal F value. A Tukey's HSD multiple range test 

further confirmed th1s by f1nding no signif1cant dlfferences 

between any two groups of means. When adaptab1l1ty replaced 

cohesion as the variable for this hypothes1s, 1t also was 

1ns1gnif1cant. 

Comparison of Family ~ ~ Cop1ng style 

While not specifically addressed 1n the hypotheses 1n 
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th1s section, the family's scores in the the Confldence 1n 

Problem-solving subscale in the F-COPES part of the 

questionaire proved to have a significant relat1onsh1p w1th 

the family's adaptab1lity level, and needs to be ment1oned 

here. When a one-way ANOVA was performed compar1ng the 

means for Confidence in Problem-solvlng and the four levels 

of adaptab1l1ty the F was s1gn1f1cant (F=3.17, df=3,21, 

p<.05). A Tukey's HSD test was then performed and ind1cated 

that there is a significant difference between h1gh 

adaptability scores and low fam1ly confidence scores 1n 1tem 

#7 1n the Confldence subscale. The nature of the 

relat1onsh1p 1s such that it appears that the h1gher the 

family scores for adaptability, the more l1kely they w1ll be 

to have confidence 1n hav1ng the strength w1th1n the fam1ly 

to solve their own problems. 

The operational hypotheses 1n th1s sect1on were used to 

compare different home school family types by the ways 1n 

which problems and needs are addressed by the fam1ly. It 

was hypothes1zed that differences 1n the type of fam1ly 

system would have an effect on the processes used to resolve 

needs and problems. 

1. Fam1l1es with low adaptabil1ty scores on FACES III 

w1ll score lower on their use of external support 1n F-COPES 

than fam1l1es w1th h1gh adaptab1l1ty. 

When adaptability scores and external support were 

analyzed using a between-subJects, one-way ANOVA, 1t was not 
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possible to determine that there is a relationship between 

adaptability level and the home school family's use of 

external support as a coping mechan1sm. For an alpha 

level of .05, the critical F value, based on 3 and 21 

degrees of freedom, was 3.07. The observed F value was .20 

wh1ch fa1led to exceed the cr1t1cal F value. A Tukey's HSD 

multiple range test further supported th1s find1ng by 

fail1ng to show that there was any s1gnificant d1fferences 

at the p<.05 level. 

2. Fam1l1es w1th low adaptability scores on FACES 

III w1ll score higher in their use of passive appra1sal. 

When a one-way ANOVA was performed compar1ng the means 

for passive appraisal in F-COPES and the four levels of 

adaptabil1ty, the F was significant (F=4.29, df=3,21, 

p<.05). Tukey's HSD test was performed that found a 

significant d1fference in the means for high adaptab1l1ty 

scores and low passive appraisal scores in F-COPES. The 

nature of the relat1onship is such that family's who score 

high for adaptab1l1ty Wlll be less l1kely to rely on 

passive appraisal as a means for coping than fam1ly's whose 

scores are lower'for adaptability. 

3. Families with high cohesion scores will be less 

likely to report participat1on in home school support 

groups and workshops as a means of seek1ng support for 

needs and 1ssues concern1ng home-schoollng than fam1l1es 

who have low cohes1on scores on FACES III. 
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When Concern #6 in the Family Prof1le was analyzed w1th 

cohesion in F-COPES, the relationship between the two 

variables was ins1gnif1cant. Using a between-subJects, one­

way ANOVA, and an alpha level of .05, the cr1t1cal F, based 

on 3 and 21 degrees of freedom was 3.07. The observed F 

value was 2.68, which failed to exceed the crit1cal F value. 

A Tukey's HSD mult1ple range test of the same two var1ables 

also failed to show any significance at the .05 level. The 

results appear to indicate that cohesion levels will not 

affect the l1kelihood of the family part1c1pat1ng 1n support 

groups and workshops. 

4. Fam1l1es with high cohesion w1ll be more llkely to 

seek out support from the extended fam1ly for needs and 

issues concerning home-schooling. 

A between-subjects, one-way ANOVA compared the F-COPES 

subscale, Extended Family, with the cohes1on variable. For 

an alpha level of .05, the crit1cal F value, based on 3 and 

21 degrees of freedom, was 3.07. The observed F value was 

.78 which failed to exceed the crit1cal F. When a Tukey's 

HSD mult1ple range test was administered 1t also conf1rmed 

that no two groups were s1gnificant at the .05 level. The 

findings do not support the family's cohes1on level 

influencing the likel1hood that they will seek out support 

from the extended family for home-schooling concerns. 

5. The h1gher the family's cohesion score, the h1gher 

the family's scores w1ll be for the use of 1nternal support 
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as a way of cop1ng with needs and 1ssues. 

When the F-COPES subscale, External Support and the 

FACES III scores for cohesion were analyzed w1th a one-way, 

between-subjects ANOVA, it was not possible to determ1ne 

that there is a relationship between these two var1ables. 

For an alpha level of .05, the cr1t1cal F value, based on 

3 and 21 degrees of freedom, was 3.07. The observed F value 

was .78 which did not exceed the critical F value. A 

Tukey's HSD multlple range test was also used wh1ch 

confirmed that no groups were sign1ficant at the .05 level. 

Home School Family Typology 

Fam1ly typology 1s determ1ned by placement of scores 

for both cohesion and adaptability on the Circumplex Model. 

There are three family types: 1) Balanced, in wh1ch scores 

for both cohesion and adaptability fall within the balanced 

range, 2) Mid-range, in wh1ch the score for one d1mens1on 

falls within the balanced range, but the other d1mens1on 

score 1s extremely high or low and 3) Extreme, 1n wh1ch 

scores on both d1mensions are at e1ther the h1gh or low 

extremes. 

When the home-school families 1n thls study were 

d1vided 1nto these three fam1ly types, 20% had scores that 

fell with1n the Balanced range, 52% had scores that were 1n 

the Midrange, and 23% had scores which fell in the Extreme 

range. (See F1gure 5.) 

An exam1nation of the scores of fam1l1es 1n the Olson, 
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et al., study (1983) ind1cates that 62% of the fam1l1es 1n 

the general populat1on had scores 1n the Balanced range, 

25% had scores in the Midrange, and 15% had scores in the 

Extreme range. (See Figure 6.) 
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Figure 5. Three Fam1ly Types 

EXTREME 

There were cons1derably fewer home school fam1l1es 1n 

the Balanced range, and considerably more home school 
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fam1l1es in the Midrange. There were also more home school 

families in the Extreme range, although the difference 1n 

percentages between the two groups was not as great. 
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F1gure 6. · Compar1son of Fam1ly Types 

As pointed out before, there are two d1mens1ons to the 

C1rcumplex Model - cohesion and adaptab1l1ty. W1th1n these 
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two dimens1ons, there are four levels each rang1ng from low 

to high. By combining the two d1mens1ons it 1s poss1ble to 

identify and descr1be sixteen distinct types of fam1ly 

typology. The four Balanced family types are represented by 

the four center cells on the Clrcumplex Model. The four 

corner cells represent the extreme types of family and 1n 

th1s study. The Mid-range family types are represented by 

the other e1ght cells on the Circumplex Model. 

An examination of the sixteen types g1ves a more 

detailed perspective of the clustering of types. The 

extreme types (6 families) clustered in the upper r1ght, 

chaotically enmeshed cell indicat1ng h1gh adaptabllity and 

high cohes1on levels. One family was in the lower right 

cell (rig1dly enmeshed) reflect1ng low adaptab1l1ty and h1gh 

cohesion. In the mid-range, there tended to be a cluster1ng 

of families with increas1ng levels of cohes1on and 

adaptab1l1ty, with three fam1l1es chaotically separated, 

three famil1es chaotically connected and s1x famil1es 

flexibly enmeshed. The home school families 1n th1s study 

tended to cluster around the upper r1ght corner on the 

C1rcumplex Model indicat1ng relat1vely h1gh overall levels 

of both cohesion and adaptability. 

The Olson, et al. study (1983) found that fam1l1es w1th 

younger children appear to function best as Extreme rather 

than Balanced family types. He found that fam1l1es w1th 

younger ch1ldren would tend to move into the upper r1ght 

quadrant w1th the birth of the1r f1rst ch1ld and the some 



families would shift as their children age into the lower 

left quadrant. 

( ) Number of Families 

Source: Olson, et al., Families: What Makes 
Them Work (1983). 

