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Four questions were examined concerning student

perceptions of their launching family environment,

expected family environment, family values, sexual

attitudes and behavior, and attitudes toward divorce.

A total of 383 college students from three family types

participated in this study: intact (298, 77.8%),

divorced (47, 12.3%), and remarried (38, 9.9%). The

sample was evenly split between males (185; 48.9%) and

females (198; 51.1%). Using a 2 x 3 Manova for gender

by family type, no gender differences were found on the

Moos Family Environment Scale (R). Differences between

family type were revealed on two of ten subscales:

Moral-Religious Emphasis and Organization. Student

reports of their expectations of their future families



were compared on the Moos Family Environment Scale

(E), but family type differences were revealed subscale:

Control. Gender differences were found on five of the

ten Moos FES(E) subscales: Cohesion, Expressiveness,

Intellectual-Cultural Orientation, Active-Recreational

Orientation, and Moral-Religious emphasis. On a second

question, family type differences were found when

students evaluated three questions comprising the

Attitude Toward Divorce Scale (Ladd & Pratt, 1988).

Students from divorced families were more accepting of

divorce than students from the other two family groups,

and students from remarried families were more accepting

of divorce than students from intact families. On a

third question, no gender or family type differences

were found on the Hudson Short Form of the Sexual

Attitude Scale or student first sexual behaviors.

A fourth question, an attempt to measure student values

on the Family Value Index proved insignificant.

Examination of descriptive statistics indicates that

students from all three family types consider family

values to be very important. In conclusion, it appears

that gender is more discriminating than family type on

how family social environment is perceived. The

experience of living in a particular family type does

effect student attitudes toward divorce, but no judgment

can be made about future divorce behavior.
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Differences between Young Adult Perceptions

of Family Environment, Family Values, Sexual

Behavior, Sexual Attitudes and Attitude Toward

Divorce by Gender and Family Type

Chapter 1

The effect that family type has on such process

variables as values, attitudes, and perceptions of

young adults has rarely been explored. For over

thirty years family scientists have investigated the

effect of type of family upon the social development

of children (Landis, 1962; Nye, 1957), but the long

term effects of family type upon young adults has had

less attention. The traditional two-parent family

type has been considered the optimum parenting

arrangement because it has been assumed that two

adults could provide better care and socialization of

the child. Consequently, one parent families have

been generally assumed (but not proven) to provide a
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less healthy environment for the developing child

than the two parent, never-divorced family

(Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982; Wallerstein & Kelly,

1980). The two-parent remarried family has been

viewed as a complex type which lacks the consistent

rules and clarity of roles deemed important for the

healthy maturation of the child (Cherlin, 1981;

Furstenberg & Spanier, 1984).

Investigation of process variables allows the

researcher to examine the interaction that has taken

place between two individuals, such as the growing

child and his or her parent. Within the theory of

human ecology, Bronfenbrenner identifies the

individual's relationship with his or her family

environment as a two-directional relationship,

suggesting that environment and human beings both act

and react upon each other. Bronfenbrenner (1979)

suggests that settings such as the structure of a

family type have unique properties that are in a

state of constant change, as are the individuals who

live in those settings. Together individuals and

their settings affect one another and are mutually

affected by events which occur outside the home in

the larger society. Such processes have rarely been

examined in the family literature.
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. PERCEPTION OF HOME ENVIRONMENT

Research concerning how young adults are

influenced by the family type they experienced

between the ages of 16 and 18 (the launching family)

is sparse. Young adults from different family types

were compared and family living arrangements were

found to have little or no measurable long-term

negative effects on their attitudes and beliefs

(Nock, 1981). Only two longitudinal studies have

investigated the process of living in a single parent

home and how that experience changes over time

(Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982; Wallerstein & Kelly,

1980). Divorcing spouses must cope with the loss of

identity, learn new roles, adapt to task overload,

and experience personal disorganization and

depression. Both research teams concluded that time

and the psychological stability of the parent

directly influences both his or her recovery from

parental divorce as well as the recovery of the

children (Hetherington, Cox, and Cox, 1982;

Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980). While the adjustment of

children experiencing divorce is dependent upon many

conditions, a few of the major influences are as

follows: the presence of continuing parental
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conflict, the postdivorce stability of the one-parent

family, and the parent-child pre- and post-divorce

relationships (Hess & Camara, 1979). The effect of

the child's gender on his or her reaction to parental

divorce appears to vary over time. The young boys

interviewed in both longitudinal studies initially

appeared to react more negatively to the divorce of

their parents than girls did; yet, years later,

teenage females were found to be experiencing more

severe negative consequences than teenage boys. In

particular, at the ten year follow-up of teenage

girls, Wallerstein (1987) found that many of these

girls were unable to establish and maintain healthy

heterosexual relationships. On the other hand,

throughout both longitudinal studies, the authors

found strong evidence that parental divorce was less

traumatic for children who were intellectually

bright, whose parents minimized their post-spousal

conflict, and when noncustodial parents continued a

consistent postdivorce relationship with their

children. Clearly, the reactions of children to

parental divorce is individual.

The complexity of the remarried household stems

from the blending of two microsystems, of which at

least one has suffered the loss of two families:
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their intact family and their single parent family.

Conflicting family rules, differences in parental

discipline, blending family customs, new members of

their extended family, loss of former extended family

members, and distancing from the custodial parent are

just a few of the changes children living in a

remarried family experience (Chilman, 1983). Too

often stepparents are parents in name only or must

compete with the absent biological parent for

authority (Visher & Visher, 1978). Children in the

remarried family must adjust to decreased time with

their custodial parent, and report high levels of

internal stress and lower cohesiveness in their new

family (Bowerman & Irish, 1962).

How children experience different stepfamily

types has been investigated. Older children were

slower then young children to bond with or even

accept their new stepfather (Wallerstein & Kelly,

1980). From a multi-method, multi-measure study of

children in remarried families, Brand and Clingempeel

(1987) concluded that girls in remarried stepmother

families were more adversely affected by that family

type than boys or girls in any other remarried

situation. Remarriage can contribute to the loss of

contact with the noncustodial parent, as 50% of
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noncustodial fathers had ceased contact with their

children by the second year following divorce

(Furstenberg, Peterson, Nord, & Zill, 1983).

It is suggested that the high rate of divorce among

remarried families will contribute to the future

tendency to divorce among children who have lived in

remarried families (Furstenberg & Spanier, 1984).

Research comparing children from different

family types has yielded conflicting results.

Comparisons of children from intact, divorced, and

remarried families show that intact and remarried

families are similar on many variables, including

family income, and mother's labor-force participation

and educational attainment (Bachrach, 1983).

Children from intact families reported being involved

in more activities with their parents than children

from single or remarried families, but children from

these latter two families reported having more

household responsibilities (Furstenberg & Nord,

1985). Comparisons of children on variables such as

self-concept, evaluations of parents, time spent with

parents, and peer relationships have revealed

differences according to family type and gender. For

example, males in remarried families consistently
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reported lower adjustment on self-concept, family

evaluations, and state anxiety than the other family-

by-gender groups (Nunn, Parish, & Worthing, 1983).

An older study by Nye (1957) indicates that the most

negative family type is the high conflict intact

family home. Children from divorced homes showed a

higher level of adjustment in the areas of

psychosomatic illness, delinquent behavior, and

parent-child adjustment than children from unhappy,

intact homes (Nye, 1957). It has been suggested that

there are sufficient differences between children

from divorced homes such that they cannot be treated

as a homogeneous group (Landis, 1960). This study

suggests that there are as many differences within

each family type as there are differences between

family types.

ATTITUDE TOWARD DIVORCE

Descriptive studies comparing families of

divorce and intact families have concluded that the

potential for divorce is transmitted to the adult

children from families in which divorce has occurred

(Bumpass & Sweet, 1972; Henry, 1985; Mott & Moore,

1979; Mueller & Pope, 1977). It is suggested that
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these children have learned a more tolerant attitude

toward divorce (Pope & Mueller, 1980). In a

comparison of children from intact, divorced, and

remarried families children from mother-headed

families reported significantly more favorable

attitudes toward divorce, although mean scores for

all three groups fell in the neutral range concerning

divorce (Coleman & Ganong, 1984). Drawing from

Elder's work with adult children of the Depression,

Cherlin (1981) suggests that children of divorce may

internalize their experience and place a higher value

on having a stable marriage and home life.

FAMILY VALUES

Research concerning the how effectively parents

transmit their values to their children has yielded

mixed results (Hoge, Petrillo, & Smith, 1982). Core

values appear to be accepted by children

conceptually, but the action concerning such values

differs from one generation to the next (Troll,

Neugarten, & Kraines, 1969). In particular, societal

and peer values affect the transmission of parental

values. While it is possible that family type is
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related to the values of children, research results

examining this potential relationship have been

inconclusive (Kobrin & Waite, 1984). High family

integration has been isolated as a positive factor in

the transmission of family values (Coleman & Ganong,

1984). On particular values such as marriage, gender

differences have been found (Ganong, Coleman, &

Brown, 1981; Stinnett, 1971).

SEXUAL BEHAVIOR AND SEXUAL ATTITUDES

Investigators agree that the double standard of

heterosexual behavior has decreased in the present

generation of young adults (DeLamater &

MacCorquodale, 1979; Jessor & Jessor, 1975; Sherwin &

Corbett, 1985). However, gender differences in

sexual behavior continue to exist. Sexually active

women having first intercourse with a man were either

engaged or going steady, while the men in this study

were more casually involved when they had first

intercourse (Zelnick, Kantner, & Ford (1981).

The age at first masturbation, oral sex, and

vaginal intercourse has dropped in recent years, and

the percentage of males and females participating in
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each of these behavior has increased (Hass, 1979;

Norman & Harrison, 1981; Sorenson, 1973). Parents

often appear to have a restraining influence on their

children's sexual behavior (Spanier, 1977). The

relationship between family type and sexual attitudes

and behavior has not been investigated.

In summary, few researchers have addressed how

living in an intact, single parent, or remarried

family affects the values, attitudes, perceptions,

and behavior of young adults. According to human

ecology theory, each individual in a family reacts

with other family members as well as with the social

environment within their home on a continuous basis.

This thesis will examine the relationship between

gender and family type as young adults self report

their perceptions of their family and expected

family, rate their family values, attitudes toward

divorce, and sexual attitudes, and report on their

age at first sexual behavior and their expected age

at marriage. The following questions will be

addressed:
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1. Do significant differences exist in the

subscale scores on the Family Environment Scale Form

Real and Family Environment Scale Form Expected by

gender and type of family? Type of family is defined

as the family the student lived in between the ages

of 16 and 18.

