












order to make sure they were aware of the situation. A thorough discussion of ethical reflections and 
considerations for this study is reported elsewhere (Thorsen & Størksen, 2010). 

Results 
Various factor solutions with “centroid factor analysis” and “judgmental rotation” as well as “principal 
component analysis” (PCA) and “varimax rotation” were tried. The latter analysis with a two-factor 
solution appeared to give the clearest results. The correlation between the factors was r = 0.16. The 
explained variance by the two factors was 67%. A standard pre-flagging procedure was used (p<0.05). 
All the children have a significant loading on one of the two factors. Eighteen children define Factor 1, 
while two children define Factor 2. 

Tables 2 and 3 show the z-score and ranking (factor score) for each statement. In our case it was 
also important to view the factor scores in the form of sorted factor matrixes with visual images. These 
are shown in Appendices 1 and 2. The reason for this is that the children were only shown the visual 
images and not the written statements. 

Factor 1 
Description of Factor 1. At the positive end of the factor are statements that have the (+3) 

value: “I am happy and satisfied” and “I have fun in daycare.” Statements under (+2) are “I enjoy food,” 
“I feel close to my mother” and “My extended family loves me.” The statements provide a general 
picture of the child who feels he/she enjoys life both at home and in daycare. The statements placed 
under (+1) back up this view: “I have many friends in daycare,” “I play and have fun” and “I feel close 
to my father.” 

Table 2: Z-scores and Ranking (factor scores) for Factor 1 

Factor 1 

No. Statement/pictures z-score Rank 

7 I am happy and satisfied. 1.408 3 
6 I have fun in daycare. 1.182 3 
1 I enjoy food. 1.131 2 

14 I feel close to my mother. 1.085 2 
4 My extended family loves me. 1.020 2 

13 I have many friends in daycare. 1.002 1 

15 I play and have fun. 0.846 1 
18 I feel close to my father. 0.839 1 

8 I believe my parents collaborate well. 0.797 0 
20 My mother is sad and I have to comfort her. –0.386 0 

3 My father is sad and I have to comfort him. –0.460 0 
12 Daycare personnel help and support me. –0.503 0 

9 I feel lonely / isolated from others. –0.702 –1
5 I am anxious/scared/afraid. –0.756 –1

10 I am sad and cry. –0.793 –1
17 There is a lot of conflict at home. –0.829 –2

2 It is my fault. –0.932 –2
16 I feel angry. –1.267 –2
11 I am noisy. –1.307 –3
19 I often end up in conflict with other children. –1.374 –3



On the negative side of the matrix for the factor (–3) we find statements such as “I often end up in 
conflict with other children” and “I am noisy.” Statements with a (–2) value are “I feel angry,” “It is my 
fault” and “There is a lot of conflict at home.” Under (–1) the children have placed “I am sad and 
cry,” “I am anxious/scared/afraid” and “I feel lonely/isolated from others.” When the whole factor is 
considered as one, a picture emerges of children who are thriving both at home and in daycare, and 
there seems to be little conflict around them. Factor 1 seems to be characterized by feelings of 
happiness and harmony. 

Visual configuration of Factor 1. William Stephenson was very intent on assigning enough time to 
the interpretation process or to “see more, hear more, feel more” (Stephenson, 1983, p. 103) before 
drawing any conclusions. To acquire an even more complex picture of Factor 1, we sorted all 20 cards 
back into the matrix in accordance with the factor scores for this factor (see Appendix 1). The visual 
presentation appears to strengthen the belief that the children on this factor mainly had good feelings 
and close and good relationships and that they did not normally experience conflict-filled relationships or 
difficult feelings. 

Children’s comments linked to Factor 1. We also studied the transcripts of the comments made 
by the children who loaded on Factor 1. Even though most of the children’s comments are short and 
provide little new information, some individual statements promoted a richer picture of the factor. 
Many children distanced themselves from cards 11 and 19, in which the main figure is angry and 
aggressive and throws toys around—either when alone or together with other children. It is difficult to 
say whether this is idealization because the children know that such behavior is unacceptable or 
whether this is what they really feel. One of the children on this factor spontaneously stressed that this 
is important to him: “I have never become angry. I never become angry!” 

One girl said spontaneously at the start of the card sorting session that she thinks mainly of good 
feelings when there is talk of feelings. The interviewer asked, “Do you know what feelings are? What 
kinds of feelings can we have?” The girl answered, “Happy (or good) feelings.” The interviewer 
probed, “How do they feel then?” to which the child responded, “Good and kind.” Several children 
were occupied with good feelings in the family. When asked, “Are any of the other cards here 
similar?” a child replied after thinking and looking, “They’re all happy in the family” (pointing to card). 

Our notes from the interview situations indicated that the majority of children thought that things had 
gone well and that they were satisfied with their own efforts: 

Afterwards she agrees that mostly she usually has good feelings, and she feels that she has done 
this in the right way. She draws for a while when she’s still with me, and then says she wants to go 
back to the others. 

