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scores (p(.03) with the twelve month scores higher than the
one month scores, thus indicating that attachment increased
over time. There was no significant interaction effect,
indicating that the increase in attachment over time
occurred with both groups of mothers.

There was na significant main effect for the maternal
score, but the F ratio for the interaction effect
anoroached a significant level (p(.06&). Plotting the mean
scores for both groups showed that the mean scores for the
Havdicap group increased at each time period, while the
mean scores for the Novhandicap group began high at one
month, dropped somewhat at six months, and then ivcreased
slightly at twelve months. The charnge in the scores for
Group I Harndicap was significant betweer one and six months
(t=2.4, p{.05) and betweerr one and twelve months (t=2.67,
p{. 0. Nocrne of the changes with the Nonhandicap group was
significant.

Two subscales showed significant changes. Tne
cognitive growtnh fostering subscale scores changed
significantly over the year. The Tukey post hoc test
indicated that the change between one and six months
approached a significant difference (p<.10), and that the
charige between the one and twelve month scores was
significantly different (p(.Of). The difference between
the six and twelve month scores was not sigrnificantly

different. In both instances, the one month mean score was
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lower than the six or twelve month scores indicating that
attachment increased over time. There was no significant
interaction effect, therefore both groups experiericed
significant charnpges in the number of cognitive growth
fostering behaviors especially betweer the one armd twelve
moenth times.

There was no significant main effect for the subscale
socicemoticonal growth fostering, but there was a
significant interaction effect (p(.035). Plotting the mean
scores for both groups indicates that there were different
natterns of change for the two groups. 6Grouo I mothers?
sociocemotional growth fostering behaviors were low at one
menth, increased greatly by the six month time, ara then
dropped slightly at twelve months., Group II mothers?
scores remained rearly the same over the three time
periods. Table XXV summarizes these data.

Repeated measures ANOVA also was employed to determine
if the handicapped infant's behavier chanped over time.
There were significant changes between the infant scale
scores and between the scores orn the two infant subscales,
but there were ro significant interaction effects. Tukey’s
a posteriori technique was used to determine which of the
means were significantly different. With the infant scale,
the means between the one month and twelve month
observations significantly changed (p(.01) with the twelve

month scores higher. The changes between the one and six
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REPEQTED MEQSURES ANALYSIS OF VQRIRNCE OF THE
S MATERNAL SCORES FOR

THREE TIME PERIODS

Source CLil S5 “MSS F
TOTAL
Between Subjects 17 778.5366
H (Handicap) 1 15. 3940 15.3940 0. 323
Sub) w_Broups 16 763. 1431 47.6964
Within Subjects 36 1464.0007
A (Total NCAFS) 2 309. 5926 154. 7963 4, S42en
HA 2 63. 8620 31.9310 .
A x SwGps 3e 1090.5457 34.0796
MATERNAL SCALE
Between Subjects 17 520. 6665
H (Handicap) 1 9. 4285 9. 4285 0.295
Sub) w_Groups i6 511.2379 31.9524
Within Subjects 36 S13.3336
A (Maternal) 2 43,0000 21.5000 1.750
HA 2 77.2337 - 38.6169 3. 144%
A8 x SwGps 32 393. 0996 12. 1844
SENSITIVITY 7O CUES
Between Subjects 17 79. 3333
H (Handicap) 1 12.50z2 12.5022 2.993
Sub) w_Groups 16 66.8311 4. 1769
Within Subjects 36 100. 0000
A (Sensitivity) 2 L1113 3. 5556 1.235
HA 2 0.7330 0. 3665 0.127
A x SwGps 32 92. 1558 2.8799
RESPONSE TO DISTRESS
Between Subjects 17 14,8148
(Handicap) 1 1.1785 1.1785 1,383
Sub) w Groups 1 13.6364 0.8523
Within Subjects 36 32. 6667
A (Response) e 0.2593 0. 1296 0.135
HA 2 1.7061 Q. 8531 0,889
A x Swbps 3 30.7013 0. 9594
SOCICEMOT IONAL
Between Subjects 17 64. 1667
H (Handicap) 1 0. 00z 0. 0022 0.001
Subj w _Groups 16 64, 1645 4.0103
Within Subjects 36 S4.6667
A (Socio) 2 S, 4hLnh 2. 72ee 2. 262
HA 2 10.7114 S, 3557 4. 4500%
R x SwGps 32 38.5108 1.2035
COGNITIVE
Betwaan Subjects 17 54.5370
(Randicap) 1 1.2816 1.2816 0. 385
Suby w _Groups 16 93. 2554 . 3285
Within Subjects 36 « 3333
A (Cognitive) 2 27. 1482 13.5741 6. 722% %%
HAR 2 3. 5705 1. 7852 0. 884
A x SwGps 32 64.6147 2.0192
¥p. 10
#*#%p(, 0S5

##%p (. O1



nmonth, and six and twelve month times approached a
significant level (p{(.10); each subsequent score was
higher. With the infant subscale, clarity of cues, there
was a significant change in the mearns of the one and twelve
month scores (p(.03) with more cues being exhibited at the
twelve month period than at the one month time. Lastly,
there was a significant change between the ore and six
month scores on the infant subscale, responsiverness to
parent, with the infant showing more response behaviors
towards the parent at the six month pericd (p(.035). ”The
charge between the one and twelve month scorves on the
infant subscale, responsiveness to parent,; also was
significant (p(.01) with the infant displaying mare
responsiveriess at the twelve month time (see Table XXVI).
In conclusion, the attachment process is a phernomeron
that charnges over time. Comparison of the NCAFS data from
the Hangicap group with rormative data from other studies
irdicates tnat the Handicap group scores were lower at one
mocntn, but were within an average range at six and twelve
montns. The repeated measures ANOVA indicates that the
charige in attachment occurs differently for those mothers
with a harndicapped infant, particularly with the maternal
scale and the sociocemotional growth fostering subscale

sSCcores.
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164

SOURCE df 85 MSS F

INSANT SCALE

Betweers Supjects 17 £35. 3333

H (Handicap) 1 32. 2163 32.2163 2.310
Sunj w Groups 16 Z223. 1169 13.3448

Withirn Subjects 36 646, OOO0

A (Infant) =4 z20. 1111 110. 0556 9.018%%
HA z 35. 3634 17.6847 1. 449
A x SwEps 3& 390.5195 12,2037

CLARITY OF CUES

Between Subjects 17 €8. 0000

H (Handicap) 1 2.5021 =. 5021 0.611
Suby w GBroups 16 £5.4978 4, 0936

Withivn Subgects 36 267.3334

A (Clarity) P4 48. 4444 o4, 22e 4, 026*
HA 2 26. 3607 13.1804 2.19:
A x SwGps 3& 192. 5282 €.01€e5

RESPONSE TO PARENT

Between Subjects 17 89. 64861

H (Hardicap) 1 8. 4100 8. 4100 1. 656
Subj w Groups ie 81.=z381 5.0774

Within Subjects 36 184, 6667

R (Response) e 6. 4815 31.2407 8. 230%x
HA 2 2.1765 1.0883 0. 250
A x SwBGps 3z 120. 0087 2. 7503

*n (. 05

*#%p (. 001
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The second question asked in the present study is "Da
the attachment behaviors and feelirpos of mothers with a
nargicapped infant differ significantly from those of
mothers having a nonhandicapped infant?"  In congunction
with this guestion are the following hypotheses:

!