2. Do significant differences exist in the

Hudson Short Form of the Sexual Attitude Scale (SAS)

scores and age at first sexual experience by gender

and by type of family?

3. Do significant differences exist in the

scores on the Family Values Index drawn from Simmons

Values Survey by gender and type of family?

4. Do significant differences exist in the

predicted age at marriage and Attitude Toward Divorce

Scale scores by gender and type of family?



CHAPTER 2

Review of Literature

12

The social development of young adults is

strongly affected by the processes which occur within

the environments they experience throughout their

childhood and adolescence. It has been suggested

that "like people, environments have unique

personalities" (Insel & Moos, 1974, p. 179). It is

possible that the environmental processes within

families may differ according to whether the family

type is intact, divorced, or remarried. The

experience of living in a particular family type may

influence later perceptions, attitudes, values, and

behaviors of the individual.

How a person perceives his or her environment is

more important than how that environment might

actually exist in "objective reality"

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). "The way one perceives his

surroundings or environment influences the way one

will behave in that environment" (Insel & Moos, 1974,

p. 179). Development results from the interactions

between characteristics of people and their

environment both past and present (Murray, 1938).
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The experience of being male or female in our society

is a second variable that shapes the perceptions,

attitudes, and values of young adults and one which

will be discussed in the context of these variables.

How the experience of living in an intact family or

non-traditional family shapes the long-term

attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions of male and

female children is not yet fully understood.

Socialization of the child occurs within the

family, a microsystem which can be described as

follows:

...a major source of the belief systems, value
systems, and codes of behavior that determine
an individual's understanding of the nature and
meaning of the universe, of his place in it,
and of the paths he should strive to travel in
his life... part of this information comes
from explicit teaching, part comes from
introjection of assumption and meanings that
characterize family culture with its tradition,
memories, and myths, and part comes from
conscious copying or unconscious identification,
with family role models, and with relationships
among family members and between them and
outsiders...These processes are buttressed by
the expectations of the social milieu that
individuals will naturally conform to the
dominant views, beliefs, motivations, and
practices of their family (Caplan, 1982,
p. 204).

Such a view of human development emphasizes the

interaction of the individual within his or her

family and the family interaction with society.
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THEORY OF HUMAN ECOLOGY

The study of human development involves
investigating the progressive, mutual
accommodation between an active, growing
human being and the changing properties
of the immediate settings in which the
developing person lives, as this process
is affected by relations between these settings,
and by the larger contexts in which the settings
are embedded (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 21).

Within Bronfenbrenner's model of human ecology the

individual is identified as a growing, dynamic entity

who acts upon and is acted upon by his or her

environment.

This two-directional relationship is in a

constant state of change as both that person and his

or her environment interacts with other persons,

events, and systems which are added or deleted from

the environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). According to

ecological theory, the development of one member of a

dyad causes a reciprocal process of development in

the other members of the family. Development occurs

when a change in the characteristics in an individual

causes a "reorganization that has some continuity

over time and space" (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 28).

The experience of divorce and/or remarriage,

then, "can be viewed as a critical experience that
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affects the entire family system, and the functioning

and interactions of the members within that system"

(Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982, p. 233). How such

an experience affects the individual over time has

not been carefully researched. Investigation of how

males and females from different family types

evaluate their family environment would provide

insight into how critical experiences continue to

affect persons long after the event has happened.

Yet, many researchers who have examined the

effect of family type on the development of children

have paid very little attention to the psychological

characteristics of the family environment. According

to Bronfenbrenner,

the existing concepts are limited to a few crude
and undifferentiated categories that do little
more than locate people in terms of their social
address -- the setting from which they come
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 17).

Few researchers have examined how divorce and

remarriage impacts the environment of the family, and

subsequently how these environments differ from that

in the intact family.

THE IMPACT OF DIVORCE ON THE FAMILY ENVIRONMENT

Single parent families created through divorce



16

must cope with adjustments which change the basic

structure of their microsystem. The experience of

divorce dissolves the marital dyad thereby reshaping

remaining family relationships. The loss of one

adult family member causes a shifting of the daily

emotional and physical responsibility of the children

over to the remaining adult parent (Burden, 1986).

Even after responsibilities have been renegotiated,

the interaction with the former spouse continues

emotionally and psychologically for some time

(Bohannon, 1970). It is common for divorced spouses

to need one, two and sometimes five years to adjust

to the experience of divorce and transition to a

single parent family.

The parenting styles of divorced and non-

divorced parents appear to remain differentiated over

time. In overall comparisons between divorced

parents and non-divorced parents one year after

divorce, Hetherington and associates (1982) found

that

divorced parents made fewer maturity demands of
their children, communicated less well with
their children, tended to be less affectionate
with their children, and showed marked
inconsistency in discipline and lack of control
over their children in comparison with still
married parents (p. 252).
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Despite improvements between years one and two after

divorce, Hetherington et al. (1982) reported that

divorced parents were never as effective in

controlling their children as intact parents. In

general, divorced mothers when compared to non-

divorced mothers used more negative sanctions,

communicated less, and were less consistent with

their children, especially their sons. Over time,

the visitation of noncustodial fathers decreased.

Comparison of men and women divorced for over 4 years

with remarried and intact couples showed that single

adults were significantly more depressed, reported

more problems with their children, and related less

family satisfaction (Fine, Donnelly, & Voydanoff,

1986). Weiss (1979) terms the single parent homes as

being "understaffed".

CHILDREN OF DIVORCED SINGLE PARENTS

Except in rare cases of abuse, children of

divorced parents find the postdivorce changes in

their family microsystem devastating. Children and

adolescents alike described the time of divorce as

the most stressful period of their lives as it

"evoked an acute sense of shock, intense fear, and
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grieving which the children found overwhelming"

(Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980, p. 35). How the parents

were adjusting to their divorce had a major influence

on the recovery of their children throughout the five

year period of Wallerstein and Kelly's study (1980).

While cross-sectional studies have found that boys

tend to react more negatively than girls to parental

divorce during the two years that follow this event,

Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) concluded that girls and

boys tend to react differently to their parents'

divorce over time.

Immediately following the divorce of their

parents, 48 preschool-aged children, aged 3 to 5.5

years, from divorced families were evaluated by

teachers and researchers and found to be experiencing

"disrupted functioning" in the areas of play and

social interactions (Hetherington et al., 1976,

1982). When these same children were compared to 48

preschool children from intact families, the young

boys and girls from divorced families exhibited less

mature play behavior, were less happy, affectionate,

and task-involved and more depressed, anxious, and

guilty about the divorce. Socially, young boys and

girls from divorced families shared and helped less
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than children from intact families as well as

exhibited less positive nonverbal and more negative

nonverbal behavior (Hetherington et al., 1976).

Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) found that the 131

children in their study responded to their parents'

divorce with anger, sadness and conflicting

loyalties.

At the end of the two years, the social

interaction of the young boys and girls (now aged 5

to 7.5) had improved, although boys exhibited less

helping and more "noxious" behaviors than the other

children in the study (Hetherington et al., 1982,

p. 268). Girls and boys continued to show less

mature play behavior than intact family children at

the one-year follow-up, but only boys were less happy

and more anxious two years after the divorce.

Curiously, the aggressive behavior of boys from

divorced homes was at a lower level than boys from

high-stress intact families, but at a higher level

than boys from low-discord intact families

(Hetherington et al., 1982).

Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) and Wallerstein

(1984, 1987) interviewed children from divorced homes

at four strategic times: immediately after the
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divorce, at 18 months, five years, and ten years

later. A sample of 60 middle class families,

including 131 children who ranged from 2.5 to 18

years of age, were selected for the study. While

this was a nonrandom sample, the data provided by

this study has been rich as it has provided

longitudinal information concerning individuals

within a family. These authors found that the

initial responses of the children to their parents'

divorce were so closely related to their age that the

authors divided the sample into four groups:

preschool, young school-age children (6-8 years),

older school-age (9-12) and adolescents.

Each group of children differed in their

immediate reaction to parental divorce (Wallerstein &

Kelly, 1980). The youngest children of preschool age

often regressed in behavior, had difficulty

verbalizing their feelings, had fantasies of parental

reunion, and such emotions as fear, anger, denial,

and guilt. They are characterized as not appearing

to be

psychologically disturbed children, but as
children responding to severe stress whose life
experiences with adults had not been poor until
the sudden disruption of their families which,
for that very reason, left them unprepared and
bewildered (Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980, p. 81).
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Children who were aged 6-9 when their parents

divorced reacted with grief, fear of loss of

parents and love, having fantasies of food

deprivation, inability to express anger at their

fathers who had left or their custodial mothers,

and conflicts in loyalty to both parents. The

authors describe these children as

loyal to both parents, frequently in secret,
and often at considerable psychological cost
and suffering...their courage was often moving
and impressive (Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980,
p. 71).

Older school-age children, aged 9-12, had a

markedly different initial reaction to their parents'

divorce than the younger children. Being at an age

of emerging independence and having the ability to

individualize their relationship with others, these

children tended to align with one parent, express

their feelings through activity, and to freely

express their anger at their parents' divorce.

Still, these boys and girls experienced a variety of

emotions at their parents' divorce, alternating

between sadness and attempts to manipulate their

parents' reconciliation.

The oldest group of children were adolescents

between age 13 and 18. Wallerstein and Kelly (1980)
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found that these individuals were especially

vulnerable to parental divorce due to their own

developmental changes. The authors noted extremes in

"adolescents who were already in psychological

difficulty at the time of divorce were naturally

severely burdened..." while some youngsters increased

in maturity and independence as well as maintain some

distance from the parental crisis (p. 95).

Adolescents who had successfully separated from

their parents continued to do so at the 18-month

follow up by viewing the divorce as a decision made

by the parents and not the responsibility of the

adolescent. On the other extreme, some teens had

internalized the divorce and were having difficulties

with school, friendships, and parental

relationships.

Sex differences between children appeared and

changed over time. In the initial description of the

children, very few gender differences were noted in

regard to overall or initial adjustment to divorce.