Figure 7. Sixteen Home Schoo'l Family Types 
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In general, the majority of the famil1es wh1ch home­

schooled 1n this study did tend to congregate 1n the upper 

r1ght quadrant of the C1rcumplex (see Figure 7). However, 

a closer examination appears 1nd1cate that these fam1l1es 

continue to stay in the upper quadrant and to have h1gher 

scores for the two variables than the Olson et al. study 

(1983) found to be true for the general populat1on of 

families w1th school-age ch1ldren. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

Home school families are a group about wh1ch l1ttle 

research has been conducted wh1ch exam1nes the structural or 

interactional aspects of family functioning. stud1es to 

date have revealed great var1at1on in find1ngs, w1th l1ttle 

tendency towards cons1stent patterns of fam1ly 

character1stics, or ground1ng in a conceptual framework. 

The intent of this study was to conduct a descr1pt1ve 

study with an underlying typolog1cal and conceptual 

framework. Th1s would allow data to be organ1zed 1n such a 

way that clear tendencies and patterns could be developed. 

The aim of developing patterns was 1n the contr1but1on 1t 

could make to an understanding of the structure and funct1on 

of the home school family. Its 1ntent 1s to serve as the 

foundation for further research efforts w1th a more 

structuraljfunct1onal focus. It sought to 1dent1fy needs, 

issues and ways of cop1ng w1th problems wh1ch, when compared " 

to a typolog1cal assessment of home school fam1l1es, would 

ass1st 1n defin1ng specif1c fam1ly types who home-school. A 

study conducted by Olson, et al. (1983) 
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provided a bas1s for comparison to fam1l1es at the same l1fe 

stage whose ch1ldren are conventlonally-schooled. 

Relevant Literature 

The review of literature focused pr1mar1ly on 

develop1ng the contextual and conceptual framework for thls 

study since there 1s little in the home school research 

which examined home school famil1es' interact1ons and 

structure. The h1stor1cal development of a fam1ly systems 

approach was d1scussed and several systems concepts were 

1ntroduced. The background to the home-schoollng exper1ence 

was reviewed including an examinat1on of compulsory 

educat1on both nat1onally and 1n the state of Oklahoma, 

where the study took place. 

A home school rationale was developed from exam1nat1on 

of the home school literature wh1ch was d1v1ded 1nto three 

different categories. One of the categories included 1n the 

home school rat1onale concerns the qual1ty and amount of 

parent/child interact1ons. Socialization and peer 1nfluence 

were other concerns that usually go into a home school 

rat1onale and were the second category. The th1rd category 

cons1dered the quality and content of educat1on. 

The impact of school on fam1ly l1fe was rev1ewed, wh1ch 

placed the school exper1ence with1n a fam1ly 

development/family systems context. The home school 

fam1ly's exper1ence regarding the impact of school on fam1ly 

l1fe was then compared to the 1mpact of convent1onal 
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schools on family life. 

Coping as a strategy to provide stab1lity in the face 

of change in family life was then discussed accompan1ed by 

the discussion of assessment strateg1es for fam1ly cop1ng. 

Research Instrumentat1on and Design 

The typological assessment tool, FACES III was used as 

the key element in this study. FACES III assesses fam1ly 

cohesion and adaptabil1ty. Cohes1on 1s the level of fam1ly 

bonding or emotional closeness, while adaptability measures 

the family's ability to change in the face of internal 

stress in the family's system. 

Because home-schooling is a socially un1que act1v1ty, 

which often has min1mal support or acceptance, 1t was 

decided to gather data about stress and cop1ng mechan1sms 

through the use of F-COPES, an instrument wh1ch assesses 

coping mechanisms used by the family both internally and 

externally. 

In add1t1on, other questions were developed wh1ch 

focused on potent1al problems, concerns and att1tudes 

gathered from the home school literature. Th1s data and the 

results from F-COPES were compared w1th the var1ables from 

FACES III - cohes1on and adaptab1l1ty, in order to further 

del1neate spec1fic home school family types. Th1s study was 

1ntended to be descr1pt1ve in nature, developed to serve as 

a p1lot project future research. 
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Research F1nd1ngs 

Demographic Factors 

There were 25 part1cipants 1n this study. The prof1le 

of home-school famil1es that was developed as the result of 

th1s study shows that the teach1ng parent 1s pr1mar1ly 

female and h1ghly educated, ranging in age from 24 to 42 

years old. The families resides in mainly rural and smaller 

town locat1ons and has between 2 to 3 ch1ldren. The average 

age of the children being taught at home is n1ne, and they 

had been home-schooled 3 to 4 years. Family 1ncome tends to 

be h1gher than norms in the general populat1on that were set 

by the United States census. 

Family Prof1le 

Ten semantic different1al scales were used to assess 

home school family attitudes towards convent1onal schools. A 

set of ten identical semant1c different1al scales assessed 

att1tudes towards the home school. The scales from each 

were paired and t-tests were performed. Several tests were 

s1gn1f1cant. 

In general, home-school fam1l1es v1ewed convent1onal 

schools as more dangerous, authoritarian, closed, r1g1d, 

bor1ng and traditional in comparison to the home school. 

Tests comparing the semantic pairs systemat1cjunsystemat1c, 

structured/unstructured, predictablejunpredlctable and 
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severejlenient did not show significant d1fferences 1n how 

the parents attributed these qualit1es to e1ther the home 

school or the conventional school. The standard deviat1ons 

on these scales tended to be qu1te h1gh. 

Problem areas identified by the teach1ng parents 

generally centered around concerns related to t1me and 

resources. Time concerns usually focused on not enough t1me 

to fulfill role responsibilities and not enough t1me to 

pursue personal interests. Resource issues focused on 

concerns that the parents' personal resources were not 

adequate enough for the level of respons1b1l1ty and whether 

extrafamilial resources were available to cover any gaps 1n 

the fam1ly's ab1l1ty to meet their ch1ldren's needs. 

All of the families reported having read books and 

related l1terature to prepare themselves to home-school. 

Seventy-two percent had attended or JOlned a support group 

prior to home-schooling. Sixty-eight percent had sought 

advice from friends/acquaintances and purchased a 

curriculum. Forty-four percent reported attend1ng a home 

school workshop. 

When asked whlch resource had been the most helpful 1n 

preparing them to home school, the highest percentage 

reported that books and literature were the most helpful 

(32%). Twenty-eight percent felt purchasing a curr1culum 

was the most helpful. Only eight percent v1ewed 

frlendsjacquaintances as be1ng the most helpful, and only 

one percent reported attend1ng a workshop as hav1ng been 



163 

helpful. 

Dlfficulties with the school system were ment1oned by 

sixteen percent of the respondents and cons1sted pr1mar1ly 

of interactions between the parent and the school 

super1ntendent or pr1ncipal. 

Very few families noted on-going negat1ve 1nteract1ons 

between themselves and friends or relatives regarding home­

schooling. Most of the families who had in1t1ally 

experienced negat1ve responses reported that these responses 

had 1mproved s1nce they have been home-school1ng. 

Based on reponses to quest1ons regard1ng level of 

support from fr1ends and relat1ves, 1t would appear that 

support was perceived as an attitud1nal issue. 

An assessment was made of the frequency wh1ch home­

schooled children part1cipated in s1x interact1on 

act1vit1es. The three 1nteract1ons with the h1ghest mean 

scores were, attend1ng church activit1es (4.04), play1ng 

w1th s1blings andjor relat1ves (4.04) and play1ng w1th 

neighborhood friends (3.40). Participating in clubs such as 

Boy Scouts had the lowest mean (2.17), followed by 

part1c1pation in home school organizations (2.80) and 

partic1pat1ng 1n commun1ty-sponsored act1v1t1es (3.28). 

The b1polar scales which rated the 1mportance of seven 

concerns revealed that deal1ng w1th negat1ve react1ons from 

the community was cons1dered the least 1mportant concern by 

these famil1es (with a mean of 5.20 where the closest 1t 1s 

to 7, the more unimportant it 1s). Deal1ng w1th negat1ve 
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reactions had a mean of 5.08, and dealing w1th role 

conflicts had a mean of 3.50. The concern considered 

the most important by the parents was acqu1r1ng horne school 

literature (mean = 2.16). In l1ght of the small percentage 

of parents who considered horne school l1terature to be 

helpful 1n preparing'them to home school, 1t 1s poss1ble 

that literature was taken to mean curr1culurn 1n thls item, 

and should be further clarified as an item. Time to pursue 

personal interests was also cons1dered 1rnportant (mean = 

2. 68) • 

F-Copes 

F-Copes assessed two types of coping strateg1es; those 
I 

that occur w1thin the family's system, and those wh1ch 

require the family system's interaction w1th people outs1de 

the system. 