[

: Mothers having a handicapped infant will
exnibit significantly fewer attachment
behaviors than mothers havivg a nornhandicanped
infant.

tZa: Mothers having a handicapped infant
will exhibit significantly fewer
attachment behaviors tharn mothers
having a norhandicapped infant at one
month postpartum.

Heb: Maothers having a harndicapped infant
will exhibit sigriificantly fewer
attachment behaviors than mothers
having a rnonhandicapped infant at six
mornths postpartum.

H&c: Mothers having a handicapped infant
will exhibit significantly fewer
attachment benaviors than mothers
having a norharndicapped infant at orne
year postpartum.

The total scores and subscale scores of the NCAFS were
compared betweer Group I, Harndicap and Group II,
Nerhandicap for the three measurement times using the
independent t-test statistic. Next, multiple regression
was employed to ascertairn any interaction effects between

the maternal characteristics and perinatal events that were

significantly different between the two groups.
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Independent t-test results. The NCAFS was used with

26 ayads at the one month time (Graup I=10, and Group
1I=16). The mean total NCAFS score for the total sample
was 57.65 with a range of 42 to 70 (maximum is 76). The
mean maternal score was 40.04 with a range of 29 to 48
(maximum is S0) and the mean infant sco;e was 16.69 with a
range of 7 to 23 (maximum is £6). Twelve infarts shaowed
some distress* during the feeding and the mear score on the
"response to distress" subscale for those who displayed
distress was 9.3 with a range of € to 11 (maximum is 11).
There were significant differerces betweer the groups
an the NCAFS scores at ovnie month with the mothers and
infants in Group I displaying less attachment behaviors
than the mothers and infants in Group I1 (see Table
XXV1i). The differences orn the materral score, the infant
scare and the sccicemational growth fostering score were at
the .05 level. Differences on three subscale scores
approached the significance level: sensitivity to cues
(p{.08), cognitive growth fostering (p(.09), ard

responsiveness to parent (p{.0&). Also, the differerices on

#'"Distress is defined as the child showing some potent
negative cue, including erying, whining, cverhand beating
nmovements, going from alert state to sleep, maximal lateral
gaze aversion, fussinpg, spitting up, choking, walking or
crawling away, vigorous head turning away (lateral head
shake}, clear halt hand, back arching, pulling or pushing
away, tray pounding or equivalent vigorous verbal or
rorn—verbal protest" (Nursing Child Assessment Feeling
Scales Training Manual, 1978, p. 11),



MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND

TARLE

XXVII

1e7

T-TEST RESULTS
FOR THE NCAFS AT ONE MONTH

SUALES TUTAL

LRUUM I GRUURP 11 T
=&9 n=10 n=135
Sensitivity
Mean 13.198 1. 40 13. 63 ~1.45%
SD 2.5 2.399 1.96
Respornse to
Distress
Mean 10.6& 10.70 10.56 Q. 45
SD 0.75 0.68 0. 81
Socicemotional
mean 10. 89 10,00 11. 44 —-1.93%%
SD 1.95 1.83 1.86
Cogrintive
Mean S.73 5. 10 6. 123 —1.39%
SD 1.87 1.73 1.89
Clarity of cues
mear Q.96 10.10 11.50 -1.32
SD 2.68 3.5 2. 19
Responsiveness
Mean 5. 96 5.10 €. 30 -1.63+
SD 2. 20 2.51 1.86
Materrial
Mean 40, Q4 37.20 41.60 —-1.87%%
SD 6. 05 6. 60 S. 14
infart
Mean 16. 69 14. 60 i7.67 -1.865%%
SD 4, 36 4,79 3. S0
Jotal
Mean 57.65 S4. 40 59.69 —-1.64%
SD 8.27 7.68 8. 20
*#p (. 10

*%p <. OS5
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the total NCAFS score approached a significant level
(pa0E) . These data allow for the acceptance of the
hypothesis which states that mothers of handicapped infants
will exnibit significantly fewer attachment behaviors than
mothers of nonhandicapped infants at ore month.

PBostpartum, six morths. At six months, the NCAFS was

used with 27 mother—infant dyads (Group I=11, Group

i1I=i6). Tne mean total NCAFS score at six months was $59.70
witn a range of 34 to 70. The total maternal score was
40,62 with a range of 24 to 47; the total infant score was
13.07 witn a range of 10 to €.

At six months, there were no significant differences
on the NCAFS scores between the two groups (see Table
XXVIII). Whereas all the scores of Group I were lower than
the scores of Group II at one month, only three of the six
suoscale scores were lower at six months. Furthernore, the
scores on the total scale were higher for Group I at six
months. The maternal and infant scale scores remained
lower for Broup I. The investigator rejected the
hypothesis which states that mothers of handicapped infants
will exhibit significantly fewer attachment behaviors than
mothers of rionhandicapped infants at six months.

Postpartum, twelve months. At one year, the NCAFS was

used with &7 mother—infant dyads (Group I=9 and Group
I1=18). The total mean score on the NCAFS at twelve months

was 61.82 with a range of 45 to 71. The total maternal
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SCALES TOTAL GROUR I GROWRP II t
N=27 n=11 n=16

Sensitivity
Mean ig. 70 1. 55 ie.81 0. 34
gD 2. 00 2. 38 1.76

rResoonse to

Distress
Mearn 10.22 10.18 10.&5 -0, 14
Sb 1.25 1.17 1.34

Soccioemotional
Mean 10.89 12.00 10.81 1.19
sD 3. 30 Z2.28 2.71

Cogritive
Mear: €. 41 €. 8z 6.13 0. 83
SD 2. 12 2. 23 2. 06

Clarity of cues
Mean 1t1. 30 10. 82 11.63 -0, 89
SD 2. 32 .14 2. 49

rResponsiveness
Mearn 7.78 7.91 7.69 0. 24
SD .29 1.76 2.65

Maternal
Mean 40,63 41,35 40,00 0.67
SD 5. 84 0. 80 S. 37

Infant
Mean 19.07 18.73 19.31 -0. 38
sD 3.83 3.55 4,11

Inotal
Mean §59.70 60.27 59. 31 0.8
SD 8.70 8.48 9. 11
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score had a mean of 41.44 with a rarge of 34 to 48. The
total infant score was 20.7 with a range of 12 to 25.