At the 18- month follow up, however, boys in this

study were found to be more depressed, lonely for

their fathers, and more stressed than the girls who

used their friends as a support system and seemed
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happier. More recent research by Santrock, Warshak,

and Elliott (1982) has found that children raised by

the same sex parent exhibit more competent social

behavior, are more mature, and independent than

children raised by opposite sex parents. It is

possible that the reaction of young boys to divorce

is also a reaction to their custodial parent being

their mother.

At five years, Wallerstein and Kelly (1980)

concluded that the psychological adjustment of the

children was strongly linked to the overall quality

of life within the post-divorce family, whether

single or remarried. At this point, the child's

adjustment to the divorce was related to the ability

of the parents to resolve their conflicts, the

quality of the parent-child relationships, and the

child's resolution of anger and depression. These

authors concluded that the negative consequences

surrounding divorce and parental loss was mitigated

by the age and psychological health of the child at

parental divorce, the quality of the pre-and post-

divorce family, and the economic changes the family

experienced. For children of divorced parents,

some negative feelings towards divorce still existed
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five years later (Paddock-Ellard & Thomas, 1981).

In the ten year follow-up, Wallerstein (1987)

interviewed the children according to three age

groups. She found that the males in the oldest group

of children, who were now at least 18 years, had had

more trouble with legal authority and the females had

more difficulty establishing male-female

relationships. The next youngest group, who were now

16 to 18, had originally been the most disturbed

group of children. Anger was rare, yet clinical

depression was the highest in this group. Among

females, 25% of the girls had had abortions.

Overall, Wallerstein (1987) described this

group as more lonely, needy, deprived, and wistful

for an ideal family. Many children yearned for a

father who, in reality, rarely resembled their actual

father. The youngest group, who were now aged 12 to

16, appeared to have made the most successful

adaptation and currently appeared to be the least

troubled by the divorce. Still, Wallerstein

concluded that the divorce continued to remain a

central aspect of their lives and for a minority the

divorce and its consequences dominated their

behaviors. Many worried about their mother, the
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family finances, and visitation with their father.

Of divorced family adolescents, 43% disagreed that

divorce was the only solution for their family

(Paddock-Ellard & Thomas, 1981).

Like Hetherington and associates (1976, 1982),

Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) and Wallerstein (1984,

1987) concluded that the divorce experience was

unique for each individual child, thereby making the

children of divorce a heterogeneous rather than a

homogenous group. Overall, Hetherington and

associates (1976, 1982) found that children from

divorced homes recovered more rapidly from the crisis

of divorce when their home environment was organized

and predictable with

clearly defined and consistently enforced
standards, roles, and responsibilities and a
responsive nurturant atmosphere
(Hetherington et al., 1982, p. 278).

In particular, boys from divorced homes responded to

an environment which stressed structure and control,

while girls responded to warmth and maturity

demands. More often than not, the level of

adjustment of the custodial parent as well as the

child's continuing relationship with the noncustodial

parent directly affected how the child recovered

(Hetherington et al., 1982). Perhaps the most
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important mediating factors in each child's

adjustment to the divorce of his or her parents were

the child's age and developmental level (Wallerstein

& Kelly, 1980).

Studies concerning divorce and the longitudinal

effects on young adult children are rare. Several

researchers have examined the retrospective self-

reports of young adults from divorced families (Fine,

Moreland, & Schwebel, 1983). Young adults whose

parents had been divorced for 11 years rated their

relationships with their parents as average, while

the adult children from intact families reported

their parental relationships as above average (Fine

et al., 1983). These authors concluded that several

factors mediated the effect of divorce on young

adults:

...(their] perceptions of a positive
predivorce family life, a higher quality
predivorce parent-child relationship, parents
who have more frequent contact with one another,
higher socioeconomic status...and better
adjustment of the subject at the time of the
divorce (Fine et al., 1983, p. 711-712).

Comparison of scores on the Attitudes Toward Parent

Scale indicated that young adult children of divorced

parents reported a significantly less favorable

attitude towards their noncustodial parent than they
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did of their custodial parent (Drill, 1987).

Overall, the initial impact of divorce on the

family microsystem appears to be one of crisis.

It has been suggested that the emotional climate in

the home prior to divorce is more indicative of the

child's adjustment to divorce than the event of

divorce. Clinical work conducted by Despert (1953)

supports the notion that the determining factor in

the child's adjustment to divorce is the emotional

climate in the home.

IMPACT OF REMARRIAGE ON THE FAMILY ENVIRONMENT

The experience of remarriage brings together the

microsystem of the custodial parent and the

microsystem of the stepparent, along with a multitude

of mesosytems involving ex-spouses and noncustodial

children. The most common word associated with the

remarried family system is complex (Cherlin, 1978).

Often as many as four parents, eight grandparents,

several stepsiblings of varied ages, and large

numbers of quasi-relatives are new members of a

former single parent family. The child who is part

of a remarried family has experienced three

families: a birth family, a single parent family,
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and now the remarried family. That same child will

have also experienced the loss of two families: the

birth family and single parent family. For some

children this process will be doubled, if that child

is involved in an active relationship with his or her

noncustodial parent.

In remarried families created between 1965 and

1979, over 60% of the children brought to the

remarriage were under the age of 10 and 85% were

under the age of 13. The majority of stepfathers

(64%) had been married previously (Bane, 1976).

Single parent families who form a new microsystem of

remarriage unite different cultural experiences,

family patterns, and problem solving methods

(Cherlin, 1978). Each person entering the remarried

family would carry hopes, dreams, and expectations

that must be dealt with individually and in the

family (Visher & Visher, 1978). The stress of living

in a remarried family has been tied to lack of

institutionalization of this family type and,

therefore, the lack of developed formal rules

concerning the family system (Cherlin, 1981).

Adolescents report that discipline and divided

loyalty are the most difficult issues of being in a



29

remarried family (Lutz, 1983). Researchers suggest

that the complex stepfamily system makes marital

bonding too difficult and that the older loyalties to

the single parent family prevail (Visher & Visher,

1978).

Parenting experiences established in the

original family and reshaped by the period of single

parenting would again be altered by remarriage. It

is not unusual for the new stepparent to be uncertain

of their role because "the most conspicuous pattern

(of parenting in remarried families) was that there

was no prevailing pattern" (Furstenberg & Spanier,

1984, p. 181). These researchers noted that it was

rare for parents such as a noncustodial father and

stepparent to interact with one another in

establishing a coparenting relationship. Rather,

both parents tended to build a separate relationship

with their shared children (Furstenberg & Nord,

1982).

Children of Remarried Parents

Decreased interaction between children and their

noncustodial parents, unusually fathers, is a common

finding in the divorce and remarriage literature.
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Adolescents in a representative, national study

reported that they rarely spent the weekend with

their noncustodial father or received help with

routine needs such as their homework (Furstenberg and

Nord, 1982). These children interacted with their

noncustodial fathers mainly on a social level, such

as going to a movie. Nearly 50% of these children

had not seen their father in the past year. Over the

two years following their parent's divorce, children

experienced a marked decrease in contact with their

fathers (Furstenberg, Peterson, Nord, & Zill, 1983).

Most children (64%) had had no contact with their

noncustodial father for one year, regardless of the

age or gender of the child. These authors concluded

that "men who have little or no interaction with

their children in their early childhood [pre-

divorce], rarely establish relations in later years

(Furstenberg et al., 1983, p. 664). Lower-status

males often withdraw from their paternal role when

they are unable to provide financially for their

children. Fathers who paid child support continued

to see their children on a regular basis (Furstenberg

et al., 1983). Noncustodial fathers maintained

contact with sons more than they did with daughters

(Hetherington et al., 1982).
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Children who live in single parent families

frequently report less emotional and physical

resources than children living in both remarried and

intact families. When these three family types were

compared, children from single parent homes were

found to be the most economically disadvantaged, with

66% falling below the poverty line, their mothers

were young and had low levels of educational

attainment, and were disproportionately black

(Bachrach, 1983).

Children in single-mother headed families when

compared with children in intact families reported

that they experienced less emotional support,

control, punishment, and family cohesion when with

their father. These same children experienced

autonomy and more responsibility within their

father's household, as well as more conflict with

their siblings (Amato, 1987).

Landis (1962) investigated the social-

psychological differences between adolescents from

intact, divorced, and remarried families.

Adolescents from single mother homes reported that

they participated more in family councils, shared

more frequently in their mother's problems, and had
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more autonomy in their personal life than adolescents

who lived in intact families. As a group,

adolescents from divorced homes had a more negative

self-concept than adolescents from intact families

(Paddock-Ellard & Thomas, 1981). Both Landis (1962)

and Wallerstein (1984) found that adolescents from

single parent homes became financially independent

earlier than adolescents from intact families.

Children living in stepmother families are more

similar to intact families when compared on global

variables. In a large, national study, those

children who were living with both biological parents

were found to be similar to children living with a

biological parent and a stepparent on most

characteristics which were compared, especially

family income, age, and race of mother (Bachrach,

1983; Wilson, Zurcher, McAdams, & Curtis, 1975). The

major demographic differences between these two

groups were that children living in stepfamilies were

more likely to be older, to belong to a large family

and have mothers who worked outside their home

(Bachrach, 1983).

When process variables such as control and

support were examined, children from stepfather
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families and intact families differed on some of the

following variables. Specifically, compared to

fathers, stepfathers were reported by primary grade

children as providing less support, control and

punishment and as having a generally poorer

relationship with both children and adolescents

(Amato, 1987). When the adjustment of children from

stepfamilies and intact families were compared in a

representative sample of adolescents, the former

group reported a higher level of internal stress and

lower cohesiveness than the children from intact

families (Bowerman & Irish, 1962). In this same

study, children report feeling more affection from

stepfathers and less affection and more

discriminative interaction from stepmothers.

Overall, children from stepfamilies rated their

interaction with stepparents as less positive than

interaction with their biological parents on such

issues as feeling rejected, discipline, and

criticism.

Children of Intact, Single, and Remarried Parents

Children from intact families had significantly

less household responsibilities than children from
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mother-headed or mother remarried families (Amato,

1987). This same study found that children from

intact families rated their siblings more positively

and reported higher family cohesion than children in

either of the other two groups. In a national study

comparing children from single parent, remarried

parent, and intact families, Furstenberg and Nord

(1985) found that children in intact families

reported more activities with their parents over the

past week and past month, but fewer household

responsibilities than children from the other two

family groups. Children from intact families

reported significantly higher (more positive)

adjustment ratings on self-concept, peer

relationships, perceptions of school and home, and

evaluations of each parent than children from either

single parent or males from remarried families (Nunn,

Parish, & Worthing, 1983).

