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Rapprochement
in late adolescent
separation-individuation:
a structural equations approach
STEPHEN

M. QUINTANA”

AND DANIEL
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Adolescents’
movements
toward individuation
are believed
to be supported by secure attachments
to parents. Previous research has found that
individuation
could be operationalized
with indices of connectedness
and
separateness,
but the relationship
between these variables has not been
fully explored. The present study demonstrated
that attachment
and differentiation
variables were positively
related using different and multiple
operationalization
procedures.
Furthermore,
a more comprehensive
model
of adolescent
ego development
was proposed
which included
parental
control,
individuation,
and ego identity
constructs.
Results
suggest
parental control restricts successful
individuation,
but that adjustment
on
individuation
indices predicts advanced identity development.

INTRODCCTION

Traditional psychoanalytic theorists have viewed adolescent development
from a psychosexual perspective. This perspective argues that the main task
of adolescence is the severance of early object ties to parents and the replacement of these ties with non-incestuous
sexual relationships
with
peers (Freud, 1936). In contrast, more recent theorists view the main task
of adolescence as the establishment of a sense of individuality in the context of supportive, close parental relationships (Blos, 1962; Josselson, 1980).
Attachment to early objects, according to these theorists, are not replaced
but rather are transformed into mature, whole object relationships through
an adolescent separation-individuation process. Josselson (1988, p. 95) argues:
“Because separation-individuation
and relatedness are two sides of the
same matrix, to focus on one to the exclusion of the other distorts under*Reprint requests should be addressed to Dr Quintana at Department of Educational Psychology,
EDB 504, The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas 78712, U.S.A.
+University of Notre Dame.
Portions of this paper were presented at the Midwestern Psychological Association, Chicago,
June, 1986.
014&1971/90/040371

+ 15 $03.00/O

01990

The

Association

for the Psychiatric

Study

of Adolescents

372

S. M. QUINTANA

standing

of the process”.

ship mediates
a sense

The

himself

These
Mahler,

Mahler

individuation:
subphases

individuation

processes

The

the context

is to develop

flict between

and individuality
connection

and Rice,

Throughout
ively

psychological

through

(Josselson,

Parents

celebrating,

1980).

preserve

between

challenge

tinued
tempt

as indicative
Empirical

of the con-

(Josselson,

1988;

toward

selfhood.

and

practising

to adolescents

The

and

attachments

with parents

1962).

subphases
and indi-

and parents

attachment

dur-

bonds

while

toward
selfhood.
individuation
by

supporting

This
bonds

the

adolescents’

type of resolution
allows
for support of their con-

more traditional

storm-and-stress

progress-

(Blos,

needs for attachment

adolescents’
movements
attachment
during

respecting,

as a turbulent,

to severe

in

an integration

parents

adolescents’

acknowledging,

movements

entails

is promoted
by adolescents’
faculties
(Blos, 1962). Ado-

parent/adolescent

newly developing
sense of individuality.
adolescents
to rely on their attachment
development

ego develop-

of individuality

adolescents

from

differentiation

The

encouraging

help

how

has been focused

resolution

period,

separation

conflict

is to preserve

simultaneously

a sense

separateness

independence
interpersonal

the

until they reach a potential
ing rapprochement

shown

the separation-

1988).

greater

advance

has

onto

attention

and the concomitant

in

of separation-

for adolescent

necessarily

and psychological

This movement
toward greater
growing
physical,
mental and

viduality

This

the separation-individuation

develop

lescents

particular

task of rapprochement
relationships.

after

and consolidation

1988)

can be mapped

for accounting

of attachment
Lapsley

(1980;

of rapprochement

of on-going

are modeled

rapprochement

Josselson

in adolescence,

sug-

of separation-individuation

four major subphases

practising,

Although

p. 197)

relied”.

development

theory

of ego development

on the dynamics

ego he formerly

et al., demarcated

differentiation,

of object-constancy.

ment.

(1975)

(1980,

in which

is most clear when the adolescent

of adolescent

and Bergman’s

early childhood.

these

on whose

theories

relation-

is the context

Josselson

of individuation

with others

contemporary
Pine,

of the parent-adolescent

and this relationship

is first established.

gests that “the experience
is most

quality

ego development

of individuality

AND D. K. LAPSLEY

period

is interpreted

view of adolescent

where

adolescents

by Josselson

at-

(1980)

not of normal,
studies support

but of problematic
adjustment.
the more contemporary
view of the adolescentMontemayor’s
(I 983) review of the “storm-and-stress”

parent relationship.
literature found a notable

lack of conflict

between

adolescents

and parents.