Internal Cop1ng strateg1es. There were three 

subscales for internal coping: Confidence in Problem-

solving, Reframing, and Family Passivity. The fam1l1es 1n 

this study had moderate scores 1n the Conf1dence 1n Problem-

solving subscale, although this subscale had a h1gh standard 

dev1at1on, wh1ch was examined further 1n the hypotheses 

testing process. Reframing had one of the h1ghest average 

scores with the lowest standard deviation. The find1ngs for 

Refrarning are cons1stent with other farn1lies who are 1n th1s 

developmental life stage (Olson, 
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et al., 1983). Home school fam1lies also scored low 

in their use use of passive appra1sal, which is cons1stent 

with their life stage (Olson, et al., 1983). 

External Coping Strateg1es. There were a total of f1ve 

external coping subscales: Church/Religious Resources, 

Extended Fam1ly, Fr1ends, Neighbors, and Commun1ty 

Resources. The findings in this study 1nd1cate that 

fam1lies rely quite heav1ly on church and other rel1g1ous 

resources. The Church/Religious Resources subscale had the 

h1ghest average score of all the subscales. Wh1le fam1l1es 

1n the same life stage tend to rely heav1ly on the extended 

family (Olson, et al., 1983) the home school fam1l1es d1d 

not tend to use this as a coping strategy. Rel1ance on 

ne1ghbors also had a low average score, wh1ch d1ffered from 

fam1lies in the1r life stage. The score may have been 

affected by the large number of rural fam1l1es in the 

sample. However these fam1l1es rel1ed more on 

church/religious resources as a cop1ng mechan1sm than do 

other fam1l1es. The f1nd1ngs 1n this study were s1m1lar to 

Olson, et al. (1983) in the sparing use of community 

resources. 

Faces III 

Faces III 1s a typological assessment tool that 1s 

used 1n conjunct1on with the Circumplex Model to assess 

fam1ly typology. There are n1ne subscales that measure two 



variables: cohesion and adaptab1l1ty. Cohes1on 1s the 

measure of the emotional bonding family members have w1th 

each other, while adaptabil1ty measures the ability of a 

family to change in response to stress. A h1gh score 

indicated items which occurred most often. 

Cohesion Subscales. The subscales for cohes1on were: 
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Emotional Bond1ng, Supportiveness, Fam1ly Boundar1es, Time 

and Friends, and Interest in Recreat1on. The fam1l1es 1n 

this study tended to score particularly h1gh on the 

Emotional Bonding subscale. 

Asking other family members for help ln the 

Supportiveness subscale had a higher average score than 

consulting each other for decisions. 

Famil1es tended to score high for feel1ng closer to 

other family members than people outside the family system. 

Doing things with just the immed1ate family dld not rece1ve 

as high an average score. 

In the Time and Fr1ends subscale, approv1ng of each 

other's friends and spending t1me w1th each other also had 

relatively high scores. 

The Interest in Recreation subscale had the h1ghest 

average score 1n FACES III, regarding the fam1ly's ab1l1ty 

to eas1ly think of things to do together as a fam1ly. 

Having all the fam1ly members together whlle engaged 1n 

fam1ly act1vities was also scored high. 

Cohes1on scores were broken into four levels rang1ng 
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from low to high as follows: D1sengaged (very low), 

Separated (low to moderate), Connected (moderate to hlgh) 

and Enmeshed (very high). A compar1son of the percentages 

of part1c1pants w1th1n each level w1th the percentages from 

the Olson, et al. study (1983) 1ndicates that there were 

fewer home school fam1lies 1n levels I, II and III and more 

families in level IV. 

Adaptabil1ty Subscales. The subscales for 

adaptab1l1ty were: Leadershlp, Control, Dlsclpllne, and 

Roles and Rules. The D1sc1pline subscale tended to have two 

dist1nct groups; one wh1ch was partic1patory 1n 1ts 

d1sc1plinary methods and one wh1ch was more or1ented to a 

hierarch1cal approach with ch1ldren hav1ng less of a role 1n 

d1scipl1nary issues. 

The Leadership subscale scores also 1nd1cated that 

there was a cluster1ng of families. Th1rty-two percent 

sa1d that hav1ng different members of the fam1ly take 

leadersh1p pos1t1ons in the fam1ly almost never occurs. 

Forty percent 1ndicated that 1t occurs somet1mes, and twenty 

percent sa1d that their fam1ly almost always has d1fferent 

members of the fam1ly take leadersh1p pos1t1ons. 

In the Control subscale, 1t was not1ced that ch1ldren 

were allowed to part1c1pate 1n dec1s1ons but were not as apt 

to make the dec1s1ons in the fam1ly. The Rules subscale 

indicated that these famil1es d1d not f1nd 1t d1ff1cult to 

determ1ne who does household chores and that 1n general 



168 

rules did not often change. 

Adaptability scores were broken 1nto four levels 

ranging from low to high as follows: R1g1d (very low), 

Structured (low to moderate), Flexible (moderate to h1gh), 

and Chaotic (very high) . Fifty percent of the home school 

families had scores placing them 1n the hlghest level of 

adaptability. Percentages of fam1lies decreased for each of 

the other levels (24% for level III, 16% for level II, and 

12% for level I). A comparison of percentages w1th those 1n 

the Olson, et al. study (1983) indicate that there were 

fewer home school familles in levels I, II and III, and more 

home school famil1es 1n level IV. 

Hypotheses 

Identification of Needs and Problems 

The teach1ng parents 1n this study d1d report hav1ng 

less personal t1me, and conflicts result1ng out of the lack 

of time. Forty-eight percent of the part1c1pants ment1oned 

time-related 1ssues or confl1cts. Twenty-four percent 

reported not having enough time to pursue personal interests 

or activities. Thirty-two percent of the teach1ng parents 

mentioned conflicts between teaching requ1rements and the1r 

other duties. 

Responses regarding the'importance of dealing with role 

confl1cts revealed two maJor clusters of response. Flfty­

two percent perce1ved th1s issue as very 1mportant to them 

giving it a 1 or 2 rat1ng on the bipolar Concern scale. 



Another thirty-two percent perceived this as very 

unimportant by giving it a 6 or 7 rat1ng on the b1polar 

scale. 
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Intentional efforts to involve home-schooled ch1ldren 

in 1nteract1ons w1th peers tended to qenter around 1nformal 

interactions with neighborhood fr1ends, s1blings or 

relatives and involvement and part1c1pat1on 1n church 

act1v1ties. 

Negat1ve reactions of friends, fam1ly and commun1ty d1d 

not prove to be an important factor. Fam1l1es also d1d not 

express concern for f1nances. 

Class1fication and Descript1on 

The typological assessment of cohes1on and adaptab1l1ty 

levels revealed that home school families have very h1gh 

scores for both variables. A compar1son of percentages of 

famil1es whose scores fell in each of the four levels for 

adaptab1l1ty and cohes1on ind1cated that the home school 

families also tended to score higher for cohes1on and 

adaptab1l1ty than ,other fam1l1es w1th school-age chlldren 

who use conventional-schooling methods. 

Home school parents' scores for adaptab1l1ty were 

compared with the degree to which they perce1ved the 

conventional schools as being structured. Parents w1th h1gh 

levels of adaptibil1ty perceived the schools as 

sign1f1cantly more structured than d1d parents w1th low 

adaptab1l1ty at the .05 level. 
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An analysis of variance found that the scores for the 

Family Boundary subscale and the cohesion var1able were 

signif1cantly dlfferent. A Tukey's HSD revealed that 

families who score h1gh for cohes1on Wlll also score hlgh 

for feel1ng closer to other family members than to people 

outside the family system. 

Comparison of Family ~ 

~ Problem Identif1cat1on 

There were no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences found when 

family type was compared to particular home school related 

problems or concerns. 

Comparison of Fam1ly ~ 

~ Cop1ng Style 

Only two tests performed on th1s group of hypotheses 

were significant. When the adaptability variable was 

compared w1th the Conf1dence 1n Problem-solv1ng subscale 1t 

was found that the higher a fam1ly scores for adaptab1l1ty, 

the more confidence they w1ll report hav1ng 1n the1r ab1l1ty 

to solve the1r own problems. When adaptab1l1ty was compared 

to the Family Pass1vity subscale, 1t was found that the 

higher the level of adaptability, the less a fam1ly w1ll 

tend to use passive appraisal as a coping strategy. 