Studies comparing children from the three family

types listed above also revealed some similarities

between the three groups that differed from other

research findings. Amato (1987) found that family

type revealed no differences when children reported

on levels of support and punishment from their
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mothers. While this finding differs from both

Hetherington and associates (1982) and Wallerstein

and Kelly (1980), it must be noted that in both of

those latter studies these differences were found

during the first two years following the divorce.

In particular, Hetherington and others (1982)

reported that custodial mothers were demanded more

autonomous mature behavior of their children, had

better communication with their children through more

use of explanation and reasoning, and showed

improvement in control and nurturance of their

children. In the Amato (1987) study, the mean time

period between the divorce and that study was

approximately 3.5 years for children and 5.5 years

for adolescents from single parent families and 5.5

years for children and 7.5 years for adolescents from

stepfamilies.

This same study found that primary aged children

across all family types did not report any difference

in autonomy, while adolescents from single parent

families reported extremely high autonomy scores when

compared with the other two families. A 1964 study

by Burchinal of 1566 adolescents from intact,

divorced, and remarried families revealed no
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differences between the groups on personality

characteristics, social relationships, grades, number

of friendships, and attitudes toward school.

Different family types have been compared in an

attempt to isolate differences between such families

or show how particular behaviors, such as divorcing a

spouse, are related to the well-being of the family

(Bachrach, 1983; Blechman, 1982; Wilson et al.,

1975). Investigators have sought to determine what

family environment characteristics might contribute

to or cause certain future behaviors, such as the

transmission of divorce to the offspring of divorced

parents, or to determine the effect remarried family

structure has on the attitudes and behaviors of

these children (Nock, 1982). Research findings vary

according to whether the sample used is random or

nonrandom, cross-sectional or longitudinal, and

according to whether quantitative or qualitative

methods were used to examine the subjects (Bumpass &

Sweet, 1972; Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982; Mott &

Moore, 1979; Nock, 1982). It is not surprising,

then, that conclusions concerning the long-term

affects of family type on human development remain

unclear.
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ATTITUDE TOWARD DIVORCE

Will children growing up in divorced and/or

remarried families have a propensity toward divorce?

That is, is divorce "socially inherited"? Family

scientists have suggested that children of divorce

have a higher likelihood of being divorced than

children growing up in intact families (Bumpass &

Sweet, 1972, Mott & Moore, 1979; Pope & Mueller,

1980). Much of the support for the notion that

divorce can be transmitted from one generation to the

next comes from descriptive data gathered in large,

random survey samples (Greenberg & Nay, 1982). In

general, these studies compare global variables such

as education of parents, socio-economic status,

religion, and marital status of parent when the

subject is 14 in order to isolate any variable that

has a relationship with the later divorce of the

subject (Bumpass & Sweet, 1972; Mott & Moore, 1979).

Data from a national survey of women supports the

contention that women who live in divorced homes at

the age of 14 have a higher tendency to divorce than

women from intact or widowed homes, although the

authors did not control for parental education or

occupation (Bumpass & Sweet, 1972).
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While such large, random studies are

statistically able to produce powerful results,

association between parental divorce and the future

divorce of their children is modest. Cherlin (1981)

questions using rough indicators such as parental

marital status at a child's particular age to predict

that child's future divorce. Instead, this

researcher calls for more sophisticated studies to

investigate how "the experience of witnessing the

breakup of the parents' marriage does, somehow,

increase the likelihood that the child also will

divorce" (Cherlin, 1981, p. 90).

Does a child living in a divorced or remarried

home learn a favorable attitude toward divorce? Data

from studies have not supported the notion that

attitude toward divorce is learned from parental

behavior (Coleman & Ganong, 1984; Paddock-Ellard &

Thomas, 1981). Rather, the majority of students

(81%) from both intact and divorced families had

negative feelings towards divorce, but most (84.6%)

agreed that divorce is sometimes necessary (Paddock-

Ellard & Thomas, 1981).

Adolescents from remarried families reported

poorer family integration, more distant relationships

to their parents, and a more favorable attitude
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toward divorce than adolescents from either intact or

single parent homes (Ganong, Coleman, & Brown,

1981). Using a 12-item scale measuring attitude

toward divorce, Coleman and Ganong (1984) concluded

that only children from mother-headed homes had a

more favorable attitude toward divorce than children

from father-headed homes and intact homes. In

general, however, these authors found that mean

scores for all groups tended to be neutral,

indicating that none of the children in this study

had strong attitudes toward divorce.

Finding little support for the notion that

family structure itself is a role model for

transferring family attitudes, Coleman and Ganong

(1984) suggest the

possibility that years of increasing divorce
rates and concurrent social changes in the
acceptance of divorce have diminished the
negative connotations of divorce (p. 428).

Comparison of the attitudes of young adults in

one national sample yielded the following results:

adult children from divorced homes had a

significantly more favorable attitude toward divorce

than adult children from intact families, but no

differences were found between groups on their
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attitudes toward romanticism, marriage, and having

children (Greenberg & Nay, 1982). These authors

reject the notion that a single event, such as

parental divorce contributes to "divorce proneness"

in their children. Rather adult children from

divorced homes "may view divorce as a more viable

option to terminate a dysfunction marriage than

a child coming from an intact family...."

(Greenberg & Nay, 1982, p. 344).

Children from divorced families may have a more

tolerant attitude toward divorce in general, but may

not necessarily be more likely to divorce than

children from other family types. An entire field of

research is devoted to the subject of attitude and

how attitude and behavior are correlated. Schuman

and Johnson (1976) have reviewed the relevant

research and concluded that despite the significant

relationships between attitude and behavior, these

associations do not "allow one to predict from one

measure to the other with virtually no error"

(p. 167). What we say is not necessarily what we

do! These same authors state that while attitude

cannot be substituted directly for behavior, a

significant relationship between the two can be the
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basis of a causal relationship. Children from

divorced families may have developed a more tolerant

attitude toward their parents divorce in an effort to

facilitate their adjustment to the event, but still

hold conservative attitudes toward their own possible

divorce.

Some evidence exists that would support the

separation of adult children's attitudes toward

parental divorce and the possibility that these

children would themselves divorce. At the ten year

follow up to the children of divorce study,

children now 12 to 16, over 50% told us
emphatically that there was absolutely
no relationship between having been raised in a
divorced family and the likelihood of divorce
during their own adulthood (Wallerstein, 1984,
p. 457).

In the ten-year follow up to the children of divorce

study, Wallerstein (1987) notes that children now 16-

18 held conservative values toward divorce and

considered divorce a solution that should only be

used as a last resort. Of this age group, about 66%

were "apprehensive about the possibility of

disruption in their own future marriages"

(Wallerstein, 1987, p. 206). Wallerstein's

qualitative study provides evidence that children of
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divorce are a diverse group who are not predisposed

towards their own divorce.

Similarly, Landis (1960) in a retrospective

study of divorced students found that having

experienced a divorced family, these individuals were

determined to make their own marriage a success.

Cherlin (1981) drawing from Elder's work with adults

who as children grew up during the Great Depression

has suggested that in the long run, the effects of

parental divorce "may also have some benign or even

positive effects on later family life" (p. 91). As

children from deprived homes during the Depression

placed a high value on having a stable marriage and

home life, so may children who have experienced

parental divorce. Glick (1984) and Glick and Lin

(1987), drawing from Census data, suggests that

divorce in America will peak in about 1990, and that,

while a high percentage of marriages will end in

divorce, the rate of divorce will level off.

A review of generational influences by Troll and

Bengston (1979) generated one issue particular to

this present study: it is unwarranted to assume that

the stronger the bond between parent and child, the

more similar the behavior or orientation of the child
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to the parent. This assumption challenges the widely

held view that divorce is a learned behavior which

can be socially inherited by the children of divorced

parents.

FAMILY VALUES

The theory of human ecology supports the notion

that socialization of the child within the family

unit includes the modeling and teaching of values

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). In this present study,

values are defined as "those of our beliefs that

define for us the nature of the Good Life, the good

ways to behave and to be" (Simmons, 1982, p. viii).

It is predicted that over time, each individual gains

skill in understanding the content and organization

of his or her unique set of values and in the

competence to use those values (Simmons, 1982). As

the expression of values is situationally determined,

the value system held by each person will differ both

by a particular event and by the importance of that

value in relation to others. Bronfenbrenner views the

developing person as a "growing, dynamic entity who

progressively moves into and restructures the milieu

in which [that person) resides" (1979, p. 21).
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The individual within the microsystem is continually

evolving and reacting to events, people, and his or

her surroundings. As this person grows and changes,

so will that person's values be altered and shaped

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The influences that shape a

person's values are limitless: culture, society,

family, significant adults, friends, events,

situations, and self.

Research on family transmission of values has

produced conflicting results. A review of the

research on parental transmission of general and

specific values to their children concludes that such

transmission is weak except when the values are

"visible, concrete, and of lasting concern to the

parents" (Hoge, Petrillo, & Smith, 1982, p. 570).

Interestingly, two factors, less intrafamily conflict

and greater family integration, were tied to family

conditions under which values were passed from parent

to child (Troll, Neugarten, & Kraines, 1969). Core

values that appear as family themes, such as

"dedication to causes" appear to be transferred from

parent to child (Troll et al. 1969). According to

these authors, how parents and children act on a

value may differ, but the value itself remains
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similar. The lack of evidence that parents influence

their children's value system led Hoge and colleagues

(1982) to suggest that the values they were

investigating might "not [be] concrete and salient

enough for children to receive repeated cues from

their parents in everyday life" (p. 578).

The actual influence of family type on the value

structure of family members is unclear and has had

little research. Further, Troll and Bengston (1979)

suggest that

social and historical forces -- cohort
or period effects -- serve as moderator
variables in family lineage transmission.
Transmission is enhanced where social forces
encourage particular values or behavior.
It is reduced in areas where social forces
discourage them...(p. 143-144).

Traditional values are slowly being replaced by

companionship-equalitarian values among students. An

early study of sex role expectations in marriage

indicated that adolescents valued a marriage which

was more companionship-equalitarian in nature than

traditional (Dunn, 1960). Equalitarian values would

encompass the areas of child care, social

participation and personal characteristics. Twenty

years later, Martin and Martin (1984) found that

young adults primarily held an equalitarian view of
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marriage, but one that held vestiges of traditional

values. In 1960 the value "man was breadwinner"

prevailed over the value that both spouses would work

(Dunn, 1960). In 1984, 89.1% of both men and women

agreed that "women are entitled to careers as equal

to those of men" (Martin & Martin, 1984, p. 296).