In addition, Hill and Holmbeck
(1986, p. 157) suggested that adolescents
“generally maintain positive cognitive and affective orientations
to parents
during adolescence”
and that secure attachments
established
in childhood
appear to endure through adolescence.
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Differentiation
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Attachment
to Parents measure (Armsden and Greenberg,
1987). The
Family Differentiation
scale was designed to capture the intrapsychic component of adolescent individuation (Benjamin,
1979). The second instrument was based on the theory of childhood attachment and adapted for
use in adolescence (Armsden and Greenberg,
1987). These two instruments were selected to empirically characterize the expectation that “individuation seems to be most well integrated when it occurs in connection
with rapprochement”
(Josselson, 1980, p. 197).
In order to test the adaptiveness of the individuation construct as operationalized by these two measures, ego identity was selected as a criterion
construct. Ego identity development is generally recognized as the principal developmental
task of late adolescence.
Consequently,
it was expected that successful adjustment on separation-individuation
variables
would promote adjustment on ego identity variables (Blos, 1962). We have
selected two Ego Identity scales to serve as parallel operationalizations
of
identity development. Both of these measures operationalize polar opposites of diffusion/integration
of Eriksonian theory of identity development.
In addition, we have included measures of parenting style in our study.
Previous research has found that ego identity development has been sensitive to parenting styles (Adams and Jones, 1983; Enright, Lapsley, Drivas
and Fehr, 1979; Quintana and Lapsley, 1987). For our study, we posited a
latent parenting style construct that was indicated by two separate instruments: Elder’s (1962; 1963) classification of parenting style and deTurck
and Miller’s (1983) assessment of parental utilization of persuasion strategies. We supplemented
the individuation
and ego identity constructs
with the parenting style construct in order to integrate previous studies,
which have often investigated ego identity development with only single
predictor variables (Adams and Jones, 1983; Enright et al., 1979; Grotevant
and Cooper, 1985). The inclusion of multiple predictor constructs allows
us to more fully examine the construct validity of the proposed individuation and parenting style constructs.
Our use of multi-operational
procedures for assessing parenting style,
individuation,
and ego identity conveys certain methodological
advantages. For example, it allows us to analyze latent factor structure by means
of structural equations modeling (SEM).
This data analytic technique
makes it possible to remove mono-operational
bias from our estimates of
the latent constructs.
In addition, SEM allows us to posit latent constructs and to empirically evaluate models reflecting complex patterns of
inter-relationships
among constructs.
We have, therefore, posited a model with three constructs (parenting
style, individuation,
and ego identity development) and have made the
following predictions based on this model:
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(1) The differentiation and attachment
related. That is, these measures will
ation construct.
(2) The individuation construct will be
struct.
(3) The parenting style construct will
and ego identity constructs.
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of the ego identity con-

be predictive

of the individuation

METHODS

Participants
Participants for this study included 77 male and 24 female undergraduates, for a sample total of 101 individuals. These respondents were recruited from freshman introductory psychology sections at a small private
university in the Midwest.

Instruments
Parenting style measures
Two instruments were used to indicate parenting style: Elder’s (1962)
assessment of parenting style and deTurck and Miller’s (1983) measure of
parental persuasion strategies.
Elder’s (1962; 1963) measure of permissive, autocratic, and democratic
parenting style for mother and father was included as an index of parenting style. The items on this questionnaire address the manner in which
decisions are made in the family. Respondents select one parenting-style
alternative for father and one for mother. For the purposes of scoring, the
three parenting styles were ordered on a dimension of control with autocratic style reflecting high parental control and permissive style, reflecting
low control.
deTurck and Miller (1983) have developed a measure of the manner in
which parents attempt to gain compliance from their adolescent. Respondents are presented with four situations, each of which depicts a conflict
between parents and a child which are followed by 15 persuasion strategies. Respondents were asked to rate on a 4-point Likert scale the frequency with which the particular strategy was used by their parents. The
points on the Likert scale range from 0 (very rarely) to 4 (quite often).
For the purposes of scoring, parental control is indicated by frequent use
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Respondents
indicate whether each statement
is almost always true, often true, seldom true, sometimes true, or almost never
true of their relationship
with their parents.
A factor analysis suggested
that three factors are tapped by this measure: trust in parents, communication with parents, and alienation from parents (Armsden
and Greenberg,
1987). Consistent
with Armsden
and Greenberg’s
(1987) methodology,
a
total attachment
score is computed
for each subject across the trust, communication,
and alienation
subscales.
Items
reflecting
trust and communication
are scored positively;
items reflecting
alienation
are scored
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RESULTS
Gender