Conclus1ons 

Fam1l1es 1n th1s study had h1gher levels of cohes1on 
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and adaptability than were found to be the norm for the1r 

developmental life stage by Olson, et al.(1983). The results 

suggest that families with high cohes1on and adaptab1l1ty 

scores on the Circumplex are more apt to home-school than 

families whose levels of cohesion and adaptab1lity are 1n 

the lower levels on the Circumplex. 

Using Minuchin's model, a major proport1on of each 

of the family members would be diagramed w1thin the fam1ly 

system's rectangle, representing a h1gh level of lnvolvement 

with1n the fam1ly system as compared to outside of the 

fam1ly system. 

Several other f1ndings in th1s study as well as 1n the 

literature have confirmed home school famllies' h1gh level 

of emotional bond1ng. In this study, they tended to report 

interact1ng often together and to be capable of eas1ly 

th1nk1ng of things to do together. Gustavson (1980) and 

Sexson (1988) both both noted that a desire to extend the 

amount of time the family spends together was expressed as 

part of home school famil1es' rat1onale for home-schoollng 

The 1ndividual1sm and autonomy of home school fam1l1es 

ment1oned 1n the literature (Sexson, 1988; Schemmer, 1985; 

Taylor, 1986) appear to be consistent with the h1gh 

adaptability levels of the famil1es in this study in 

combination w1th the1r limited reliance on external coping 

mechan1sms, part1cularly the extended fam1ly wh1ch Olson, et 

al. (1983) had noted was used qu1te often for support by 

families of school-age children. The study d1d not f1nd 
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indications that negative reactions from the extended fam1ly 

would have prevented their use as a source of support. 

Although these families tended to be hlghly adapt1ve, 

they appear to have been able to ach1eve a klnd of dynamlc 

equil1brium between stability and change. Most of these 

families have home-schooled for more than one or two years. 

Responses to the open-ended segments of the questionalre dld 

not portray a picture of famil1es with severe dysfunct1ons 

The presence of this kind of equlllbrlum suggests that 

there are stab1l1z1ng forces w1th1n the fam1ly system. 

Family consensus about its structure and funct1ons can be 

one potential way 1ri which fam1lies can tolerate such h1gh 

levels of cohesion and adaptabllity as are seen 1n thls 

group. 

The l1fe stage of these fam1l1es also tends to require 

or accept h1gher levels of cohes1on, although these fam1l1es 

have higher levels than are usually found even 1n thelr 

developmental life stage. 

High levels of confidence in the families' att1tudes 

towards the ability to solve thelr own problems wh1ch was 

also noted in the study could prov1de stab1l1z1ng 

lnfluences. The family which v1ews stress as be1ng 

manageable will be less likely to exper1ence stress as 

threatening. 

Wh1le these families have the same two tasks for 

parents with school age chlldren mentioned 1n Olson, et al. 

(1983), l.e. socialization and educat1on, they tend to have 
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greater levels of control over these issues. Control was 

referred to 1n Chapter 2 as a factor that emerges when the 

home school experience is compared to the convent1onal 

school experience. It has been noted by W1ll1ams et al. 

(1984) in the1r case stud1es of home school fam1l1es. It 

has been inferred in the stud1es by Wartes (1985), Klnk 

(1983) and Sexson (1988) who all noted that parents w1shed 

to have a greater degree of determinat1on over what kinds of 

peer involvements their ch1ldren have as a rat1onale for 

home-schooling. 

Several f1ndings 1n this study suggest that control is 

an underlying 1ssue. Parents were more apt to encourage 

1nformal 1nteractions w1th nelghborhood fr1ends, s1blings 

and relat1ves, andjor church activ1ties than communlty­

sponsored act1vities, clubs or even home school act1v1t1es. 

It is possible that the preferred mechanisms for peer 

interaction are more attractive because of the1r relat1ve 

homogene1ty, and abil1ty to be more closely mon1tored; also 

because 1t 1s easier for the parent to determ1ne length of 

interaction based on fam1ly needs. 

Control was also suggested in the h1gh scores g1ven to 

approving each other's friends and the low scores given to 

consult1ng other fam1ly members on dec1s1ons and ut1l1zat1on 

of commun1ty resources as a cop1ng mechan1sm. 

It lS poss1ble that a system can accomodate extreme 

levels of change when there is an underly1ng ab1l1ty to have 

, clear and accessible lines of control over llfe stage tasks, 



174 

such as socialization and education. It lS even posslble 

that for fam1l1es w1th high adaptab1l1ty and cohes1on, home­

schooling may be a stabil1zing mechanism 1n the fam1ly as 1t 

increases the amount of control the family has over 1ts l1fe 

stage tasks. 

A large percentage of the famil1es ln thls study tended 

to rely on church and religious resources more than Olson, 

et al. (1983) reported for famil1es of school-age ch1ldren. 

It was noted that th1s strategy may "serve to decrease the 

social amb1gu1ty by acting as a reference po1nt for soc1al 

norms and expectations that gu1de the fam1ly 1n stressful 

situations'' (Olson, et al., p. 148). Thls may be 

part1cularly important in the home school s1tuat1on wh1ch 

has the potent1al for 1ncreasing soc1al amb1gu1ty as well as 

demands on the parents. 

In this Oklahoma study, the famil1es appeared to rely 

on the church as an 1mportant means of cop1ng w1th stress. 

The role that churches play in sanct1on1ng andjor 

encouraging alternative belief structures to the soc1al norm 

cannot be d1scounted. Its potent1al contr1but1on towards 

easing stress and stab1lizing the fam1ly system may be 

important. 

H1gh ind1v1dual1sm and autonomy d1d not as may be 

expected, necessar1ly make the external boundar1es of these 

fam1lies r1g1d. However the emergence of two d1st1nct 

groups 1n regards to att1tudes towards the structuredness of 

convent1onal schools/home schools prov1des data which 
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suggests that there are at least two types of people who 

home-school, one with rigidly defined external boundar1es 

which view the conventional schools as too unstructured, and 

one with external boundaries wh1ch are more permeable that 

v1ew conventional schools as too structured. The suggest1on 

that there are two "camps" or orientations appears 

throughout the literature. Lines (1982} noted that there 

appeared to be two different phllosophical v1ews towards 

convent1onal schools. Several studies have shown that 

parents who home-school were conservat1ve fundamental1sts 

(Dlvoky, 1983; Linden, 1983; L1nes, 1983; Schemmer, 1985; 

Sexson, 1988) while others have observed fam1l1es hav1ng a 

non-traditional or progressive background (Gustavson, 1980; 

Sexson, 1988}. Sexson's study is one of the few that 

proposes the home-schooling ~ove~ent in a "convergence of 

dist1nct ldeological extremes (p.13)." Van Galen (1987) 

also identif1ed two categories of home school parents. 

Pitman (1986) describes three categor1es of home school 

families. The Leadersh1p subscale 1n th1s study also 

appeared to po1nt to the presence of three d1st1nct groups 

as reflected by att1tudes towards allowing d1fferent people 

1n the fam1ly to act :as leaders. One group frequently 

allowed this k1nd of hierarchical role change with1n the 

family system, one group would allow 1t to occur somet1mes, 

and another group reported that leadershlp roles never 

occurred 1n the family. These f1nd1ngs would suggest that 

there are differences 1n 1nternal structure and boundarles 
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which were outside the purview of th1s study. 

The responses of the teaching parents to the issue of 

support from friends and relat1ves indicated that these 

parents view support regarding home-schooling as an 

attitudinal issue. For these parents, who are engaged 1n an 

activity that is perceived as unusual or different by the 

society at large, it is poss1ble that the most 1mportant 

support is attitudi~al in nature. A study by House (1980) 

was discussed 1n Olson, et al., (1983) that concluded that 

the most important kind of support is esteem support; 

interactions that convey emotional concern. Since 

1nteractions are closely t1ed to att1tudes or percept1on, a 

pos1t1ve att1tude towards the parents' dec1s1on to home­

school may be necessary for the parents to perce1ve 

1nteractions as support1ve. 

Based on the results of tests done on the hypotheses, 

it would appear that fam1l1y typology d1d not play a 

significant role in how home school fam1lies ident1fy or 

respond to the needs and problems wh1ch are a part of the 

home school experience, although th1s could have been 

affe'cted by small sample size and the h1gh standard 

deviations on some of the scales. However, 1t could also 

mean that there are problems and stresses inherent in the 

home-schooling experience itself that fam111es have 1n 

common regardless of family type. 