Neither the NCAFS maternal scale score, nor the infant
scale score was significantly different between the two
groups at one year. Likewise, the total NCAFS score was
not significantly different (see Table XXIX). One subscale
score, clarity of cues, was significantly different between
the two groups, with the infants in the Handicapped group
giving more cues than the infants in the Nonhandicapped
groupn. Conversely, the infants in Group I were less
respansive to the parent than the infants in Group II and
this difference approached a sigrnificant level (p<(.08), In
addition, the subscale sensitivity to cues approached a
significant level (p(.10) with mothers in Group I being
less sensitive to the infant?s cues tharn the mothers in
Group II. Since there was no significant difference an the
maternal scale or the total NCAFS score at one year, the
hypothesis which states that mothers of handicapped infants
will exhibit significantly fewer attachment behaviors than
mathers of nonharndicapped infants at one year is rejected.

In conclusion, the maternal attachment of mothers
having a handicapped infant differed significantly from the
mothers having a nornhandicapped infant at one month, with
the mothers in Group I having lower attachment scores. The
infants in Group I also had lower scores than the infants

irn Group I1 at orne month. These differerces disappeared by
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STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS
FOR THE NCAFS AT TWELVE MONTHS

SCALES TOTAHL GRUUK 1 ORUURP 11 T
N=27 n= 9 n=18
Mear: 12.67 1. 11 is. 24 -1, 3g*
SD 2. OO0 0.393 2.3
Regponse to
D1Stress
Mean io. 26 10. 44 10.17 0. 399
SD 1.13 0. 88 1.25
Sacioemaotional
Mear 11.04 11.33 10.82 0. 63
SD 1.72 1.41 .88
Cegnitive
Mean 7.48 7.67 . 39 Q. 45
SD 1.50 .87 1.34
Clarity of cues
Mear: 12. 56 13.33 12.17 1. 73%%
sD 2.04 1.23 &.c8
Responsiveness
Mmean 8.19 733 8.61 -i.61%
SD 2.00 =.18 1. 82
Maternal
Mean 41. 44 41.56 41,39 .12
SD 3. 48 2. 74 2.87
Infant
Maar £0. 70 20.67 20. 72 -0. 04
SD 3. 24 2.35 3.68
Total
Mearn &1.82 61.11 €. 17 -0. 44
SD S5.8 6.41 .
*#0<{. 10

*#p{, 05
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the six month period with both maternal and infant scores
of Group I being similar to the ones in Group I1I. At
twelve months, there were no significant differences for
the total NCAFS score, nor the maternal score, but ore
infant subscale was significantly differert and two cther

subscales approached a level of significant difference.

Control of maternal characteristics and perinatal

variables. The scores on two maternal characteristics,
prenatal stress (e.g., sum of the effects of the positive
events) and the prernatal social support functional
variables (e.g., affect, affirmation, ard aid) were
significantly different between the two groups. In
aadition, the scores on two perinatal variables, infant’s
lerigth of stay i1n the haospital after delivery (L0S) arnd the
Lederman Self-Evaluation Questionnaire (LTOT), were
significantly different between Group I arnd I1. Stepwise
multiple regression analysis was employed using the scores
on tnese four variables and the one month NCAFS to
determine if any variable was a factor in the differerce
observed in the attachment behaviors of the two groups.
Because of the small sample size, analyses for the prenatal
sccial support and stress variables were computed
separately from the length of stay and Lederman variables.
The analyses were performed with the one month data only

because there were no significant differences between the
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two groups at the six months and minimal differences at
twelve months.

Scores on two maternal attachment variables were
significantly different between the two groups at one
month: the maternal scale and the socicemotional growth
fostering subscale. The scores for these two maternal
attachment variables were no longer significantly different
betweern the two groups after the total scores for affect,
affirmation, aid and the sum of the positive effects were
partialled out (see Table XXX). ARffirmation support was
pogsitively correlated with the maternal scale and the
socioemotional growth fostering subscale. RAid support was
negatively correlated with the socicemotional growth
fostering subscale. Affect and the sum of the effects of
the positive events never were significantly correlated
with any of the maternal scales. The remaining scores of
the total NCAFS were rnot significantly related to
attachment in the first analysisj partialling out support
and stress did not change this.

In contrast, when multiple regression statistics were
employed with the data concerning the infant's length of
stay ir the hospital, and the Lederman total score, the
variable '"groups" (Handicap-Nonhandicap) was still
significantly correlated to the maternal scale and the

maternal subscales (see Table XXXI).



TABLE XXX
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AND THE ONE MONTH NCAFS &
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AFFIRMATION, AID

tORES

Variable =3 Heta 5td. Error F-tao—-Remove p
NCAFS TOTAL

RFEFECT 9.43008 0.23984 6. 93624 0.613 0.11
AFFIRMATION 2.87357 ©.27411 3.83804 0.561 0.17
AlD —-2.935e¢2 -0.22092 4.113526 0. 380 0. 14
POSITIVE 0.15359 0.&3405 0. 18662 0.677 0.11
GROUPS -2. 06569 -—-0. 13542 3.84127 0, 289 0.15
Constant 32. 13034

MATERNAL

AFFECT ~2.81996 —-0.18185 3.6211¢€ 0. 606 0.17
AFFIRMATION S.91585 ¢0.82390 2. 00370 8.717 0. 00
AID =-1.93930 -0, 24602 2. 14843 0, 815 0. 09
POSITIVE 0. 10795 Q. 24017 Q.09743 1.228 0. 0&
GROUPS -1.75108 ~-0. 16759 2. 00539 0.7€2 0. 10
Cornstant 37.29559

GENSITIVITY

AFFECT -2.66846 -0.43237 1.8218%5 c. 145 Q.05
AFFIRMATION 1.03352 0O.36166 1. 00809 1. 051 0.09
AID 0.73967 0.&3577 1. 08090 Q. 4E8 Q0. 13
POSITIVE 0.05136 ©Q.c8712 0. 04902 1,058 Q. 086
GROUPS -0.59900 —-0.144095 1. 00893 0. 352 Q.14
Constant 18. 01407

SOCI0EMQO

AFFECT 0.10295 ©.02271 1. 04620 0.010 0.23
AFFIRMATION 1.958601 0O,.735542 0.57883 7. 506 0.01
alb -1.10894 -0. 48112 0. 62071 Z. 192 Q.03
POSITIVE 0.03825 0.29108 0. 02815 1,847 0.10
GROUPS -0.66747 0.21848 0.57938 1.327 Q.07
Constant 8.88837

COGNITIVE

RFFECT 1.02009 0.29646 1.04739 Q. 947 0. 08
AFFIRMATION ~0Q. 14430 -0, 09057 0.97989 0. 06z Q.20
AID 0, 32391 0.18518 0.62177 0. 271 0. 16
POSITIVE 0.01730 0.17347 0. 02820 0. 376 0. 14
GROUPS -0. 47323 —0.20412 D. 58038 0. 665 C. 11
Constant 0. 68301
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF INFANT®S LENGTH OF STAY,
THE LEDERMAN PRENATAL SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
AND THE ONE MONTH NCAFS SCORES