differences

Our first analysis focused on possible gender differences
in the measures.
It is important to rule out gender differences
before proceeding
with structural equations
modeling.
A MANOVA
test indicates that there were no
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significant gender differences on these variables (F(6,93) = 1.95, p > 0.05). However, for the purposes of structural equations modeling, it is more important to determine if the correlation matrix is different across gender.
A LISREL
test of the equivalence of correlation matrices across gender
indicated that the correlation matrices were not different across gender as indicated by clearly non-significant statistical values (X* (21) = 10.08, p = 0.98);
similarly, another LISREL
test indicated that the predicted factor structure was equivalent across gender (X2 (21) = 11.71, p = 0.95). A series of
univariate z-tests comparing the corresponding
correlation coefficients
(using Y-Z transformations)
across gender again suggested that none of the
1.5 pairs of correlation coefficients was significantly different. These tests
taken together support the use of structural equations modeling across all
subjects.1

Descriptive

analysis

The intercorrelations
among the measures are reported in Table 1.
Several observations
should be made concerning the observed correlations. First, it should be noted that the family differentiation and attachment measures were positively and significantly inter-correlated
(Y = 0.42,
p < 0.05), as predicted in Hypothesis 1. Second, the pattern of correlations should be noted. Structural equations modeling is sensitive not
only to the magnitude between two measures, but is affected by the pattern of relationships among all measures. Correlations between indicators
measuring the same construct should be higher than correlations between
indicators measuring different constructs. The observed correlation matrix
is well behaved with respect to this convergent-discriminant
dimension.
Another requirement is that indices of the same construct have similar patterns of inter-relationships with respect to measures of other constructs. This
requirement was also satisfied. For example, the parenting style and parental persuasion strategies measures behaved similarly in that these two
indicators had (a) a high intercorrelation
with each other, (b) had somewhat lower correlations with the individuation indicators, and (c) even
lower correlations with ego identity indicators. Although the parenting
style had a moderately high correlation with indices of individuation,
it
behaves differently than do the individuation indicators with respect to the
ego identity indicators. That is, the correlations between the parenting style
‘More specific data on the tests of gender differences can be obtained from the first author. These
include means, standard deviations, pearson correlations, and Y-Z transformations
broken down by
gender.
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Tan et a(. (1977).

(1987).

and the indicators of ego identity were consistently less strongly
related (absolute value) than the correlations between the individuation
indicators and the ego identity indicators. Thus, it can be seen in Table 1
that indicators of the same construct empirically behave similarly.
It is important to note that the observed correlations reported in Table 1
represent the magnitude of relationship among the measurement indices
before measurement error has been removed. Structural equations modeling estimates the magnitude of relations among latent constructs after
error variance is removed from the observed correlations. The goodness
of fit of the models is dependent on these estimates.
measure

Model description and evaluation
Our strategy for model testing and model comparison in the present
study is as follows. First, we assess the factor structure of the data with a
full model which includes an over-identified
measurement model and a
just-identified
structural model (see Kenny 1979, on model identification).
The structural model refers to paths among latent constructs. The measure-
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Figure

1. Goodness-of-fit tests and path estimates for Structural Equations Model. X2
(6) = 2.81 (p = 0.832). Goodness of fit = 0.991; adjusted goodness of fit = 0,987. Root
different from zero.
mean square residual = 0,029. * denotes path is significantly
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Measurement model
The measurement
model and structural model jointly form the full
model, but the test of the measurement model is equivalent to the test of
the full model. This model provided a good fit for the data {see Figure 2):
X2 (6) = 2.81 (p = 0.832), goodness-of-fit
index = 0.991, adjusted goodness of fit index = 0.987, and root mean square residual = 0.029. The
values of these goodness-of-fit
indices for the full model suggest that the
constructs are well defined by their indicators. Because this full model
provided a good explanation of the data, it can be inferred that the measurement model is web-defined, and that the predicted factor structure
was confirmed.2

Structural model
The structural model is assessed by inspecting the structural paths individually in the full model. The sizes of the structural paths are reported
in Figure 1. Corresponding scores for the z-test are reported in Table 2.
The size of the path estimate (-0.605)
and its corresponding z-score (Z =
- 1.95, p = 0.051) between parenting style and individuation suggests that
a large, negative relationship exists between these constructs. The large,
positive path estimate (0.839; z = 2.09, p < 0.05) between individuation
and ego identity confirms that individuation is a strong predictor of ego
identity development. Furthermore,
there is a small, non-significant
direct relationship between parenting style and ego identity, as indicated by
the corresponding path estimate (0.174) and z-score (Z = 0.61, p > 0.05).
In sum, results suggest that the posited three-factor model provided a
good fit for the data. As predicted in Hypothesis 1, the two indices of the
individuation construct (differentiation
and attachment) were positively
Table

2.