Slowly, young adult women, in particular, appear

to be moving away from traditional values (Waite,

Goldscheider, & Witsberger, 1986). These authors

found that for women more often than for men the

experience of moving away from home prior to marriage

changed their attitudes, values, plans, and

expectations. When compared to women living at home,

women who lived separately indicated that they had

lowered the expected size of their future family,

were more accepting of employment for mothers, were

planning to work while married, and favored less

traditional sex roles in the family. As age of

marriage rises, such changes in values could become

more extensive.

Gender differences appear in values that are

perceived as being central in a marriage. For women,

love was the primary purpose of marriage and respect,

the most important characteristic; for men,
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companionship and then communication were valued

(Stinnett, 1971). Stinnett suggested that women may

be more idealistic concerning marriage than men.

Overall comparison of males and females on value

items have yielded gender differences and a

suggestion that males and females are socialized

differently concerning achievement orientation

(Truhon, McKinney, & Hotch, 1980). Equalitarian

views on child care have increased, as 72% of both

men and women report strong agreement with the

statement "the responsibility for raising a child is

divided between both spouses" (Martin & Martin,

1984, p. 296). In that same study, 87.4% of males

and females agreed that household chores should be

equally shared by both spouses.

While marriage remains a valued experience, the

timing of marriage appears to be changing within our

culture. The age at first marriage has been rising

steadily since 1950 for both males and females

(Norton & Moorman, 1985). In 1980 31% of males in

their early twenties had married compared to 45% of

such males in 1970. Similar results appear for

women, as 50% of women in their twenties had married

compared to 64% of the women in their twenties in
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1970. In particular, demographers note that men and

women are delaying marriage longer than in the past

as they pursue advanced educational degrees or

establish their business careers (Glick, 1984; Glick

& Lin, 1987).

Drawing from statistical projections, Glick

(1984) suggests that as many as 10 to 12% of young

Americans today may not marry. It has been

speculated that children reaching marriage age in the

late 1980's and early 1990's will have a lower rate

of marriage than children from previous cohorts

(Glick, 1984; Glick & Lin, 1987).

Nevertheless, for most people, while marriage in

the 1990's may be delayed when compared to earlier

decades, marriage continues to be valued. In a study

investigating the value of marriage, young adults

(70%) disagreed with the statement "there are more

advantages to being single than to being married"

(Thornton & Freedman, 1982, p. 299). This same group

of late adolescents expected to be married between

ages 20 and 29.

Several investigators have examined how family

type is correlated with likelihood and attitude

toward marriage. A sample of males and females,
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blacks and whites, reported different reasons for

their self-predicted marital timing (Kobrin and

Waite, 1984). These researchers suggest that it is

not possible to determine the true influence of

family structure on future marital decisions without

also knowing such data as the age of the child at

parental divorce and the child's personal experience

after divorce. High family integration rather than

family structure predicted a positive attitude toward

marriage among college students (Coleman & Ganong,

1984). In a separate study of high school students,

these authors determined that attitudes toward

marriage did not differ by family structure, but did

by gender. Females held more favorable attitudes

toward marriage than males (Ganong, Coleman, & Brown,

1981). While the majority of all adolescents (82%)

reported very positive feelings concerning marriage,

students from intact families were significantly more

positive towards marriage than students from other

family types (Paddock-Ellard & Thomas, 1981).

The question of how values are shaped by family

and structure of the family remains unanswered.

Theorists such as Bronfenbrenner (1979) project that

socialization of the child takes place in the family



50

and that the family has the responsibility of

transmitting values to its members. Researchers have

provided mixed evidence that family structure can

influence family values (Kobrin & Waite, 1984;

Paddock-Ellard & Thomas, 1981). The acting out of

values appears to change generationally, while a

value such as marriage continues to be held in high

regard (Thornton & Freedman, 1982). More carefully

defined research is needed to address the issue of

how family structure affects the values of young

adults.

SEXUAL ATTITUDES AND SEXUAL BEHAVIOR

In American culture, the double standard of

sexual behavior has been replaced by a single sexual

standard for both males and females which emphasizes

engaging in premarital sexual behavior in the context

of a love relationship (DeLamater & MacCorquodale,

1979; Reiss, 1980). consequently, reported age at

first vaginal and oral intercourse, as well as age at

first masturbation has declined since 1948 (Kinsey,

Pomeroy, & Martin, 1953).

The decision to delay vaginal intercourse is

most often influenced by conservative sexual
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attitudes and a high value placed on religiosity

(lessor & lessor, 1975; Joe, Brown, & Jones, 1976).

The influence of mothers concerning sexual behavior

is stronger for women than for men (Spanier, 1977).

The experience of living in a particular family type

and the subsequent effect of that family type on an

adolescent's decision about sexual activities has not

been established.

For women, the reported age at first vaginal

intercourse has declined since first studied in 1953

by Kinsey and colleagues. At that time, 1% of girls

thirteen, 3% of girls fifteen, and 20% of women

twenty had engaged in first intercourse (Kinsey,

Pomeroy, & Martin, 1953). By 1973 nearly 33% of

girls thirteen and 57% of girls sixteen to nineteen

had experienced vaginal intercourse for the first

time (Sorenson, 1973). The percentage of males

engaging in first vaginal intercourse has increased

over the same time period. First intercourse for

boys aged thirteen rose from 15% to 44%, for boys

aged fifteen the percentage rose from 39% to 72%

(Kinsey, Pomeroy & Martin, 1948; Sorenson, 1973).

Zelnick, Kantner, & Ford (1981) note that the

sexually active women in their study reported having
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first intercourse with men with whom they were

engaged or going steady. Men in this same study were

more casually involved with the women with whom they

had first intercourse.

Changes in social attitudes have led to a higher

degree of acceptance of oral sex as a legitimate

behavior between consenting adults (Hunt, 1975). One

group of adolescents reported that oral sex was a

means to give and receive sexual stimulation without

risking pregnancy (Hass, 1979). Of this group of 15

to 18 year old students, 33% of the younger

adolescents and 50% of the older group had engaged in

oral-genital stimulation. From a sample interviewed

by Newcomer and Udry (1985), a small percentage of

males (25%) and females (15%) who had never had

vaginal intercourse did report having given or

received oral intercourse. The majority (80%) of

junior high through high school students who had

engaged in vaginal intercourse had also participated

in oral intercourse. In all, 50% of males and 37% of

females had ever had vaginal intercourse, while 53%

of males and 42% of females had ever had oral

intercourse (Newcomer & Udry, 1985). In a study of

college women, both women who had never had vaginal
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intercourse (30%) and those who had had vaginal

intercourse (94%) reported involvement in both types

of oral sex, fellatio and cunnilingus (Herold & Way,

1983). These researchers found that women

experiencing oral sex did not discuss this behavior

with friends or parents, but only with their dating

partners.

The reported incidence of masturbation has risen

in recent years. Early reports by Kinsey and his co-

workers (1948; 1953) indicate that over 90% of males

and about 50% of females masturbated by their teen

years. More recent investigation suggests that these

frequencies have increased, especially for women

(75%) (Hass, 1979; Norman & Harris, 1981). In a

study of medical students, 90% of men and 57% of

women had masturbated by the age of 18, while only

2.6% of males and 22% of females had never

masturbated. Women who had never masturbated were

found to have sexual attitudes which were

significantly more conservative than females who had

masturbated (Miller & Lief, 1976). In this same

study, women who had had vaginal intercourse were

also significantly more likely to have masturbated

than women who had never had vaginal intercourse.
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Research into parenting influences on young

adults' sexual behavior has been conducted and sex

differences have been noted (Spanier, 1977). Males

report experiencing less parental influence on their

sexual behavior than females (Green, 1985). Among

women 15-19 years old, women whose views on

premarital sex were like those of their parents had

lower rates of sexual involvement than women whose

views resembled their peers (Shah & Zelnik, 1981).

From a national sample of college students, mothers

were reported by females (62%) to be their major

source of information about sex and to have

negatively influenced their sexual behavior (Spanier,

1977). For the men and women in this study, fathers

did not appear to be an important source of sex

information or to significantly influence the the

sexual behavior of their sons. For male college

students, friends appeared to be their most important

source of sexual information (Spanier, 1977). In one

study of sexual activity among high school girls, it

was found that nonvirgins consistently

... had less conventionality in values
and outlook than virgins, a parent, and
especially a peer environment that is
less controlling and provides more
support and opportunity for transition
behavior, and a lesser involvement with
conventional behavior and institutions
(Jessor & Jessor, 1975, p. 81).
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Poor parent-child communication and unhappiness

expressed by the adolescent has been tied to the

likelihood of intercourse (Jessor & Jessor, 1975;

Zelnik, Kantner, & Ford, 1972). However, given the

high percentage of young persons who are sexually

active, parent-child interactions may not be

significant influences on their sexual behavior.

Further, how family type affects the subsequent

sexual attitudes and behaviors of children has not

been directly examined.

PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

How family type affects the attitudes,

behaviors, and perceptions of young adults has not

been explored by family scientists. For years,

family type has been used as a global, independent

variable in order to establish the cause of various

behaviors such as divorce-proneness (Pope & Mueller,

1980). The two longitudinal studies discussed in

this paper (the two-year study conducted by

Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1976; 1982) as well as

the ten-year study executed by Wallerstein and Kelly

(1980)), refute the notion that divorce breeds
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divorce. During hearings on divorce in the Senate,

Wallerstein states:

Many children emerge from divorce as
self-confident, mature, morally-
compassionate adults, with this
fostered by family travail...
Children whose parents divorce may
come to place a higher value on a stable
marriage and home life (Adams, 1985, p. 527).

Continued investigation concerning the effect that

events such as divorce and remarriage have on the

long term development of children is an important

area of research. Evaluating the processes within

the family unit is of primary importance. Using

Bronfenbrenner's theory of human ecology as the

framework, the environments within three family types

by gender will be explored: intact, divorced, and

remarried families. The following research questions

will be addressed:

1. Do significant differences exist in the

subscale scores on the Family Environment Scale Form

Real and Family Environment Scale Form Expected by

gender and by type of family?