VVariable H

Beta S5td. Error F-to-remoave P
NCRF_TOTAL
.03 4, 10069 0O.&84601 3. 69722 1.230 0. 14
LTOT 21. 06362 0.51661 6. 72353 9. 803 0.01
GROUPS -6.97595 -0.418350 3. 72339 Z.510 Q0. 04
Constant —16.35776
MATERNAL SCALE
LOS 4, 20323 0.34699 2. 76003 2.319 Q.07
LTOT 11.63524 0. 39269 S. 02072 S5.371 0.0
GRALPS -&. 83337 -0,.56577 2. 77957 €. 079 0. 01
Constant -2.37413
SENSITIVITY
L.0S 1,73857 ©0.38416 1. 02008 2.903 Q.05
LTOT S. 04186 0,45546 1.85561 7.283 0.01
GROLIPS —&. 20264 -0D.48670 1.27351 4,597 0. 02
Constant -3. 36660
SOCIOEMOTIONAL
LOS 1. 30065 0.33164 Q. 237768 1.770 Q.03
LTOT 2. 41837 0,25209 1.77847 1.84%9 0. 09
GROUPS -c. 19150 -0.55879 0. 98460 4,954 0. 02
Cornistant 1.77299
COGNITIVE
.0S 1.83932 0.48886 0.91734 . Q20 0. 02
LT0T 2. 48279 0.e263978 1.66872 c.214 0.08
GROUPS ~-2.13930 -0.568359 0.9e3 5. 36 0. 02
Constant

~4. 36400
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The results need to be interpreted with caution
because of the small sample size, but it appears that the
maternal attachment behaviors of mothews having a
handicapped infant are significantly fewer at one month
than for mothers having a nonhandicapped infant regardless
of the length of stay of the infant in the hospital after
delivery and the mother’s preratal attitudes about the
pragrnancy. In contrast, the results of the stepwise
multiple regression analysis with the social support and
positive stress variables suggest that support buffers the
effects of having a handicapped infant on maternal
attachment. After partialling out the effects of affect,
affirmation, aid, and positive stress, the handicap
variable (Groups) was no longer significantly correlated
with ény of the materhal attachment variables.

In conclusion, the data partially support the
hypothesis that mothers having handicapped infants exhibit
significantly fewer attachment behaviors than mothers with
nonhandicapped infants. There were significant differences
at the one month period with the scores of the mcothers with
a handicapped infant being lower than the scores of the
mothers with a nonhandicapped infant. At six months, these
differences disappeared and at twelve months, there was a
significant differerce with one infant subscale. The
differences between the two groups were present even after

controlling for the fact that the two groups differed in
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terms of the infant’s length of stay in the hospital after
delivery and the score on the Lederman Self-Evaluation
Questicrmaire. The differences between the two groups were
not significant after partialling out the effects of the
prernatal functional support variables and the sum of the

effects of the positive events.

Question 3

Question 2 asks "What is the relationship of specific
variables corncerning the handicap (type, visibility,
severity, chronicity, and age of diagnosis) to the maternal
attachment process?" Associated with this gquestion are the

following hypotheses:

H3a: As the visibility of the handicap ircreases,
the maternal attachment behaviors will
significantly decrease.

H3b: As the severity of the hardicap iricreases, the
materrnal attachment benaviors will
significantly decrease.

H3c: As the chronicity of the handicap increases,
the maternal attachment behaviors will
significantly decrease.

H2d: As the age at which the handicap is diagnosed
increases, the maternal attachment behaviors
will significantly decrease.
No hypothesis was made concerning the relationship between
the type of handicap and maternal attachment.
Pearson product moment correlational techniques were

employed to examine the relationship of visibility,
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severity, chronicity and age at which the handicap was
diagnosed and the maternal attachment behaviors measured by
the NCAFS. Correlation matrices were created for each time
period for those mother—-infant dyads who had a diagnosis of
a handicappirig condition at that time. The estimation of
the severity and chronicity at that time also was employed
in the analysis. Parametric statistical techriiques could
not be employed with the handicap variable "type of
handicap" because of the small number of subjects ard the
variety of handicaps.

One month results. At one monthy, nore of the

handicapping variables correlated significantly with the
total NCAFS score nor the maternal score. The degree of
chronicity correlated with the cognitive growth fostering
supscale, but rot in the predicted direction. As the
degree of chronicity increased, the number of attachment
behaviors increased also. None of the handicap variables
significantly correiated with the other attachment
subscales (see Table XXXII).

Six _month results. At six months, none of the

handicap variables correlated significantly with the total
NCAFS score nor the maternal score. The association
betweers chronicity and cognitive growth fostering was
significant, but again opposite to the predicted

direction. None of the handicap variables was
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TABLE XXXII

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG THE HANDICAP AND THE MATERNAL
ATTACHMENT VARIAEBLES AT ONE MONTH

VISIRILITY SEVERITY CHRONICITY AGE

TOTAL 0. 2691 0. 1422 0. 1858 0. 0855
MATERNAL 0. 0587 -0.0038 0.2933 0.0367
SENSITIVITY 0. 0S07 0. 0299 0. 3733 —0.4204
RESPONSE TO

DISTRESS -0, 2825 -0.1316 -0. 3067 0. 1663
SUCIOEMOTIONARL 0. 3536 0. 2085 0.5040% ~0.0473
COGNITIVE 0. 4238 0. 4331 0.57&1%**% 0. 1948
#*p(. 10

*#p (., 05

significantly associated with the other attachment
subscales (see Table XXXIII).

Twelve month results. Visibility was significantly

correlated with the taotal NCAFS score with mothers having
an infant with a more visible harndicap exhibitirng more
attachment behaviors. GSeverity was significantly
correlated with the materval scale and socicemotional
growth fostering subscale with mothers of the more severely
handicapped infants displaying more attachment behaviors on
those scales (see Table *XXIV).

In summary, none of the hypotheses was supported by
the data derived from the use of the correlation techniques

with the three time pericds. When there were significant
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INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG THE HANDICAP AND THE MATERNAL
ATTACHMENT VARIABLES AT SIX MONTHS

VISIBILITY SEVERITY CHRONICITY AGE

TOTAL 0. Q&4 O.1411 0.3818 0. 2025
MATERNAL 0. 1322 0. 2788 0.5186% 0. 0932
SENSITIVITY =0, 0444 0. 0760 0.2188 -0, 0702
RESPONSE TO

DISTRESS -0,0113 0. 1463 0.1179 0. 1619
SOCIOEMOTIONAL 0.1276 0. 2424 Q. 4744% 0. 105
COGNITIVE 0. 2952 0. 3203 O.5694%% (O, J002
*p(. 10

*¥p{. 05

TABLE XXXIV

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG THE HANDICAP AND THE MATERNAL
ATTACHMENT VARIABLES AT TWELVE MONTHS