Z-score aalues for paths in the structural
Path

Parenting

style-individuation

Parenting style-ego identity
Individuation-ego
identity

model

Estimate

Z-Score

-0.605
0.174
0.837

-1.95t
0.61
2.09”

*p < 0.05.
tp = 0~0.51.

*Further analyses were conducted and found to be supportive of the three-factor
model. These results can be obtained from the first author,

measurement
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inter-related.
In support of Hypothesis 2, the individuation construct was
strongly and positively associated with the ego identity construct. Lastly, in
partial support of Hypothesis 3, the parenting style was directly related to
individuation, but not to ego identity development; parenting style exerts
its effect on ego identity indirectly through individuation.

DISCUSSION

There has been increasing interest recently in describing ego development
as a joint function of attachment to parents and psychological differentiation from them. Orthodox psychoanalytic theory emphasized adolescents’
needs to separate without describing the adolescents’ continued attachment
to parents. Recently, BIOS (1962) and Josselson (1980; 1988) have characterized adolescent separation-individuation
as a process wherein the parentadolescent bond is transformed,
but maintained. Grotevant and Cooper
(1985) also characterized adolescent separation-individuation
in terms of
the twin processes of individuality and connectedness.
The present study
contributes to this trend by demonstrating that attachment and differentiation processes are in fact inter-related aspects of adolescent development.
Our results showed that the twin aspects of adolescent ego development, attachment and differentiation, can in fact be meaningfully combined
into a single separation-individuation
construct. The positive relationship
observed between attachment to parents and differentiation
from them
suggests that adolescents maintain both a sense of communication
and
trust with parents while also seeking a more differentiated
relationship
with them. That this is adaptive is indicated by the strong, positive relationship between the ego identity and individuation constructs.
In addition, the results of this study support the model depicted in Figure 1, which suggests that parenting style variables affect individuation
variables, which in turn directly affect ego identity development. Parenting
styles that are based on the frequent use of controlling persuasion strategies were negatively associated with the individuation construct. That is,
parenting styles reflecting high degrees of control tend to restrict adolescents’
attempts to maintain the kind of attachment that is necessary in order to
successfully differentiate from the family. The parenting style construct
did not have a significant direct relationship on ego identity; rather, the
effect of the parenting style construct on identity development was mediated by the individuation construct.
These findings put previous research in perspective. Enright et al. (1979)
found a relationship between parenting style and identity development; our
results suggest that parenting style-identity relation is an indirect link medi-
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ated by individuation processes. Others have demonstrated that separation
processes alone do not account for ego identity development (e.g., Josselson,
1980). Previous research has found that attachment variables alone were not
significantly predictive of identity development (Quintana and Lapsley,
1987). The present study suggests that a multidimensional individuation construct that includes both attachment and psychological differentiation was
a better predictor of ego identity than parental control. Hence, these studies
taken together indicate adolescent ego development is better facilitated by
attachment in the context of family differentiation than by attachment processes alone, separation processes alone, or parenting style.
Several comments are in order concerning gender issues, given that our
subject sample had a predominance of males. Waterman (1982, p. 35.5) concluded from a review of research on identity formation that there was “far
more evidence of similarities than differences” between males and females.
Our results support this view. There were no significant differences between
males and females on parental control, individuation and ego identity measures or in the relationships among these variables. It is, however, particularly noteworthy that indices of attachment were predictive of ego identity
for a predominantly male sample, when male adolescent development has
traditionally been thought to be based on separation and autonomy.
Several caveats should be noted regarding the interpretation of effects
generated by structural equations modeling. First, the assumption of causality should be granted cautiously, since the correlational feature of the
design is not entirely eliminated by this methodology. However, structural modeling does go beyond a correlational approach. Whereas traditional correlational analyses provide descriptive information on the degree
of relationship between two variables, the structural equation technique
provides an evaluation of the entire pattern of observed relationships
among all variables used in this study.
This study is limited because of its general results compared to other
samples and other studies, as is the case with all research. The value of the
path estimates may change if constructs are measured differently or if
other relevant factors are added to the model; which, of course, is applicable for all correlational,
regression analyses and factor analytic studies.
In addition, finding a good match between a model and the data does not
rule out the possibility that there are other models which could provide a
good fit for the data. The model that was evaluated in this study was constructed from theoretical foundations; however, other models based on
different theoretical principles may also be able to provide a good fit for
the data. This study represents only the first step in providing integrative,
more comprehensive models of identity development; future studies may
build on this model by integrating other important constructs.
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