2. Do significant differences exist in the

Hudson Short Form of the Sexual Attitude Scale (SAS)

scores and age at first sexual experience by gender

and by type of family?
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3. Do significant differences exist in the

scores on the Family Values Index drawn from Simmons

Values Survey by gender and type of family?

4. Do significant differences exist in the

predicted age at marriage and Attitude Toward Divorce

Scale scores by gender and type of family?
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This study examined the differences in young

adults' perceptions of the social environment of

their families of origin, their expectations for the

social environment of their families of procreation,

their sexual attitudes and sexual behavior, their

family values, their attitudes toward divorce, and

their predicted age of marriage.

RESPONDENTS

A final nonprobability sample of 383 students

were obtained from the 501 men and women who enrolled

in Human Sexuality, HDFS 200, at Oregon State

University during spring semester, 1987. Of these

501 students, 407 individuals (81%) completed the

three main instruments of this study: the

demographic inventory and the two Family Environment

Scales. A small group of 24 students who reported

having a deceased parent were omitted from the sample

of 407 subjects.
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The remaining 94 students of the possible 501

subjects were dropped for one of three reasons. One

student was married. The remaining 93 students were

excluded for the following reasons: (1) they lacked

either the demographic questionnaire or one of the

Family Environment Scales, or (2) they had

incorrectly completed one of those three

instruments. Consequently, the final sample included

383 students (76% of the total students enrolled in

the class).

Traditionally, students enrolled in this class

come from every college on the OSU campus and

represent four college levels. In particular this

class was comprised of Freshman (n=247, 49%),

Sophomores (n=135, 27%), Juniors (n=64, 13%), and

Seniors (n=55, 11%). While this was not a random

sample of the population within the class levels at

Oregon State University, ten colleges within the

university were represented in this class. In

general, the percentages of students registered for

this class were similar to the percentage of students

actually enrolled in their respective college (Pratt

& Schmall, 1988). Students from both the ollege of

Business (30% of respondents; 18.4% of all university

students) and College of Liberal Arts (22% of
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respondents; 15.9% of all university students) were

overrepresented in this sample. Three colleges were

slightly underrepresented in this sample: Engineering

(11% of respondents; 19.5% of university students),

Forestry (1% of respondents; 2.4% of university

students), and Pharmacy (.4% of respondents; 2.9% of

all students). The remaining representation of

colleges in this class was generally similar to their

actual representations of students in the

university: Home Economics (6% respondents to 4.7%

actual), Science (14% respondents to 17.1% actual),

Education (6% respondents to 8.9% actual), Health and

Physical Education (3% to 3.3% actual), Agriculture

(5% to 6.9%). The students ranged in age from 17 to

30, with the mean age being 19.96. Remaining

descriptive statistics are reported in the Results

section.

PROCEDURE

Data was collected at seven points during the

spring semester: four class periods and on the three

scheduled test dates. Students were informed in

writing on the syllabus and verbally at the first

class that in-class assignments would be collected as
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part of their course grade. It was explained that

four of these in-class assignments would be research

instruments. The students were told that

participation in any class research was voluntary and

that alternative class assignments would be offered,

so that no person would feel compelled to complete

any research instruments. Whenever a research

instrument was administered, the students had the

option of an equally-weighted written assignment.

These alternative assignments consisted of a choice

of two out of three questions which were drawn from

that night's lecture or assigned class reading. The

student was asked to write no more than one-half

page answer per question. In most cases, one or two

sentences were sufficient to answer the question.

Approximately 5 to 10 people chose the alternative

questions during each data collection period.

Students who completed the research instruments

were asked to place only their Social Security number

on these research questionnaires, so that credit

could be given for these as in-class assignments or

extra credit. For the Demographic Inventory, which

was more personal in nature, a separate sheet of

paper was attached to the inventory on which the
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student was asked to write his or her Social Security

number. This sheet was detached so that the

questionnaire became confidential. At the end of the

quarter, each person was assigned a non-identifying

number and their Social Security number was

eliminated from association with the data. At this

time, their questionnaires cannot be identified with

any name or social security number.

DATA COLLECTION POINTS

CLASS LECTURES:

March 31, 1987

April 7, 1987

Simmons Value Survey

Family Environment
Scale (Expected)

May 7, 1987 Family Environment
Scale (Real)

May 19, 1987 Demographic Survey and
Hudson Short Form of
Liberal-Conservative
Sexual Attitude Scale

On the testing dates listed below, the students

who had not completed all of the previous

questionnaires were allowed to complete them

for extra credit:

April 23, 1987

May 14, 1987

June 9, 1987.
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As before, alternative extra credit questions, having

equal value as the research questionnaires, were

available for any individual to answer for extra

credit.

QUESTIONNAIRE COMPLETION TIME

The four instruments listed below vary in time

needed for completion. The researcher attempted to

match the nights of data collection with lecture

topics that could be tied to the instrument being

collected. This was successful for the Simmons Value

Survey and the demographic questionnaire.

1. The Simmons Value Survey was gathered on

the first night of class. This survey requires 20-30

minutes for completion. The top ten values listed

by the respondents were summarized and used as part

of the next class lecture on values and decision-

making.

2. Both Family Environment Scales, Forms R

and E, require from 10 to 15 minutes to complete. As

these surveys had no instructional purpose for this

semester, they were gathered on two class dates that

customarily accommodate shorter lectures.
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3. The Demographic Questionnaire which

includes the Hudson Sexual Attitude Scale (Short

Form) takes approximately 10 to 20 minutes to

complete. Some data from this questionnaire was used

in later class lectures.

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

This study included the following dependent

variables:

1. The social environment of the family of

origin as perceived by each student and reported on

the Family Environment Scale (Form R) (Moos, 1974).

Students were asked to rate their family as they

perceived them to be when the student was between

ages 16-18, (hereafter called their launching

family or type of family) (Appendix A).

2. The expected social environment of the

family of procreation as perceived by each student

and reported on the Family Environment Scale

(Form E) (Moos, 1974) (Appendix B).

3. The liberal to conservative sexual attitude

of the students as measured by the Hudson Short Form

of the Sexual Attitude Scale (Hudson, Murphy, &

Nurius, 1983) (Appendix C).
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4. The summed scores on the four family

values, the Family Value Index, drawn from the

Simmons Value Survey (Simmons, 1982) (Appendix D).

5. The students' attitudes toward divorce as

reported on the summed Attitude toward Divorce Scale

(Appendix C).

6. The students' predicted age at marriage as

reported on the demographic inventory (Appendix C).

7. The students' age at first sexual

experience as reported on the demographic inventory

(Appendix C).

DEPENDENT VARIABLE INSTRUMENTS

1. Family Environment Scale (Forms R and E)

(Moos, 1974). The Family Environment Scale (FES)

contains three dimensions describing the social

environment of the family: Relationship, Personal

Growth, and System Maintenance. These three

dimensions are derived from the ten subscales that

measure the social-environmental characteristics of

all types of families (Moos & Moos, 1986). These ten

subscales are defined by Moos and Moos (1986, p. 2)

as follows:
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Relationship Dimension:

1. Cohesion: the degree of commitment, help,
and support family members provide for one
another.

2. Expressiveness: the extent to which family
members are encouraged to act openly and to
express their feelings directly.

3. Conflict: the amount of openly expressed
anger, aggression, and conflict among
family members.

Personal Growth Dimension:

4. Independence: the extent to which family
members are assertive, are self-sufficient,
and make their own decisions.

5. Achievement Orientation: the extent to
which activities (such as school and work)
are cast into an achievement-oriented or
competitive framework.

6. Intellectual-Cultural Orientation: the
degree of interest in political, social,
and intellectual, and cultural activities.

7. Active-Recreational Orientation: the extent
of participation in social and recreational
activities.

8. Moral-Religious Emphasis: the degree of
emphasis on ethical and religious issues
and values.

System Maintenance Dimension:

9. Organization: the degree of importance of
clear organization and structure in
planning family activities and
responsibilities.

10. Control: the extent to which set rules and
procedures are used to run family life.
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Two forms of the FES were used in this thesis:

the Real Form (Form R), which measures people's

perceptions of their conjugal or nuclear family

environments (Appendix A) and the Expectations Form

(Form E), which measures people's expectations about

family settings, such as what their own family will

be like after marriage (Appendix B).

Administration of both the FES (R) and (E)

include 90 true-false statements which can be

answered on a separate answer sheet or on the test

booklet. Each subscale on each test contains nine

items. The students in this study wrote their

answers in the booklet and the author transferred

those answers onto the answer sheet. Scoring was a

simple clerical task in which a template was used to

count the number of Xs showing through the template

in each column in order to get the raw score for that

scale. Individual raw scores can be converted

into standard scores by using a table in the scoring

manual. For the purpose of this study, the raw scores

from the ten subscales were used for statistical

comparisons as Moos has not developed standardized

scores for the FES(E).
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Normative data has been collected on the FES(R)

based on a representation of 1125 normal and 500

distressed families. Normal families included

intact, divorced, and remarried samples. The sample

of normal families included a group of 294 families

drawn randomly from specified census tracts in the

San Francisco area (Moos & Moos, 1986). Distressed

families were drawn from several sources: a

psychiatric family clinic, families of alcohol

abusers, families experiencing a child in crisis, and

a local correctional facility.

Test-retest reliability has been established

for the FES(R) on a sample of 47 family members in 9

families who were tested at eight week intervals. The

test-retest reliabilities from these families ranged

from a low of .68 for subscale Independence to .86

for subscale Cohesion. Internal consistencies

(Cronbach's Alpha) for the FES subscales from a

sample of 1067 persons ranged from .61 for

Independence to .78 for subscales Cohesion,

Intellectual-Cultural Orientation, and Moral-

Religious emphasis. Subscale intercorrelations

indicate that they measure distinct though somewhat

related aspects of family social environments as they

range from a positive coefficient of .40 between
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Cohesion and Expressiveness to a negative coefficient

of -.53 between Conflict and Cohesion (Moos

& Moos, 1986).

The authors of FES expressed confidence in its

face and content validity (Moos & Moos, 1986).

Construct validity has been established for the FES

as follows:

1. The Cohesion subscale is positively related
to the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale
as reported by Waring, McElrath, Lefcoe, &
Weisz, 1981 (as cited in Moos & Moos, 1986);
Spanier Dyadic Adjustment Scale as reported
by Abbott & Brody, 1985 (as cited in Moos &
Moos, 1986); and the Procidano-Heller indices
of perceived support from family members and
friends as reported by Swindle, 1983 (as
cited in Moos & Moos, 1986).