VISIBILITY SEVERITY CHRONICITY AGE

TOTAL 0, 60Z3%% 0.5747% -0, 0ESO -0. 3088
MATERNAL Q. 3902 0.6199%% Q. 1891 0. 0071
SENSITIVITY -0, 1030 Q. 2037 -0, 4430 -0. 3363
RESPONSE TO

DISTRESS -0, 2385 -0.1071 -0.1830 ~-0.&&1e
SOCICEMOTIONAL 0.5272* 0. 860E*%%  0.4419 -0. 1035
COSNITIVE 0. 3372 0.2020 0. 1670 0. 3597
*#p(. 10

*#%p (., OF

*%%P (, 001
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associations, the direction of the associatiorn was not as
predicted. Age at which the handicap was diagnosed was
never sionificantly associated with any maternal attachment
variables. Chronicity was significantly associated with
the cognitive growth fostering subscale at one and six
months; severity was associated with the maternal scale and
the socicemotional subscale at the tweive months.
Visibility was asscciated with the total NCAFS score at the
twelve month period. The handicap variables most often
were associated with the socionemotional growth fostering
and cognitive growth fostering subscales with the mothers
of infarnts naving the most chronice, severe and visible

handicaps exhibiting more attachment behaviors.

Guestiorn 4.

Guestion 4 asks "What support variables facilitate the
attachment process betweer the mother and the hardicapped
infant during the first year postpartum?” In conjunction
with this guestion are the following hypotheses:

H4a: As the amount of affective support increases,
maternal attachment behaviors of mothers
having a handicapped infant will increase.

H4b: As the amount of affirmation support
increases, maternal attachment behaviors of
mothers having a handicapped infant will
increase.

H4c: As the amount of aid support increases,
maternal attachment behaviors of mothers
having a handicapped infant will increase.



H4d: As the amount of satisfaction with the support
increases, materrnial attachment behaviors of
mothers having a handicapped infant will
increase.

H4e: As the amount of conflict with the support
system increases, maternal attachment
henaviars of mothers having a handicapped
infant will decrease.

Correlational techniques were employed to examine the
relationship between the postpartal support variables
{(NB50) and the maternal attachment behaviors (NCAFS) with
Group I Harndicap. Correlation matrices were created for
each time period using the maternal attachment and support
data gathered at that time. First the descriptive results
of the data regarding the postpartal social support rnetwork
and social support are presented Tor the total sampie and
the groups. In addition, the results of tests for

significant differerces between the groups are discussec.

Descriptive results of the postpartal NSSQ. The

mother?s social retwork and support was measured three
times postnatally. Postratally, the modified NS5G gathered
the guantitative data concerning the mother's sccial
network and support, In addition, the first question on
the interview schedule collected information regarding who
was living in the household. For the postnatal comparisons
betweer the two groups, the number of infants with a

diagnosis of a handicap at that specific time period was

used.
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The question asking who was living irn the house with

the mother and infant found that for the total sample, the
average number of family members in a house was 4.11 with a
rarge of & to 7. Some households had nonfamily members and
the mean size of the househald for the total sample was
4.58 with a range of & to 8. Group I mothers lived in
significantly smaller households. Table XXXV pives the
means, stanmdard deviations and t-test results for the total

sample arnd the two groups.

TABLE XXXV

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS OF
NUMEBER OF FAMILY MEMBERS AND HOUSEHOLD SIZE
FOR POSTNATAL SAMPLE

VARIABLE TOTAL GROUR I GROUR 11 t
N=3€& n=195 n=21

Number in family

Mean 4.11 S 73 4. 38 -1.61
SD 1.21 i.z2 1.16

Number in home
Mean 4.58 3. 80 5.14 —Z.87%
sD 1.52 1.195 1.53

#*p<{. 01

At one_month postpartum, 26 mothers completed the
Norbeck Social Support Questionnaire (NSS5Q). The mean
network size for the total sample was 9.7 with a range of &

to 20. Twenty-orne women included the partner in their
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networks; the other five were not married. The typical
network was composed of the partrer, five family members,
three frierds and one other person. No one named a
counselor in their network. There were no significant
differences betweer the two groups in network size or the
sources of support (see Table XXXVI).

The mothers in the total sample had krnown their
network members on arn average of two to five years and saw
these peocple on an average of weekly. There were na
significant differences betweer the two groups for the
variables of duration (t=-1.27, p{(.&2) or frequency
(t=-0.39, p.70).

Fourteern mothers indicated that they had experienced a
loss of one to three persons in the last year. The extert
of the loss ranged fraom "a little" to "a great deal'.

There was no significant difference in the number of
mothers experiericing a loss between the two groups (Group
1=7, Group II=7)., There was a significant difference in
the perceived extent of the loss (t=-2.16, p(.04) with
mothers having a handicapped infant feeling a greater loss.

Tﬁe mothers in the total group were satisfied with the
support given by 90% of the pecple listed in their
networks. In addition, 90% of the mothers were satisfied
with the support that their partner gave. There was
conflict with 194 of the members of the mother’®s network.

Twenty-nine percent of the women alsoc indicated that there
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS FOR

NETWORK SIZE AND SOURCE
AT ONE MONTH

NETWORK CHRARACIERIGTIC  TOTALC GROGP I GROOD 1T T
N=2z& n=93 n=17

Size
Mean 2.73 10,356 9. &89 0.325
SD S. 49 7.83 4,51

Scurce

Family
Mean 4,26 5. 56 4.65 0. 49
sD 3. 76 S.13 2. 34

Friends
Mean 2. 96 .78 3. Q6 -0.27
SD c. 92 3. 07 Ce 28

Neighbors
Mean 0. 329 Q. 44 0.235 0. 24
SD 0. 90 0.73 « Q0

Mivister
Mean Q.19 Q.22 0.18 0.27
SD G 40 0. 44 0. 39

Health professional
Mean 0.19 O. 44 Q.06 1.55
sD 0. 49 0.73 0.24

Counselor
Mean 0. 00 Q.00 Q. 00 0, 00
SD 0. 00 . 00 Q.00

Coworker
Mmean 0. 08 0.11 Q.06 0. 46
SD 0.27 0.33 0.24

Other
Mean 0.15 Q.22 Q.12 0. 46
SD 0.54 0.67 - 49
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was conflict with their partner. For 784%4 of the netwaork
members listed, the mothers returned some type of support
(reciprocity). The average dernsity of the total group’s
rietwork was 79% with a range of 41% to 100%. The groups
did rot differ significantly with the network variables of
satisfaction with the support that the network provided,
satisfaction with the support that their partner provided,
conflict with members in their support network, conflict
with partrer, reciprocity or density (see Table XXXVII).

Corntrary to the prenatal results on social support,
there were no significant differerces between the two
grouns at one month postpartum with the perceived amount of
social support in the areas of affect, affirmation or aid
(see Table XXXVIII). Furthermcre, there were rio
sigpnificant differerces in the person totals of support.