However, typology, and in particular the adaptab1l1ty 

variable, did have an effect on whether pass1ve appra1sal 



177 

was used by famil1es as a way of dealing with stress. 

Families who were highly adaptable tend to use pass1ve ways 

of dealing with stress less often. 

While family typology did not affect the processes 1n 

wh1ch needs and problems were addressed, it d1d affect the 

attitudes the parents had towards the1r ab1l1ty to solve 

their own problems. The families 1n the study that had h1gh 

adaptability had more confidence in their ab1lity to handle 

problems w1th1n the family system. 

This study was able to use fam1ly typology with1n a 

fam1ly developmental/family systems framework to beg1n to 

determ1ne the character1st1cs 1n the structure and funct1ons 

of family life that home school fam1lies have 1n common. In 

doing so, it also was able to begin to develop some 

tentative suggestions for how these fam1l1es ma1nta1n 

stability. 

It has also started to document the ways 1n which home 

school families are dlfferent, most notably 1n the1r v1ews 

of the conventional school versus the home school, wh1ch may 

point to two or more unique types of fam1ly systems that 

characterize home school families. 

Recommendations 

There are several recommendat1ons wh1ch can be 

formulated based on the find1ngs and conclus1ons of th1s 

study. 

F1rst, the study was able to demonstrate that 
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typolog1cal assessment can be useful for clarlfylng and 

identifying characteristics of home school family structure 

and to a limited extent, its funct1ons. Further study needs 

to be conducted utilizing this method of assessment to 

determ1ne if it is possible to identify other home school 

family characteristics, particularly in structure and 

funct1ons, which can ass1st in developing famlly typology. 

Further study 1s also needed to confirm 1f hlgh levels 

of adaptability and cohesion are capable of being 

generalized to the populat1on and to determlne lf there are 

d1fferences 1n typology as Olson et al. (1983) found ln llfe 

stage part1cularly in the family with teenage home-schooled 

children. 

If the general population does have high 

cohesion/adaptability levels, then it follows that lt would 

be useful to determine what factors stab1lize fam1ly systems 

to allow them to accomodate the 1ncreased famlly demands of 

home-school1ng that is accompanied by a typology that lS not 

noted 1n the research for contr1butlng to an effectlvely 

funct1on1ng fam1ly. In part1cular, 1t would be useful to 

explore the relationship of control-related issues to the 

stability of the family. 

Studies need to be done that compare home school 

fam1l1es to the1r convent1onally- school1ng peers to asslst 

in a more structured comparison than was posslble ln thls 

study. 

In add1t1on, a longitudinal study to determine 1f there 



are differences in family structure and funct1on between 

those families who cont1nue to home-school and those who 

only home-school a short time might further different1ate 

stabilizing factors in the family system. 
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Finally, the high standard dev1ations of some of the 

responses point to the need to undertake-studies wh1ch have 

a larger sample to determine if there are indeed d1st1nctly 

dlfferent types of home school fam1l1es as have been 

suggested in the literature and in the results of th1s 

study. 
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CONVENTIONAL SCHOOL FAMILY 

SCHEDLE: 

PARENT/CHILD 

Locus of control 
outs1de fam1ly system 

Emphas1s on ch1ld/ 
school's needs. 

INTERACTION: L1m1ted t1me. 

CHILD/PEER 
INTERACTION: 

CHILD/SIBLING 

T1me more 1ntent1onal 
and planned. 

Greater amount of 
t1me 1nteract1ng. 

Spontaneous, often 
unplanned. 

Less with1n parental 
control. 

INTERACTION: Less t1me 1nteract1ng. 

PARENT TIME: Allocat1on for 
personal needs 
1ncreases. 

T1me for younger 
chlldren 1ncreases. 
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HOME SCHOOL FAMILY 

Locus of control 1n 
fam1ly system. 

Emphas1s on ch1ld/ 
fam1ly needs. 

Large amounts of t1me 

T1me rema1ns more 
spontaneous 

Less amount of t1me 
1nteract1ng. 

More 1ntent1onal, 
often requ1res 
plann1ng. 

Parents continue to 
exert control. 

Large amounts of 
t1me 1nteract1ng 

Often helps 
superv1se, teach 
younger s1bl1ngs. 

Allocat1on for 
personal 1ncreases. 

T1me for younger 
ch1ldren decreases 



COMMUNITY 
INTERACTION: 

FINANCIAL 
RESOURCES: 

ROLES: 

EDUCATIONAL 
MILIEU: 

Parentjcommun1ty 
1nteraction 1ncreases. 

Community 1nteraction 
more 1nit1ated, 
mediated by child. 

outslde demands not 
w1th1n parental control 
lncrease. 

Large proportlon of 
educat1on expense fro 
taxes. 

Parent/teacher and 
student/child roles 
clear and separate. 

Learn1ng envlronment 
separate from llvlng 
envlronment. 

Parents exert llttle 
control. 

Parents unfamil1ar w1th 
Wlth dally educatlonal 
content. 

Learnlng processjfamlly 
lnteractlon separate. 
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Parentjcommun1ty 
lnteractlon lncreases 

Communlty lnteractlon 
usually lnltlated, 
medlated by parent. 

Famlly malntalns 
greater control over 
ldentifylng, 
pr1orlt1z1ng needs. 

Family must allocate 
addltlonal monles to 
educatlonal expense. 

Parent/teacher and 
studentjchlld roles 
not always clear, 
and sometlmes 
confllctlng. 

Learnlng envlronment 
and llvlng 
envlroment are 
comb1ned. 

Parents exert large 
degree of control. 

Parents have focused 
understand1ng of 
dally educatlonal 
content. 

Learnlng process/ 
famlly lnteractlon 
overlaps. 
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[]]§00 

Oklahoma State University 
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELA liONS 

AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT 
COLLEGE Of HOME ECONOMICS 

Dear Home School Parent, 

I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078 OJJ7 
211 HOME ECONOMICS WEST 

(-105) 624-505 7 

Wh~le home-schoollng has ga~ned 1n popularity, it has also 
been the subJect of much cont.roversy and mJ.sunderstand~ng. For 
the last eJ.ght years, as a home school parent, I have spent a 
great deal of t1me sharing information with my communJ.ty about 
home educatlon. As a graduate student at Oklahoma State 
Un1 vers~ ty, I am doing a study Wl. th home school fanu.l~es which ~s 
des1gned to prov~de informat~on about how home school familles go 
about the day-to-day activ1ty of teaching and bel.ng a fam~ly. 

I am enclosJ.ng a questionaire which will provJ.de very 
helpful ~nformat~on for th~s project. All persons who help w1th 
thJ.s proJect will receive a brief summary of the findings. I am 
also available as a resource person should you ever need any 
lnformatJ.on on the law and/or other research regardl.ng home­
schoolJ.ng. 
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Although some of the questions may not be entirely 
appropr1ate to your partJ.cular situation, it is important that 
all quest1ons be answered as completely as possible. A large 
part of thJ.s qucst1ona1re was developed for use WJ.th any famJ.ly 
w1th school-age children, most of whom are usually schooled 1n 
other ways. Hc1wever, t.ry to respond w1th the answer that 1s 
closest to your bel~efs about your family. You may use the back 
of the quest~ona1.re for questJ.ons in wh~ch you need more space to 
respond. Your responses to this queztionaire w1ll remain 
anonymous and w~ll not be able to be connected to you 1n any way. 
However, lf- you would not m1nd being 1nterv1ewed further by 
telephone, please note that at the end of th'e questionaire and 
someone WJ.ll call you. 

In order to be able to get as xnuch accurate 1nformation 
about home school fam1l1es as possible from throughout Oklahoma, 
I would also apprecl.atc your help. If you know of other home 
schoolers in the state, particularly in rural areas, please 
1nclude ~helr addresses at the end of this questionaire. Again 
thls Wlll rema1n confldential and no names or addresses Mill be 
used outside of this study. 

I have enclosed d self-addressed envelope. 
the quest1ona1re and mall by 

Please complete 
'l'hank you. 

~%~e~e(2 y~~ 
Jdy~A. carE.on 
Graduate student - FRCD 1 

fJu~IC h~ f; 
David G. Fourn1er, Ph.D. ~ 
Faculty Advisor, FRCD CENTENNIAL 
(405) 744-8351 lll!.l0•19~i) 

Celebrating the Past Prepanng for the Future 



liOHE-SCHOOL FAl'UL'l ASSEaal1ENT 

Th~s 9uest1.ona~re l.S to be filled out by the parent who is 
printarl.l:f responsible for the structured learning and day-to-day 
superv:ts~on of the home-schooled children in your hour.uhold. 