2. Expressiveness and Conflict subscales are
related to the Dyadic Adjustment Scale as
reported by Abbott & Brody, 1985 (as cited in
Moos & Moos, 1986). Associations between
partner intimacy and conceptually comparable
FES subscales were significant as reported by
Schaefer & Olson, 1980 (as cited in Moos &
Moos, 1986).

3. High Cohesion, Organization, and Control, as
well as low Conflict subscales were related
to high scores on the Family Routines
Inventory as reported by Jensen, James,
Boyce, & Hartnett, 1983 (as cited in Moos &
Moos, 1986).

4. Trained raters have found significant
correlation between the Cohesion,
Expressiveness, Conflict, and Religious
Emphasis subscales as reported by Spiegel &
Wissler, 1983 (as cited in Moos & Moos,
1986).
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Discriminant validity has been established for

the FES in several studies. Relatively little

relationship was found between the FES Cohesion

subscale and the Family Sculpture Test (Russell,

1980) and the Card Sort Procedure, a measure of

family problem-solving behavior (Moos & Moos, 1986).

Tests conducted by Fowler (1982) indicate that scores

on the FES are largely unaffected by social

desirability.

2. Sexual Attitude Scale (Short Form) (Hudson,

Murphy, and Nurius, 1983). This is a 25-item

summated category partition scale that was designed

to measure the extent to which individuals adhere to

liberal or conservative orientations concerning

sexual expression (Appendix B). Each item is scored

on a 5-point "agree-disagree" continuum, and all but

two items are worded and scored so that a high score

represents a more conservative orientation. For the

purposes of this study, the wording of item 16 has

been changed as follows: from "Sex should be devoted

to the business of procreation" to "Sex should be

devoted to the purpose of procreation".

Coefficient alpha estimates in two studies

involving 382 and 109 subjects were .92 (Hudson,
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Murphy, & Nurius, 1983). The authors conclude that

evidence exists to suggest that the SAS is a

unidimensional measure of liberal vs. conservative

orientations toward sexual expression (Hudson,

Murphy, & Nurius, 1983).

Discriminant validity was established by

comparing the scores of 109 subjects on the Index of

Marital Satisfaction and the SAS using a point-

biserial correlation. A significant discriminant

validity coefficient of .73 was found by Hudson &

Glisson (1976) (as cited by Hudson et al., 1983).

3. Simmons Value Survey (Simmons 1974).

This value survey includes 100 value statements

compiled by Simmons from the work of Cantril, Flacks,

Morris, Poe, Rokeach, Sampson, Simmons, and Tanzer

(Simmons, 1970, Appendix C):

Cantril: 16 values
Flacks: 11 values
Morris: 12 values
Poe: 15 values
Rokeach: 12 values
Sampson: 8 values
Simmons: 13
Tanzer: 13 values

100

Simmons has tested it both as a rank-ordered Q-sort

(Simmons, 1970) and as separate items which are rated

on a 7-point Likert scale (Simmons, 1974; Simmons,

1976; Simmons, 1979).
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Test-retest reliability was assessed by two

students who ranked the value statements twenty times

over a period of 60 days using a Q-sort method

(Simmons, 1970). After comparing four separate

sortings which the subjects had completed on the same

days, Simmons found that a test-retest reliability

for one subject that ranged from .75 to .93, while

the second subject had a range of .98 to 1.00. A

comparison of the rankings of the two subjects with

each other revealed a low correlation ranging from

.17 to .28.

Face and content validity for the value

statements is based on the work of the theorists from

whom Simmons drew from as well as Simmons' assessment

of students at Oregon State University (Simmons,

1970).

The Family Values Index was drawn from the

Simmons Value Survey by Dr. Clara Pratt, Dr. Dale

Simmons, Dr. Philip O'Neill Dr. Anisa Zvonkovic and

this author. Face and content validity are sound.

To establish reliability, a sample (n=106) who

completed the four-item scale were drawn from the

Fall, 1987, Human Sexuality class. Cronbach's alpha

for internal consistency was .712. These students
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were comparable in mean age (males=20.2 years;

females=19.8 years) to the sample used in this

present study (males=19.9 years; females=19.3 years).

4. Demographic Inventory. For use in this

study, the author and Dr. Clara Pratt compiled a

series of questions that are demographic in nature

(Demographic Inventory, Appendix C). Gender, race,

structure of family of origin, religious preference,

financial stress experienced by family of origin,

student's predicted age at marriage, and age at first

sexual experience are represented on this instrument.

In addition, three questions pertaining to

attitude toward divorce are included on the inventory

as follows:

1. In general, how unacceptable or acceptable
do you feel divorce is?

2. Do you tend to agree or disagree with this
statement? "Anyone who wants a divorce
should be able to get it?"

3. Do you feel that you would ever divorce
your marital partner?

The first three questions were answered on a

Likert-scale with answers ranging from 10 to 60

(negative to positive direction). The scores from

these questions were added to form the Attitude

toward Divorce total score for each student. The
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range of possible scores are 30 to 180. Reliability

was assessed by administering this scale to the

Winter, 1988, Human Sexuality class. A sample

(n=230) completed this scale who were similar in mean

age (males=20.0; females=19.8) to the present sample

(males=19.9 years; females=19.3 years). Cronbach's

alpha for internal consistency was found to be .64.

Face and content validity were agreed upon by

Dr. Clara Pratt, Dr. Dale Simmons, Dr. Phillip

O'Neill, Dr. Anisa Zvonkovic, and this author.

Two other dependent variables require

definition. The variable age at first sexual

experience consists of three parts. The students were

asked to report if they had experienced masturbation,

oral intercourse, and vaginal intercourse, and if so,

at what ages each was first experienced. For the

second variable, predicted age at marriage, the

students were asked if they expected to marry, and,

if so, at what age they expected to marry.

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

The independent variables of this research were

as follows:

1. Gender: Male (n=185) and Female (n=198).
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2. Type of Family of Launching in which the
respondent lived in from age 16 to 18,
defined as follows:

A. Never-divorced family (n=298): First
marriage for both mother and father who
are either the biological or adoptive
parent of the respondent.

B. Remarried family following divorce:

1. Mother with custody of respondent
and stepfather (n=29).

2. Father with custody of respondent
and stepmother (n=9).

C. One parent family:

1. Divorced and not remarried mother
(n=42).

2. Divorced and not remarried father
(n=5).

It had been suspected that there would not be

enough subjects (minimum n=30) to fill both cells

under "remarried family following divorce" and

"single parent family following divorce" when divided

into fathers and mother. This suspicion was based on

data drawn from a pilot survey of students in Winter,

1987, Human Sexuality, which yielded the following

frequencies for family type: never-divorced (66%),

single mothers (12.2%), single fathers (3.9%),

remarried mothers (12.7%), remarried fathers (2.2%),

grandparents (1%), and others (1.6%).
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T-tests were utilized to compare responses of

students in this study whose launching families were

either a remarried mother, remarried father, divorced

mother, or divorced fathers in order to establish

whether significant differences existed on the

following major dependent variables with family type

by parental gender: three questions on divorce scale

and divorce scale sum, four scores on family values

and value scale sum, score on Sexual Attitudes Scale,

and the ten subscales from the FES (R) and (E). No

significant differences were found on any of the

above variables among divorced male and female single

parent. For both groups of remarried, custodial

parents, 28 of 30 variables proved nonsignificant.

Two variables achieved significance: FES(R) subscale

Achievement-Orientation (0.0317) and FES(R) subscale

Intellectual-Cultural Orientation (0.0171).

Consequently, mother-father groups were merged within

each category yielding a remarried group (n=38) and

single, divorced group (n=47).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following research questions were addressed

in this study:
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1. Do significant differences exist in the

Family Environment Scale Form Real and Family

Environment Scale Form Expected by gender and by type

of family?

2. Do significant differences exist in the

Hudson Short Form of the Sexual Attitude Scale (SAS)

scores and age at first sexual experience by gender

and by type of family?

3. Do significant differences exist in the

scores on the Family Value Index drawn from the

Simmons Values Survey by gender and type of family?

4. Do significant differences exist in the

predicted age at marriage and Attitude Toward Divorce

Scale scores by gender and type of family?
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Four research questions were addressed in this

study of self-report data gathered from 383 college

students using a Manova designed 2 x 3 test of gender

by family type. Statistical tests on student scores

on both the Family Environment Scale (R) and Family

Environment Scale (E) revealed three family type

differences and five gender differences. Evaluation

of family values by students was frustrated by an

inadequate answer scale. Males as a group reported a

higher expected age at marriage than did females.

Family type, but not gender, proved to discriminate

between student scores on the Attitude Toward Divorce

Scale. The notion of how attitude shapes behavior

was beyond the scope of this study. Gender proved to

be a discriminating variable among family perceptions

and expectations, while family type affected divorce

attitudes.

Descriptive statistics were calculated on all

variables for each of the five family types, and by

gender. The total sample which included 383 persons
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was almost evenly split between males (185; 48.9%)

and females (198; 51.1%). The sample size for each

family type by gender was as follows: males from

intact families (n=146, 38.1%), males from divorced

families (n=18, 4.7%), males from remarried families

(n=21, 5.5%), females from intact families (n=152,

39.7%), females from divorced families (n=29, 7.2%),

and females from remarried families (n=17, 4.4%).

Three family types were represented: intact (298,

77.8%), divorced (47, 12.3%), and remarried (38,

9.9%). Reported data for each variable varies due to

missing data.

The average age of males from intact, divorced,

and remarried families was 20.3, 19.9, and 19.7,

respectively; the average age of females from intact,

divorced, and remarried families was 19.6, 19.1, and

19.2, respectively (Appendix E). Statistical

analyses using an Manova revealed a significant

difference between the ages of males and females

(F=7.64, 2<.0060) but no statistical differences for

age when compared by family type. The majority of

students among all family and gender groups were

white, non-Hispanics (350, 91.5%) (Table 1). The
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total reported number of minorities (n=33) were as

follows: white, Hispanics (2.9%), Blacks (1.8%),

Asians (1.6%), and other (2.4%). Most students

reported that their religion was either Catholic

(132, 34%) or Protestant (165, 43%), with a

small percentage (n=11) reporting to be Mormon (1%),

Jewish (1%), or Moslem (0.7%). Of the remaining

students (n=63, 16.5%) who reported no religion, the

highest percentages were reported by males in

divorced (39%) and remarried families (25%), and

females in divorced families (24%) (Appendix E).