The respondents were asked to indicate if each persan
listed in their network was giving support at that time and
if so, what type of support. On an average, 88% of the
network members currently were giving support. 0Of the
agifferent types of support given, emotional support was the
greatest; a mean of 7.7 members in a network gave emotional
support. RAdvice (x=5.4) was the second greatest type of
support given ard "other" was the least frequent type
(x=0.08). Table XXXIX gives the means for the ten types of
support received by the total sample. There was no

significant difference between the two groups on the amount
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND STATISTICAL TEST FOR
SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS
OF SATISFACTION, CONFLICT,

RECIPROCITY
AND DENSITY AT ONE MONTH

CHRRACTERISTIC TOTAL GROUP I GROUPII TEST
N=g¢€ n=9 n=19
Satisfactian
Mean percent 90% 97% a7% t=1,79%
SD .18 .09 .21
Satisfaction
witn partner QA
Yes 19 (90%) & (86%) 13 (93%) =,0691
No 2 (10%) 1 (14%) 1 7%%)
Conflict
Mean percent 19% 26% 16% t= ©0.89
sh .29 .39 . 29
Conflict witn
partrner a
Yes € (29%) & (29%) 4 (29%) ')5.36&5
No 19 (71%) S (71%) 10 (71%)
Reciprocity
Mean percent 78% a0% 77% t= 0.27
SD - 29 27 « 29
Devnsity
Mean percent 79% T73% 8e% t=-1.07
sD . 20 24 .16

*p<{. 10
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TABLE XXXVIII

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS
FOR THE NSSQ FUNCTIONAL VARIABLES
AT ONE MONTH

Function Total Group I Group II t
N=c& n=9 n=19

Total Affect

Mearn 4, 32 4, 34 4, 30 0. 17
SD 0. 939 0. 50 0.65

Total Affirmation
mMean 3. 96 4,03 3.9 0, 49
SDh 0.65 0.37 0.77

Toctal Aid
Mean 4. 07 3. 96 4.13 -0.359
SD 0. 69 0. 79 0. 64

of eacnh type of support received. The mean number of types
of support provided by each member in the network
(multiplexity) was 3.4 with a range of 1 to 9.

The NSSGE was administered to 28 subjects at the six

montn postpartum interview. The mean retwork size for the

total sample was 8,96 with a range of 1 to 20 people. The
average network was composed of the partner, five
relatives, two friends and one other person. At this time,
a couriselor was listed as a support person in some

networks, but no coworkers were listed. There were no
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TABLE XXXIX

STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST

RESULTS OF THE TYPES OF SUPPORT RECEIVED
AT ONE MONTH
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TYPE TOTAL GROUP 1 GROUP I1 t
N=26 n=3 n=17
Aavice
Mean 5. 42 4.89 S5.71 -0.33
SD 5. 88 6€.13 S.91
Emotional
mean 7.65 7.33 7. 82 -0.23
SD S5.10 6. 04 4.7
Babysitting
Mean 3.19 3. 00 3.&9 -0. 24
SD 2. 30 1.66 3. 42
Transportation
Mean 2. 30 z2.67 2. 41 0.19
SD 3.13 2.39 3.54
Run errards
Mean Z2.65 3. 00 .53 Q.37
SD 3. 02 2. 06 3. 47
Help with aother
children
Mean £.69 2. 47 3. 10 -0.352
SD 2.95 3. 34 2.15
Housework
Mean 2.31 .18 2. 356 -0. 321
SD 2. 88 .21 2. 30
Money
Mmean 2. 65 2.35 3. 22 0. 58
SD 3.59 .61 3.70
fangible goods
Mean 1.96 1.77 2.33 -0. 56
SD 2.41 2.51 2.29
Other
Mear 0.08 0.12 0. 00 0.72
SD 0. 39 0.49%9 0. 00
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significant differences in network size or the mean number
of persons listed by source (see Table XL).

The total sample had knowri the members of their
network on arn average of two to five years and saw these
pecple on an average of weekly. There was rno significant
gifference betweer the two groups with regards to the
duration that the mothers had known their network members
(x=4.03, x=4.39, t=1.01, p{.33). The frequency of seeing
network members also was not significarntly different
between groups (x=4.21, x=4.23, t=0.11, p(.92).

At this time, 11 subjects indicated that they had luast
a network member in the last year. The extent of the lass
ranged from "a little" to "a great deal". The difference
between the two groups as to who had experienced a loss was
not significant at this time C£;.0153, 1df, p<.9m,
although, the extent of the loss approached a significant
difference between the proups (x=0.36, x=2.0, t=-1.83,

p{. 08).

The subjects in the total sample said that they were
satisfied with the support that 92% of the members in their
network provided. Twenty-three (88%) women were satisfied
with the amount of support that their partner provided. On
the average, the mothers indicated that they had conflict
with 29% of the members in their network. In addition, 44%
(12) indicated that there was confliet with their partner.

These women returned support to 89% of their network



MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS
FOR NETWORK SIZE AND SOURCE AT

TABLE XL
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SIX MONTHS
NETWURA CHRRKRUTERISTIC TOTHC LGRUUP 1 ORUUF 11 T
N=c8 n=10 =18
Size
Mean 8. 96 9. 00 8.94 0. 03
SD 4.77 4,00 S5. 29
Saurce
Family
Mean 5. 00 S5.350 4,72 0. 52
SD 3.77 3.89 3.79
Friends
Mean 2. 29 1.60 .67 -1.24
sD 2. 94 1.5 .89
Neighbors
Mean Q. 32 0. 50 0. 22 1. 16
SD 0.61 e 71 0.5
Minister
Mean .11 Q.10 Guil -Q. 03
SD 0.3z 0, 32 0. 32
Healtn orofessional
Mean .21 0. 30 Q. Q& 0. 88
SD 0,96 1.58 0.24
Counselor
Mear 0.07 Q. 00 Q.11 -1.08
SD 0. 26 Q.00 0. 32
Caworker
Mean . 00 Q. OO 0. 00 ————
SD 0.00 0. 00 Q. 00
Other
Mear 007 .10 . Q& Q. 42
SD 0. 26 0. 32 . 2
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members. The mean density of the network for the sample at
this time period was 84%. There were no significant
differences between the twa groups with these variables
(see Table XLI).

Again, at the six month time period, there were rno
significant differerices betweern the tws groups for the
social support functional variables aid, affect, and
affirmation (see Table XLII). The total amount of support
provided by each person was not significantly different
either.

Ori an average, 91% of the retwork members were
providing some suppcort at this time. When examining the
types of support received, again emcotional support was tne
largest category of support received (x=£.59). There were
no significant differences between the two groups for any
type of support gsee Table XLIII). Each person in the
network gave on an average 3.4 types of support
(multiplexity).