D~MOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

1. SEX: FEMALE MALE __ 

2. AGE: 

3. Wl~T COUNTY DO YOU LIVE IN? _________________________ __ 

4, WHICH TEH}t BEST DESCRIBES WHERE YOU LIVE: 
Urban ____ Town 

Suburban __ Rurul 

5. HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN HOME-SCHOOLING YOUR CHILDREN? 
____ under 1 year ____ J - 4 years 

__ 1 - 2 years ____ more than 4 ycars, ____ no. of years 

6. HOW MANY CHILDREN DO YOU HAVE AT HOME? __ _ 

7 • HOW MANY CHILDREN ARE YOU CURRENTLY TEACHING A SCHOOL 
CURRICULUH A'l' HOME (i.e. teaching the sk~lls most ch~ldren 
learn at a school) (circle one) l 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 

8. WHAT ARE 'l'HE AGES AND GRADE LEVEL OF YOUR HOME-SCHOOLED 
CIIILDREJ'I7 

Age: Grade level: 
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9. WHAT ARE THE AGES OF YOUR OTHER CHILDREN? __________ _ 

10. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES THE HIGUEST LEVEL OF 
EDUCATION WHICH YOU HAVE ATTAINED? 
A._some high school 0. __ 3-4 years college 

B. __ H~gh school diploma E. ___ Graduate school 

c. ___ l-2 years college F • __ Other ______ _ 



Family Profile 

1. PLEASE RATE THE SCHOOL THAT YOUR CHII .. DREN EITHER USED TO GO 
'l'O, OR WOULD GO TO IF YOU WERE NOT HOME-SCHOOLING THEM. PUT 
AN "X" ON ONE OF THE BLANKS BETWEEN EACH OF THE PAIRS OF 
WORDS THE CLOSER 'rilE MARK IS TO THE WORD 1 THE STRONGER YOU 
FEEL IT DESCRIBES THE SCHOOL. 

safe 

democratic 

closed 

systematic 

flexible 

structured 

unpred~ctable 

~nterest~ng 

severe 

progress~ve 

. . . . . ~ 

----·----·----·----·----·----·----. . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----
e • • e II • ., . . . . . ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----. . . . . . . . . . . . ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----. . . . . . . . . . . . ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----. . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----. . . . . . . . . . . . ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----. . . . . . 

• • it • • • ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----. . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----. . . . . . . . . ----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----

dangerous 

authoritarian 

open 

unsystematic 

rig1.d 

unztructured 

predictable 

bor.lng 

lenient 

tradit~onal 
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2. NOW PLEASE RATE THE 110!1C-SCUOOLING PROCESS IN WHICH YOU AUD 
YOUR CHILDREN ATIE CURRlWTLY INVOLVED. PUT AN "X" DE'l'WEEN 
'l'HC SAHE PAIRS OF WORDS DELOU: 

safe 

democratic 

closed 

systematic 

flexl.ble 

structured 

unpred1.ctable 

1.nterest1.ng 
• 

severe 

progress1.ve 

. . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----
• • • • • 0 ----·----·----·----·----·----·----. . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----. . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----. . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----. . . . . . 

----·----·----·-----·-----·----·-----
• • • • • e --·--·--·--·--·--·--. . . . . . --··--·--·--·----·---·-. . . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----· . . . . . . ----·----·----·----·----·----·----

dangerous 

authoritarian 

open 

unsystematic 

rigid 

unstructured 

predictable 

bor1.ng 

lenient 

traditional 
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3, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM OR NEED 'l'HAT 
YOUR l;>AMILY EXPI.:RICNCES AS HOHE-SCHOOLERS: 

4. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM OR NEED THAT YOU 
EXPERIENCE AS THE TEACHING PARENT: 

5. HOW DID YOU PREPARE YOURSELF TO HOME-SCHOOL YOUR CHILDREN? 
(check all that apply) 

a. __ Reading books and related literature' 

b. ____ seek~ng advice from friends or acquaintances 

c. __ Attendlng workshops 
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d. ___ Purchasing a curriculum (such as Calvert, ABEKA, 
ACE,etc. 

e. ____ Attending or joining a home school support group 
f. ___ Other ______________________________________________ _ 

6, OF ALL THE WAYS LISTED ABOVE, WHICH IN YOUR OPINION WAS THE 
MOST VALUABLE FOR YOU? ____ _ 

7. DID YOU EXPERIENCE ANY DIFFICULTY WITH YOUR LOCAL SCHOOL 
SYSTEM REGARDING YOUR DECISION TO HOME-SCHOOL? 

YES NO __ IF YES, PLEASE EXPLAIN: 



8. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SUPPORT YOU HAVE FROM FRIENDS REGARDING 
HOME-SCHOOLING: 

a. __ No support, negative response 

b. ____ Reluctant acknowledgement 

c. ____ Neutrdl response 

d. ____ supportive with no assistance 
' 

e. ____ Fully supportive with assistance 

9. HAS THIS CHANGED SINCE YOU HAVE BEEN HOME-SCHOOLING? 

Yes No 
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IF THIS HAS CHANGED, PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW _______________________ _ 

10. PLEASE DESCRIBE TilE SUPPORT YOU HAVE FROM 
R~GARDING HOME-SCHOOLING? 

a. ____ No support, negat1ve response 

b. ____ Reluctant acknowledgement 

c. ____ Neutral response 

d. ____ supportive, with no assistance 

e. ____ Fully support1ve, w1th assistance 

RELATIVES 

11. HAS THIS CHANGED SINCE YOU HAVE BEEN HOME-SCHOOLING? Yes ___ No 

IF THIS HAS CHANGED, PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW: ____________ _ 



THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBE HAYS IN WHICH ROME HOME 
IN'l'EHAC'r vllTll O'.l'lli::R CHILDREN. l'LEJ\.bE WRITE 
D~S'l' DESCRlDES '!'HE AMOUN'!' O.l<' 'l'IME TUEY 

SCHOOL C'HlLDREU 
THE NUl1BEk vHIICH 
RELAT~ TO OTHER 

SCHOOLED CHILDREN NEXT '!'0 EACH HAY. 

1 
ALMOST 
NEVER 

2 
ONCE IN 
A HHILE 

3 
SOHE'riMES 

4 
FREQUENTLY 

12. Playkng w~th ne1ghborhood friends 

13. Play1ng with s1blings and/or relatives 

14. Attending church activit1es 

15. 

16. 

Part1c1pat1ng 1n community sponsored 
(sports, art classes, etc.) 
Part1c1pat1ng 1n clubs (Scouts, etc.) 

' 

17. Part1c1pating 1n home school organ1zations 

5 
ALMOST 
ALWAYS 

activities 
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PLEAS!:: RATE 'l'HE FOLLOWING CONCERNS OR ISSUES AS THEY APPLY 'l'O YOU 
AND YOUR FAMILY (place an "X" 1n the blank that best describes 
how 1mportant;un1mportant these are to your faml.ly) 

18. Deal1ng with neg~tive reactions to home-schooling from family 

lmportant ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unimportant 

19. Getting my children'involved with activities and friends in 
the conunun1 ty. 

lmportant ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unimportant 

20. Trying to find the t1me to pursue my own personal intercs.ts. 

l.mportant ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unimportant 

21. Deallng \nth parentjteacher and student/child role conflicts 

l.mportant ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unimportant 

22. Dealing, with negat1ve reactions to home school~ng from the 
commum. ty. 

~mportant ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unimportant 



23. Gett~ng ~nvolved w1th home school support groups. 

~mportant ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unimportant 

24. Acqu~ring home school literature. 

~mportant ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unimportant 

25. APPROXIMATE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME: 

less than $10,000 

___ $10,000 - $14,999 

___ 15,000 - $19,999 

_$20,000 - $24,999 

_$25,000 - $29,999 

___ $30,000 or greater 
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IF YOU WOULD BE \HLLING FOR ANOTHER HOME-SCHOOLER TO CALL YOU FOR 
A PHONE INTl:!RVIEW 1 PLEAS I: PUT YOUR PHONE NUMBER 1-lDRE : ______ _ 

IF YOU HOULD LIKE A COPY OF 'l'HE SUMMARY Or, TH1S S'rUO"ll, PLEASE PUT 
YOUR ADDRESS BELOW (It 1s not necessary to use your name). 