Factor 2 
Description of Factor 2. Children who define Factor 2 tell a somewhat different story. The  
statements that most closely  describe how they are feeling are more mixed. Under (+3) we find “I 
play and have fun” and “I have fun in the daycare.” Under (+2) the children have placed “It is my 
fault” (often understood by the children as “I get scolded”), “I am sad and cry,” and “My extended 
family loves me.” Moreover, under (+1) we find “I often end up in conflict with other children.” On 
the basis of the oral   statements, it  appears as  if the factor describes children who may be 
thriving, but who also experience being upset, feeling guilty and ending up in conflicts. At the negative 
end of the factor we can observe how the children describe things that do not closely resemble their 
situation. Under value (–3), they have placed “I have many friends in daycare” and “Daycare personnel 
help and support me.” Statements under (–2) are “I am noisy,” “I feel lonely/isolated from others” 
and “There is a lot of conflict in my house.” Furthermore, under (–1) we find “I am happy and 
satisfied,” “I am anxious/scared/afraid” and “I feel angry.” Even though the children who define Factor 
2 do not regard themselves as particularly noisy, angry or lonely or experience a lot of conflict at 
home, they are not completely content. Their relationships with the children in daycare are to some 
extent characterized by conflict, and they may not receive much support or comforting from the 
daycare staff either. The feeling that seems to characterize Factor 2 is mixed and it seems like there is 
an undertone of sadness. 



Visual configuration of Factor 2. Also in the case of Factor 2, we sorted the cards back into the 
matrix on the basis of the factor scores for this factor (see Appendix 2). Through the abduction process of 
the study, it then became clear that weak relationships seemed to be a plausible explanation for the Q-
sort patterns among children associated with this factor. The children who load on this factor have 
chosen many cards in which the main figure is alone and gives the impression of both enjoying 
himself/herself (6 and 15) and being upset (10). Out of the five relationship cards placed under (+1) 
and (+2), two cards (4 and 14) link a positive aspect to the relationship, while three cards (2, 19 and 
3) reveal more problematic aspects of the relationship. The children certainly express that there is no
conflict at home (this card is placed under –2), but the sorting as a whole gives the impression that the 
parents are of less importance. The card depicting the grandparents (or the extended family) is placed 
under +2, and these persons appear to be more important than the parents. A card with less positive 
relationships is placed under the +1 value, namely 19: “I often end up in conflict with other children.” 
Two cards with positive relationships are placed on the minus-side, i.e., “I have many friends in 
daycare” and “Daycare personnel help and support me.” The undertone of sadness described earlier 
may therefore be associated with weak or deficient relationships. 

Children’s comments linked to Factor 2. Reviewing transcripts of the two children who loaded 
high on Factor 2, it emerged that both of these had older and younger (baby) siblings at home. In the 
case of these children, the cards dealing with closeness to the mother (14) and the father (18) were 
placed in a more or less neutral area. The situation at home with many siblings was possibly one of 
the reasons why these cards did not have a more prominent place in the Q sorts of the children who 
define Factor 2. Perhaps these children are more often together with their mother and father in a 
wider family setting and not in a one- on-one situation as shown in the illustrations. Only two children 
defined Factor 2. Generally, we wish to see more than two defining Q sorts on a factor to ensure that we 
have a stable factor. 

The transcripts also include statements that reveal the conflict in the children’s daily lives. One of the 
children confirms having some sad and painful feelings, as shown by the following exchange: 

Interviewer (I): Let’s look at the cards then. On that side the cards show how you’re feeling. 
Someone who’s very happy, and then there’s . . . 
Child (C): Yes, I’ve been upset today. I: Do you feel upset sometimes? 
C: Yes 

Table 3: Z-score and Ranking (factor score) for Factor 2 

Factor 2 

No. Statement/pictures z-score Rank 

15 I play and have fun. 1.652 3 

6 I have fun in daycare. 1.480 3 

2 It is my fault. 1.425 2 

10 I am sad and cry. 1.253 2 

4 My extended family loves me. 0.798 2 

19 I often end up in conflict with other children. 0.282 1 

14 I feel close to my mother. 0.172 1 

3 My father is sad and I have to comfort him. 0.172 1 
20 My mother is sad and I have to comfort her. 0.172 0 

1 I enjoy food. 0.000 0 

18 I feel close to my father. 0.000 0 

8 I believe my parents collaborate well. 0.000 0 

16 I feel angry. –0.172 –1

5 I am anxious/scared/afraid. –0.344 –1

7 I am happy and satisfied. –0.454 –1

17 There is a lot of conflict in my house. –0.571 –2

9 I feel lonely / isolated from others. –1.081 –2

11 I am noisy. –1.253 –2

12 Daycare personnel help and support me. –1.652 –3

13 I have many friends in daycare. –1.879 –3
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Appendix 1: Factor 1  

(Note: numbers have been enlarged for the illustration.) 



Appendix 2: Factor 2  

(Note: numbers have been enlarged for the illustration). 
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