At the twelve month postpartum interview, 23 subjects

were administered the NSSQ. The mean rnetwork size for the
total sample was 9.04 with a range of & to 20 peocple. The
typical network was composed of the partner, five
relatives, and three friends. There was rno significant
difference in network size between the two groups. There
was a significant difference in the source of the network

members for the "coworker" category with the mothers in
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STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS FOR
CHARACTERISTICS OF SATISFACTION
CONFLICT, RECIPROCITY AND DENSITY

AT SIX MONTHS

CHARACTERISTIC TOTAL GROUP I GROUP II STATISTIC
N=28 n=10 n=18
Satisfaction
Mearn percent 9c% 91% 9c% t=-0.19
SD 0. 19 0.23 0. 16
Satisfaction
Wwith partrer* A
Yes B2 (98% 6 (100%) 16 (89%) "\ =.00
No 2 (8% O ( 04y 2 (114
Conflict
Mean percent 29% cE% 3% =-0, 80
Sb 0.33 0. 36 0. 34
Conflict with
partners a
Yes 10 (42%) & (33W) B8 (44%) Y =.00
N 14 (58%) 4 (67%) 10 (S&%)
Reciprocity
Mean percent 89% 81% 93% t=-1.57
SD G. 18 Q.23 0. 14
Density
Mean percent 84% T7% 88% t=-1.21
SD 0,21 0.26 0.19
#N=24, Group I=6, Group II=18; three subjects not married
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TABLE XLII

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS
FOR THE NSSQ FUNCTIONAL VARIABLES
AT SIX MONTHS

Support Function Total Group 1 Group II t
N=g7 n=11 n=16

Total Affect

Mean 4. 26 4,06 4,38 -1.28
SD 0.64 0.73 0,358

Total Affirmation
Mean 4, Q7 3.96 4, 14 -0. 81
sh Q.56 0.58 0.55

Tatal Aid
Mear 3.95 3. 80 4,02 -0. 66
sD .81 0. 88 0.79

Group I listing more coworkers than the mothers in Group
11, although the rumber of mothers in each group tnat were
employed were similiar (Group I=35, Group II=8). Table XLIV
gives the means, standard deviations and t-test results for
the total sample and for each group.

The mothers in the total sample had known their
network members on an average of two to five years and saw
these members on an average of monthly. There were nc
significant differences betweer the two groups on the
network variables of duration (t=-0.98, p(.37) arnd

freguercy (£=-0,40, p(.69).
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TABLE XL TIII

mEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS
OF THE TYPES OF SUPPORT RECEIVED
AT SIX MONTHS

YRR TOTAC GRUUF I GROJP 11 T
=27 n=11 n=16
Aogvice
Mean 4,82 4,90 5. 00 -0. 28
SD 4,36 3.39 4.69
emoticnal
Mmean €.39 €. 10 €. 88 -0. 41
SD 4,67 4,10 S.07
Bapysittivg
rean 3.63 3.71 3. 30 0.15
SD 3. 21 3. 64 c.84
Transoortation
reanr el 2. 90 .29 0. 12
SD 2.98 . 64 3.4
Rur_errands
mean .56 3.10 2.2 0. 80
SD 2.71 2. 85 2. 66
=eip witn otner
cniigren _
Mean 2. 63 .10 ce 9% -0, 87
SD 3.1 =.51 3. 46
HOUS WK
Mear: 1.93 c. 10 2. 94 0. 67
S 2.4 2 4 2.13
mornay
yean 2. 48 £. 90 2. 24 0. 68
c. 42 .77 .26
Tangidle goods
Mean 2. 04 2. 10 = 00 Q.08
Sb 3. 26 3.70 3. 10
Other
Mean 0.59 1.10 Q.23 0.97
SD 1.65 c. 60 0.59
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TABLE XulV

*ZaNS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TE
FOR NETWORK SIZE RAND S0U
TWELVE MONTHS

ST RzZSILTS
RCE AT

NETWwoRM CHARARC T ERISTIL T AL LROUY L GrRuJY T T
N=25 n=8 =17
Size _
Meaan .04 9. 50 8.8 Q.23
SD S.2 S.81 .18
Scorce
Family .
Mear 4,668 4. 30 4.77 -0, 16
SD .78 4, 44 3. 96
Friends
mean c. 68 £. 50 2.77 -0.,23
SD 2. 63 2. 51 Z. 79
Neilghoors ..
Mear 0. 16 0. 328 Q. 06 1.17
SD Q. 47 0. 74 Q.2
Minister
Mean 0. 08 0. Q0 Q.12 -0, 39
SD 0.2 0, OO 0,33
Hneaitn orofessional .
Mear 0. 28 0. 50 0.18 1.14
SD 0.54% Q.76 0.33
Counselor
Year Q.08 Q.13 Q. 08 0, 5%
S Q.28 0. 35 Q.24
Coworrer
Mear Q.08 0. 0. 00 . 8%
SD Q.28 Q. 46 Q. 00
gther
rearn Q.1 Q.25 Q.06 1.10
gD 0. 33 Q. 46 Q.24

¥p .05
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Eight mothers said that they had experiernced a loss in
their social rnetwork (Group I=2, and Group I1I=€). There
was no significant difference between the two oroubps
(Ii.OESE, 1df, p(.87). The extent of the loss was rated
from "none at all" to "a great deal"” and the difference
betweern the two groups was wint significant (£=0.46 p(.E6).

The mathers in the total group were satisfied with the
support proviaced by 91% of their rietwork mempers. OF the
tatal samplie, 21 (9i1%) were satisfied with the support that
their partrier gave. There was conflict with 22% of the
network members and 35% (8) of the women had conflict with
their partrner. The mothers in the total sample returned
support (reciprocity) to 89%4 of the members listed in their
network. The average dernsity of the total sample’s network
was 74% witn a rance of 25% to 100%4. There was a
significant differerice between the two groups for the
variable density with the mothers irn Grouo I having less
aerise networes (see Table XLV).

At twelve months, the total aid score was
significantly different between the two grouns. The
mothers in Group I perceived that they had less aid than
giag mothers in Group 1I (see Table XiVI).

There were rno significant ciffererces in the person
total scores, although the score for Person 3 aporoached a
significant difference (t=-g.04, p{.03) with this person

providing less support to the mothers in Group I than the
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS FOR
THE NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS OF SATISFACTION,
CONFLICT, RECIPROCITY AND DENSITY

AT TWELVE MONTHS

CHARACTERISTIC TOTAL GROUP I GROUP II STATISTIC
N=g235 n=8 n=17
Satisfaction
Mean percent 91% 84% 4% t=-1.21
SD .16 .23 - 10
Satisfaction with
partner )
Yes 21 (91%) 7 (88%) 14 (93%) ]L=.0924
No 2 (9% 1 (12%) 1 7%
Conflict
Mean percent SE% 33% 17% t= 1.13
SD « 27 - 37 .21
Conflict with
partner 2
Yes 8 (35%) S (63%) 3 (20%) '1f8.49&1
No 1S (65%) 3 (37%) 12 (80%)
Reciprocity
Mean percent 89% 88% 89% t=-0. 15
SD .16 .17 . 1S
Density
Mean percent 74% 959% 80% t=-2.10%
SD . 24 « 30 .19

#p (. 05

mothers in Group II.