IF YOU KNOW OF OTHER HOMC SCHOOLERS, I WOULD APPRECIATE IT IF YOU 
HOULD INCLUDE 'l'liEIR ADDRESSES BELOW SO 'l'HAT I MAY SCND T.HI::l-1 A 
QUES'riONAIRE. THANK YOU. 
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FACES III I 

1 
ALMOST NEVER 

2 
ONCE IN A WHILE 

FAl\fiLY VERSION 

3 
SOMETIMES 

4 
FREQUENTLY 
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5 
ALMOST .4JJWAYS 

INSfRUCflONS. The followmg statement~ dcscnbe common famlly Situations. Usmg tlu: 5 responses listed 
above, plllli.L place the NUMHER (1-5) that you believe best dei>Cul;t.s yow fumtly w. 
you see tt nght NOW. 

DESCRIB:C, how you sec YOUR FAMll Y NOW: 

1 Famtly membc1s ask each other for help. 

2 In !.olvmg problems, the chthlrcn~'s &uggcshous are followed. 

3. We approve of each uther'~ fnwd!>. 

4 Chtltli 1.0 have a s.ty 111 tltLU dtt..Llillmc. 

5. We hkc to do thmgs with JU~t our tmmcdtate fr rudy. 

6 Dtffct cnt. J•erlions act ab 1Ladu·1. 10 o.u· fnnuly. 

7. Fam1ly members fc•·l closer to other famtly members than to people outli.ldc the fllnuly. 

R Our fatally t.hangcs 11..> way of haudhng t.a.st..~o. 

9. Fanuly membcn. hll e to spend f1 t:c ttme wtth each uthcr. 

___ 10 ]>arc ntb) ami chllllrcu Lii!>CUS~ pmmhment togdher. 

___ ll. Fam1ly wcwbcrs ft-tl very LJ;..se to each other. 

--- 12. The cluldren make the d~ClSHlUS m our rumtly. 

___ 13 When our family g<Ct!. together for acttntlcs, everybody 1!> prcse11t. 

___ 14 Rul~s change m mu famtly. 

___ 15 We can ea1oily thmk of thtnt~ to do together as a fam1ly. 

_ 16. We shut hoLI!>chold reponstb!lth(.b f1om pert.on to prrson, 

-
___ 17. Famlly members consult other tanuly members on the1r decuums. 

___ 18. It lS hard to ldt.nttty the leader(£) m our family. 

___ 19. Funuly togetherness is very importAnt. 

___ 20 It il. bud to tell who does wh1ch household chores. 

-Dc.vl.loJICd at the UnaH:rbtty of Mmnebotu by DuYJd 11. OL.on, Joyce J>urtner & \'o.tv Lane 



APPENDIX C 

SCALES AND SUBSCALES FOR 

F-COPES AND FACES III 
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SUBSCALES FOR F-COPES 

I. Confidence in Fam1ly Problem Solv1ng 

7 Knowing that we have the strength w1th1n 
our own fam1ly to solve our problems 

11 Fac1ng the problems "head-on" and try1ng 
to get solutions r1ght away 

3 Knowing we have the power to solve maJor 
problems 
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22 Believing we can handle our own problems 

II. Refram1ng Fam1ly Problems 

15 Accept1ng stressful events as a fact of l1fe 
19 Accept1ng that d1ff1cult1es occur 

unexpectedly 
13 Showing that we are strong 
24 Def1ning the family problem in a more 

pos1t1ve way so that we do not become too 
discouraged 

III. Fam1ly Pass1vity 

12 Watching telev1s1on 
17 Knowing luck plays a b1g part 1n how well we 

are able to solve fam1ly problems 
26 Feeling that no matter what we do to prepare, 

we w1ll have dlfficulty handl1ng problems 
28 Believ1ng if we wait long enough, the problem 

will go away 

IV. ChruchjRellgious Resources 

27 Seek1ng adv1ce from a m1n1ster 
14 Attend1ng church serv1ces 
23 Part1c1pat1ng in church act1v1ties 
30 Hav1ng fa1th 1n God 

V. Extended Family 

1 Shar1ng our d1ff1cult1es w1th relat1ves 
25 Ask1ng relatives how they feel about problems 

we face 
5 Seek1ng adv1ce from relat1ves (grandparents, 

etc.) 
20 Doing things w1th relatives (get-togethers, 

dinners, etc.) 



VI. Fr1ends 

2 Seeking encouragement and support from 
fr1ends 

16 Shar1ng concerns w1th close fr1ends 
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4 Seeking 1nformat1on and adv1ce from persons 
in other famil1es who have faced the same or 
similar problems 

18 Exerc1s1ng with friends to stay f1t 
and reduce tension 

VII. Ne1ghbors 

10 Ask1ng neighbors for favors and ass1stance 
29 Shar1ng problems w1th ne1ghbors 

8 Receiving gifts an~ favors from ne1ghbors 
(ex. food, tak1ng 1n ma1l, etc.) 

VII. Commun1ty Resources 

21 Seek1ng profess1onal counsel1ng and help for 
family d1ff1cult1es 

6 Seek1ng assistance from commun1ty agenc1es 
and programs des1gned to help fam1l1es 1n 
our s1tuation 

9 Seeking 1nformat1on and adv1ce from the 
fam1ly doctor 



SCALES AND SUBSCALES FOR FACES III 

FAMILY COHESION 

Emotional Bonding 
11. Family members feel very 

close to each other. 
19. Family togetherness is very 

1mportant. 

Supportiveness 
1. Fam1ly members ask each other 

for help. 
17. Family members consult other 

family members on their 
dec1s1ons. 

Family Boundar1es 
7. Fam1ly members feel closer 

to other family members than 
to people outside thelr family. 

5. We l1ke to do things with JUSt 
our 1mmed1ate fam1ly. 

T1me and Friends 
~Family members llke to spend 

free time w1th each other. 
3. We approve of each other's 

friends. 

Interest in Recreat1on 
13. When our family gets together 

for activit1es, everybody 1s 
present. 

15. We can eas1ly th1nk of th1ngs 
to do together as a family. 

FAMILY ADAPTABILITY 

Leadership 
6. Different persons act as 

leaders in our family. 
18. It is hard to identify the 

leaders in our famlly. 

Control 
12. The ch1ldren make the 

decis1ons in our fam1ly. 
2. In solving problems, the 

chlldren's suggest1ons are followed. 
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Discipline 
4. Children have a say 1n the1r 

discipline. 
10. Parent(s) and ch1ldren discuss 

pun1shment together. 

Roles and Rules 
8. Our family changes its way of 

handling tasks. 
16. We sh1ft household 

respons1bilities from person 
to person. 

20. It 1s hard to tell who does 
wh1ch household chores. 

14. Rules change 1n our fam1ly. 
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COUNTY OF PARTICIPANTS 
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RESPONDENTS BY COUNTY 

County Frequency Percentage 

Payne 9 36.0 

Bryan 2 8.0 

Oklahoma 1 4.0 

Tulsa 5 20.0 

Benton 1 4.0 

Noble 1 4.0 

Cleveland 1 4.0 

Washington 2 8.0 

Creek 1 4.0 

Marshall 1 4.0 

Delaware 1 4.0 

Total: 25 100.0 
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AGE FREQUENCIES OF OTHER CHILDREN 
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PROBLEMS/NEEDS IDENTIFIED 

BY TEACHING PARENTS 
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I need more hours 1n the day! (Or a ma1d would be nice.) 
After I get done teach1ng, I often feel overwhelmed by all I 
still have to do with such little time left, and often much 
of it gets pushed to the next day which is d1scourag1ng. 

I would like tax credit for expenses. 

Learn1ng to teach - to present lessons 1n a var1ety of 
interesting ways - planning lessons from mater1als that 
don't give expl1cit how to's 1s a problem. 

My most important need is to be perfectly organ1zed and deal 
Wlth my older, faster children who want to be home-schooled. 
My most important problem or need as a teaching parent 1s 
feeling that I'm not adequate. 

I wish my ch1ldren had more playmates, but th1s 1s only a 
problem to me. Although there are many items and programs 
ava1lable that fit my educational tastes and phllosophy, 
there is no one complete curriculum that meets our needs. 

I had a hard t1me trying to find the r1ght curr1culum that 
would keep her equal or above her grade level with the 
publ1c school system. I could not flnd out what I needed to 
teach her. The most 1mportant problem I have lS allow1ng 
enough attention to be given to each ch1ld (espec1aly w1th a 
toddler around). I also ran a bus1ness out of my home and 
still need to have enough energy left over to be a good 
wife. 

T.V. is sometimes a problem. Money for fleld tr1ps, 
teaching aids and books is my most 1mportant need. 