Examination of the source for Person

3 showed that a relative was listed 38% (3) of the time

with the women in Group I and 71% by the women in Group



MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND T-TEST RESULTS
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FOR THE NSSQ FUNCTIONAL VARIAEBLES

AT TWELVE MONTHS
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Support Function Total Group I Group II t
N=25 n=8 n=17

Total Affect
Mean 4. 40 4,22 4,493 -1.09
SD 0.60 0. 86 0. 43

Total Affirmation
Mean 3.97 3.80 4,05 -1.32
SD 0. 44 0.51 0.39

Total Aid
Mean 3.61 3.08 3. 86 ~Z.16%
SD 0. 90 0.90 0.81

*p. 05

1I. The other sources named by the women in Group I were

friend, health care professional,

neighbor and partner,

while the other source named by the women in Group II was a

friend (18%4).

more varied sources of support,

It seems as though the women in Group 1 had

and that the amount of

support provided by these individuals was less than the

amount provided by the relatives and friends of the women

in Group I11I.

On an average,

support at this time.

92% of the persons listed were giving

This did not differ significantly
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between the two groups. As with the other time periods,
emotional support was the largest type of support given
(x=6.6). Money was the smallest category of support given
(x=1.4). The amount of babysitting approached a level of
significance between the two groups with the mothers having
a handicapped infant perceiving that they received less
help with babysitting (see Table XLVII).

The mean types of support provided by any one rnetwork
member was 3.8 with a range of 1 ta 7. There was no
significant difference between the two groups on the
variable multiplexity.

In summary, the networks of the mothers in both groups
were similar with regard to size, source of support,
duration and frequency. The mothers in Group II had
significantly larger househoclds than did the mothers in
Group 1. The typical network for both groups was comprised
of a partner, five relatives and three friends. Both
groups knew their network members on an average of two to
five years and saw the members at least monthly. Mothers
in both groups had experienced losses of network members
and the extent of the loss varied from negligible to a
great deal. Overall, the mothers were satisfied with tﬁe
support that their networks provided; in addition, they
were satisfied with the support that their partrer
provided. 0On an average, the women indicated that there

was conflict with about 25% of the members in their
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TABLE

XLVII

F THE TYPES OF SUPPORT RECEIVED
AT TWELVE MONTHS

TYPE TOTAHL OROUP 1 GROUP 11 t
N=295 n=8 n=17
Advice
Mean 5.3 4.9 S.7 -0. 35
sSD 5.3 5.6 S.3
Emotional
Mearn 6.8 7.1 €.6 0.23
SD S. 2 S.e2 S. 4
Babysitting
Mean 3e 3 2.0 3.9 —1.74%
SD 2.9 1.8 2.6
Transportation
Mean 2.3 .6 2.6 -1.0c
SD .2 1.1 2.9
Run_errands
Mean 2.5 2.1 2.8 -0.57
SD 2.3 .9 c.c
Help with ather
children
Mean 2.3 2.0 2.9 -C.54%
SD 1. 1.5 2.1
Housework
Mean 1.4 0.7 1.7 -1.66
SD 1. 4 1.1 i.4
fioney
Mean 1.5 1.6 1.4 0.18
sD i.9 3.3 1.1
Tangible goods
Mean .2 1.1 2.6 -1.18
SD e. 1.3 S.e
Other
Mean 0% O% Q0% ———
SD 0.0 0.0 0.0

*n<. 10
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networks. Nearly one-third of the sample indicated that
there was conflict with their partners. A majority of the
women returned some support to the members in their
network. The average density of the networks was 79%. Of
the types of support received, emotional support was the
greatest.

Prenatally, there were significant differences betweer
the groups in terms of the perceived amount of affective,
affirmation and aid support received with the mothers
having a handicapped infant perceiving less support. There
were no significant differences in the perceived amount of
support at one and six months postpartum, but at twelve
months, the mothers having a handicapped infant perceived
that they received significantly less aid support tharn the

mothers having a nonhandicapped infant.

Correlations between Attachment and the Social Support

Network. At one month, the total affect score correlated
significantly with the total NCAFS, the maternal scale, and
the cognitive growth fostering subscale with Group I
Handicap. The total affirmation score significantly
correlated with the total NCAFS score and the maternal
score. The total affirmation score also significantly
correlated with the cognitive growth fostering subscale.
All relationships were in the positive direction indicating

that more affective and/or affirmation support were



203
associated with more maternal attachment behaviors (see

Table XLVIII).

TABLE XLVIII

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG AFFECT, AFFIRMATION, AID
AND MATERNAL ATTACHMENT AT ONE MONTH
FOR GROUP 1

AFFECT AFFIRM AID

TOTAL 0. 82%% 0. 92 *%*% -0.29
MATERNAL 0. 74%% 0. 73%% -0, 31
SENSITIVE 0,72% 0.70% -0. 12
DISTRESS -0. 38 -0.26 -0.68%
SOCIOEMOTIONAL 0. 66* 0.63% -0. 18
COGNITIVE 0. 82%% 0, 78%% 0.28

#p{. 10

*#p{, 05

*#%%P (., 01

When the person support totals for the first five
individuals named in the network were correlated with the
maternal attachment variables, there were significant
associations between the support totals of Person 5 and the
total NCAFS score; in addition, the Person 5 total
significantly correlated with the maternal score,
sensitivity to cues; sociocemotional growth fostering and
cognitive growth fostering subscales. Each association was
positive indicating that the more support that Person §
gave, the higher the number of attachment behaviors were

exhibited (see Table XLIX).
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TABLE XLIX

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG PERSON TOTALS AND
MATERNAL ATTACHMENT AT ONE MONTH
FOR GROUP 1

PERSON1 PERSONZ PERSON3 PERSON 4 PERSONS

TOTAL 0. 73% -0. 38 0. 44 0.54 0. 82**
MATERNAL Q.72 -0. 06 0.63 0.63 Q. 94 %%%
SENSITIVE 0.75% 0. 04 0.71 0.52 0. 89%x
RESPONSE TO

DISTRESS -0. 32 -0.17 -0. 43 0. 00 -0. 33
SOCIOEMOG 0.75% 0.15 0.73 0.50 0. 88%%
COGNITIVE 0.64 =-0.27 0. 48 0.70 0. 9S5%%%
*p{.10

*%¥p (. 05

*%%p (. 01

None of the sources of support (e.pg., family,
relative, neighbor) was significantly associated with the
total NCAFS or maternal score. The number of neighbors was
negatively correlated with the response to distress
subscale score indicating that the more neighbors listed,
the fewer attachment behaviors occurred (r=-.87, p{.05).

No other sources of support were significantly correlated
with maternal attachment.

The size of the network did not significantly
correlate with any maternal attachment variables; nor did

the density of the network, the frequency of seeing network