We have l1ttle contact w1th other homeschoolers and there 
are few act1vities available for homeschoolers. When I go 
back to work 1n July, I'll be gone about 11 hours a day. 
That leaves little t1me for one-on-one time w1th my daughter 
or all the other activ1t1es related to tak1ng care of a 
home. 

Flexing our schedule to husband's ever chang1ng one 1s our 
most important family problem. Help with decis1ons, like 
does our son need help w1th his 'R' sounds 1s my most 
important need. 

We have to make extra effort to make sure our ch1ldren have 
contact w1th other ch1ldren and actt1v1t1es outs1de the 
home. When the ch1ldren were younger they had to go 
everywhere with me. 

Because of the extra time 1nvolved in prepar1ng and 
correcting stud1es we need to work together as a fam1ly to 
keep our home organized and allow every fam1ly member free 
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time. I want our classroom time to be stimulat1ng and fun 
for each member of the family. I want to be able to give 
indiv1dual attention to each ch1ld. My fam1ly need 1s to be 
able to balance time between schooling, my work and her 
school1ng act1v1ties. My important problem or need 1s 
finding time to exercise. 

The family's most 1mportant problem is being d1fferent, not 
be1ng taken seriously. My ch1ldren are JUdged more 
critically than traditionally schooled chlldren. My most 
important problem is a lack of perspect1ve. Somet1mes I 
worry that I am not ablt to see our s1tuat1on obJeCtlvely 
enough. Sometimes I don't feel I hav~ enough t1me for 
creat1ve plann1ng. 

My family's most important problem is dealing with 
situations that arise with our child's 'school' fr1ends, 
i.e. discuss1ng why they use certa1n language, why they are 
sometimes very mean to each other, why they feel certa1n 
material things are 1mportant, etc. My most important 
problem 1s self doubt. Home-school1ng feels r1ght at thls 
t1me, seems to be going well. However because we are so 
unstructured and untraditional, I get a l1ttle concerned at 
t1mes ... are we do1ng the right th1ng? 

We have a lack of suppl1mentary resource people, that 1s 
adults from outside the fam1ly to teach my children the1r 
particular field of interest. My problem is lack of t1me, 
too many demands on my t1me. 

We have found we need two cars to enable us to get to our 
extra-curricular act1v1t1es. My most 1mportant problem 1s 
the d1stract1on of my almost two year old. It's very 
d1ff1cult to keep my e1ght year old's attent1on and for her 
to concentrate. 

Our family needs activities with other homeschoolers. 
Living 1n a rural area, other home-school1ng fam1lies are 
some distance away. My problem is finding t1me to teach and 
still attend to the needs of younger ch1ldren, the household 
duties and personal interests. 

Time is my most important,need. 

Being d1fferent produces isolation and anx1ety. I worry 
about doing the r1ght thing, demands upon my t1me and 
pat1ence. It 1s d1ff1cult to get th1ngs done - we lack 
friends and interests outside the family. 

We get on each other's nerves alot. Sometimes 1ts hard to 
get the k1ds motivated. 



214 

I need to be more organ1zed. I think I need more help from 
my spouse. 

My most important problem was waiting for my daughter to 
dec1de when she wanted to learn to read. 
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Fam1ly = 1 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 43 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 19 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 15 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 I 15 I 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 3 5 1 4 1 4 4 4 5 1 4 2 5 2 4 1 4 1 

Fam1ly = 2 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 45 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 19 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 15 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 I 15 I 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 2 5 1 4 1 5 3 3 1 5 1 5 2 5 3 4 1 5 1 

Fam1ly = 3 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 47 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptab1l1ty = 26 T 
5 6 7 I 8 I A 

Type = 8 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 4 5 4 4 3 5 3 4 3 5 1 5 3 5 2 4 1 5 1 
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Fam1ly = 4 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 45 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 25 T 
5 6 I 7 I 8 A 

Type = 7 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 3 4 3 4 2 5 3 4 4 4 1 5 1 5 3 4 1 5 2 

Fam1ly = 5 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 48 1 2 3 I 4 I A 
p 

Adaptab1l1ty = 39 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 4 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 3 3 3 5 1 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 4 

Fam1ly = 6 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1on = 48 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptab1l1ty = 28 T 
5 6 7 I 8 I A 

Type = 8 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 4 5 3 5 4 5 4 5 2 5 3 5 2 5 3 3 1 5 1 
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Family = 7 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 44 1 2 I 3 I 4 A 
p 

AdaptabJ.lJ.ty = 32 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 3 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 4 2 4 5 2 5 4 5 2 5 2 5 2 5 5 3 1 5 3 

Family = 8 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 47 1 2 3 I 4 I A 
p 

AdaptabJ.lity = 30 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 4 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 3 4 3 5 4 5 4 5 3 5 2 5 3 4 3 4 2 5 2 

Family = 9 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

CohesJ.on = 39 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

AdaptabJ.lJ.ty = 24 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 10 B 
I 

9 I 10 I 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 3 3 4 4 3 2 4 2 4 4 5 1 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 1 
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Family = 10 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 40 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptability = 25 T 
5 I 6 I 7 8 A 

Type = 6 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 3 3 5 2 3 1 4 3 4 3 5 2 4 1 5 4 3 1 4 3 

Family = 11 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1on = 48 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 26 T 
5 6 7 I 8 I A 

Type a· B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 3 5 3 3 2 5 3 5 5 5 2 5 2 5 3 5 1 5 1 

Fam1ly = 12 C 0 H E s I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 40 1 , I 2 I 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 32 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 2 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 2 3 3 5 2 
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Family = 13 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1.on = 47 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptability = 26 T 
5 6 7 I 8 I A 

Type = 8 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 3 5 2 5 3 5 3 5 4 5 3 5 2 5 2 3 1 5 1 

Fam1.ly = 14 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 48 1 2 3 I 4 I A 
p 

Adaptabil1.ty = 35 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 4 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 3 5 3 5 2 4 3 5 1 

Family 15 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1.on = 47 1 2 3 I 4 I A 
p 

Adaptab1.l1.ty = 32 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 4 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 2 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 2 4 5 5 2 
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Fam1ly = 16 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 42 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 24 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 11 B 
I 

9 10 I 11 I 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 3 3 2 3 2 5 4 4 4 5 2 5 2 5 2 3 2 5 1 

Fam1ly = 17 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1on = 45 1 2 I 3 I 4 A 
p 

Adaptab1l1ty = 29 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 3 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 3 5 3 4 2 5 4 4 3 4 2 4 3 5 3 4 1 5 3 

Family = 18 c 0 H E s I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 38 1 I 2 I 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 30 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 2 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 3 4 4 3 2 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 5 3 3 2 4 3 
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Family = 19 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

CohesJ.on = 48 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

AdaptabJ.lJ.ty = 19 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 16 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 I 16 I y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 3 5 1 4 3 5 1 5 4 5 1 5 1 5 2 5 1 5 1 

Family = 20 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

CohesJ.on = 42 1 2 I 3 I 4 A 
p 

AdaptabJ.lJ.ty = 31 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 3 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 4 4 4 2 4 3 4 4 3 2 5 3 5 3 4 4 4 2 5 3 

FamJ.ly = 21 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 33 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

AdaptabJ.lJ.ty = 23 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 9 B 
I 

I 9 I 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 3 2 5 1 4 4 3 3 3 1 2 1 4 2 4 5 2 1 3 3 
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Family = 22 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohesion = 45 1 2 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty = 21 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 11 B 
I 

9 10 I 11 I 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 4 5 1 3 3 4 4 1 5 4 4 1 5 5 5 1 5 1 

Fam1ly = 23 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1on 47 1 2 3 I 4 I A 
p 

Adaptab1l1ty = 29 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 4 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 5 4 5 3 3 1 5 5 5 3 5 3 5 3 4 3 5 1 5 1 

Fam1ly = 24 c 0 H E s I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1on 38 1 I 2 I 3 4 A 
p 

Adaptabil1ty 32 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 2 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
R = 3 3 5 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 2 4 5 5 4 3 1 
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Family = 25 c 0 H E S I 0 N A 
D 

Cohes1on = 46 1 2 3 I 4 I A 
p 

Adaptab1l1ty = 32 T 
5 6 7 8 A 

Type = 4 B 
I 

9 10 11 12 L 
I 
T 

13 14 15 16 y 

Q = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19, 20 
R = 4 4 5 3 4 2 5 4 4 5 5 3 5 2 5 4 4 1 5 2 
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