Students were asked the highest education level

obtained by their parents (Appendix F). In general,

fathers were better educated than mothers. Over the

six groups of students, the percentage of fathers

with college degrees or higher ranged from 39 to

63%. The majority of students whose fathers had

earned college degrees or higher were from intact

families (males, 63%; females, 57%). Males from

divorced families (43%) reported that the highest

education level obtained by their fathers was high

school or a GED. The percentage of mothers who had

earned a college degree or higher ranged from 28 to

45%. More mothers in intact families had earned
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degrees at the college level or higher (males, 45%;

females, 38%), than the other mother groups. The

majority of single, divorced mothers of both male and

female students (41%) were reported to have a high

school degree or GED. Mothers in remarried families

fell into one of two education levels: high

school degree or GED (males, 38%; females, 29%) or

one to two years college (males, 33%; females, 35%).

Most students (n=236, 62%) reported that both

parents worked outside their homes; 101 (27%)

students reported that their father only worked

outside the home and 24 (6%) students reported that

their mother only worked outside their home (Appendix

G). Students reported their perception of financial

stress within their launching family when they were

between the ages of 16 and 18. Over 40% of both

intact and remarried student groups reported low

financial stress. The highest level of financial

stress was reported by males from divorced families

(39%), females from divorced families (34%), and

females from remarried families (30%). Since high

financial stress among single parents is a well

established fact in the divorce literature

(Brandwein, Brown, & Fox, 1974; Norton & Glick,
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1986), the low levels of financial stress reported in

this study may well be a reflection of the

selectivity of this college sample.

Students from divorced and remarried families

were asked to report their age when their parents

divorced and their age if their custodial parent

remarried. The range included birth to 18 (Appendix

H). The majority of students from divorced families

(n=46, 57%) were 9 years old or younger when their

parents divorced. The majority of students whose

custodial parent remarried (n=30, 60%) were 12 years

old or younger when that parent remarried. The

spread of students within either the divorced or

remarried family group for each age period is fairly

evenly distributed.

The vast majority of students (n=371, 97%)

reported that they expect to marry (Appendix I). Two

groups, females from divorced and females from

remarried families, reported having the lowest rate

of marital expectations, 90% and 94%, respectively.

Twenty-five percent of all women expected to be

married by the age of 24, compared to only 13% of any

male group. Only a few students, males from intact

families (8%), males from divorced families (6%), and
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females from remarried families (12%), reported their

expected age at marriage to be over 30 years old.

The mean ages at which males from intact, divorced,

and remarried families expect to marry were 27.1,

27.9, and 26.0 respectively; the mean ages at which

females expect to marry were 25.4, 25.0, and 25.4,

respectively.

Students who had ever experienced masturbation

(n=171, 45%) were asked to report their age when they

first participated in this sexual behavior (Appendix

J). The frequency of masturbation which follows is

based on males who responded positively to that

question: intact (n=84, 67%), divorced (n=9, 53%),

and remarried (n=11, 65%). The frequency of

masturbation among females who responded to this

question was as follows: intact (n=54, 40%), divorced

(n=8, 35%), and remarried (n=5, 42%). Both males and

females who revealed having masturbated also

indicated they had done so at a younger mean age

(13.7 years old) than for vaginal intercourse (16.6

years old) or oral intercourse (16.9 years old).

Males from remarried families reported the youngest

mean age for first masturbation (11.6 years) of all

family groups, nearly 2.5 years earlier than males
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from intact families (14.0 years) and 3.2 years

earlier than males from divorced families (mean=14.8

years). In general, the average age for all females

who had ever masturbated was within one year of the

other women: intact (13.9 years), divorced (12.7

years), and remarried (13.3 years).

Most students (n=305, 80%) reported having had

first vaginal intercourse (Appendix K). The highest

percentage of ever having vaginal intercourse was

reported by males from remarried families (n=20,

95%), while females from intact families indicated

the lowest level of having had first vaginal

intercourse (n=120, 81%). At least 50% of all

students reported that their first vaginal

intercourse had occurred by age 18. The number of

students who had experienced vaginal intercourse

(n=305) was nearly equal to those who had

participated in oral intercourse (n=300).

The majority of students had experienced oral

intercourse (n=300, 78%) (Appendix L). The highest

level of oral intercourse was reported by males from

intact families (n=115, 85%) and the lowest report

from males from divorced families (n=14, 78%). As

with the experience of vaginal intercourse, the

majority of students first participated in oral
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intercourse by age 18.

Multiple analyses of variance were utilized to

examine research questions 1 through 4 below. The

statistical package Biomedical Data Program (BMDP)

was used to run these analyses (Dixon et al., 1985).

The Tukey post hoc test of significance was used to

determine location of differences between groups.

The Tukey was chosen for two reasons: it is designed

to compare very unequal means and sufficiently

conservative to control Type I "false positives"

(Bruning & Kintz, 1977).

Research Question la. Are there significant

differences in the Family Environment Scale (R)

subscale scores of the sample by gender and type of

family. Hypothesis: There will be significant

differences by gender and type of family on the

FES (R).

Family Environment Scale (R) subscale scores

were compared by gender and family type using a

Manova. Significant main effect differences were

found between family types but not between genders on

two subscales (Table 1). No gender by family type

interactions reached significance (Appendix M).

Univariate tests indicated that significant

differences existed between family types on the Moral-
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova, and Univariate

F-ratios for Family Environment Scale (R) Main Effect

Scores by Gender and Family Type

MANOVA F-RATIOS

COHESION

GENDER
(df=1, 377)
F=1.11

MAIN EFFECT SCORES
MEAN (SD)

FAMILY TYPE
(df=2, 377)
F=2.25**

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

Males (n=185) 6.8 (2.19) GENDER F=0.00
Females (n=198) 7.1 (2.10)

Intact (n=298) 7.0 (2.08) FAMILY TYPE F=0.89
Divorced (n=47) 6.7 (2.29)
Remarried (n=38) 6.6 (2.44)

EXPRESSIVENESS
Males (n=185) 5.2 (2.10) GENDER F=4.97*
Females (n=198) 5.8 (2.03) Manova not

significant

Intact (n=298) 5.4 (2.11) FAMILY TYPE F=1.97
Divorced (n=47) 6.2 (1.94)
Remarried (n=38) 5.4 (2.03)

CONFLICT
Males (n=185) 3.1 (2.09) GENDER F=1.91
Females (n=198) 3.2 (2.03)

Intact (n=298) 3.2 (2.02) FAMILY TYPE F=0.20
Divorced (n=47) 3.5 (2.24)
Remarried (n=38) 3.0 (2.10)
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Table 1 Continued:

SCORES
MEAN (SD)

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOSMAIN EFFECT

INDEPENDENCE
Males (n=185) 6.8 (1.50) GENDER F=0.32
Females (n=198) 6.6 (1.53)

Intact (n=298) 6.7 (1.51) FAMILY TYPE F=1.30
Divorced (n=47) 6.9 (1.46)
Remarried (n=38) 6.4 (1.65)

ACHIEVEMENT ORIENTATION
Males (n=185) 5.9 (1.63) GENDER F=0.02
Females (n=198) 5.9 (2.81)

Intact (n=298) 5.9 (1.16) FAMILY TYPE F=0.23
Divorced (n=47) 5.9 (1.55)
Remarried (n=38) 5.7 (1.64)

INTELLECTUAL-CULTURAL ORIENTATION
Males (n=185) 5.4 (2.23) GENDER F=0.09
Females (n=198) 5.6 (2.29)

Intact (n=298) 5.6 (2.16) FAMILY TYPE F=1.81
Divorced (n=47) 4.9 (2.59)
Remarried (n=38) 5.3 (2.56)

ACTIVE-RECREATIONAL ORIENTATION
Males (n=185) 6.5 (3.55) GENDER F=0.69
Females (n=198) 6.6 (2.01)

Intact (n=298) 6.5 (2.98) FAMILY TYPE F=1.21
Divorced (n=47) 6.8 (2.22)
Remarried (n=38) 6.9 (1.66)

MORAL-RELIGIOUS EMPHASIS
Males (n=185) 5.1 (2.29) GENDER F=0.41
Females (n=198) 4.9 (2.15)

Intact (n=298) 5.2 (2.24) FAMILY TYPE F=3.68*
Divorced (n=47) 4.2 (2.14) Intact>Divorced
Remarried (n=38) 4.6 (2.18) Tukey 0.05
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Table 1 Continued:

SCORES
MEAN (SD)

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOSMAIN EFFECT

ORGANIZATION
Males (n=185) 5.3 (2.10) GENDER F=1.05
Females (n=198) 5.4 (2.22)

Intact (n=298) 5.4 (2.19) FAMILY TYPE F=5.57**
Divorced (n=47) 4.5 (2.33) Remarried>Divorced
Remarried (n=38) 6.2 (1.76) Tukey 0.01

CONTROL
Males (n=185) 4.2 (2.20) GENDER F=0.36
Females (n=198) 4.2 (2.13)

Intact (n=298) 4.3 (2.10) FAMILY TYPE F=1.93
Divorced (n=47) 3.6 (2.57)
Remarried (n=38) 4.6 (2.15)

Note: *E<.05.
**2.<.01
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Religious Emphasis subscale (F=3.68, 2<.0262) and the

Organization subscale (F=5.57, R<.0041). The Tukey

post hoc indicated that on subscale Moral-Religious

Emphasis, students from intact families had higher

scores (2.<.05) than the students from divorced

families. On subscale Organization, the Tukey post

hoc indicated that male and female students from

remarried families had higher scores than students

from divorced families (R<.01).

Subscale scores of students from the three

family types on the Family Environment Scale Form R

were compared with the normed subscale scores for

both normal and distressed families provided in the

FES manual (Moos & Moos, 1986). The majority of

scores from students in the present study fell within

a 1.0 point range from the normed scores (Table 2).

On three subscales, students in the present study

fell more than 1.0 point above the normed scores:

Expressiveness subscale (females from divorced

families); Active-Recreational Orientation subscale

(all groups); Organization subscale (males from

remarried families).

Student scores from the present study also fell

at or within the range described as distressed by
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Table 2

Comparison of Student Groups in Present Sample with Normed

Sample on Family Environment Scale Form R Interactive

Subscale Scores

COHESION

PRESENT SAMPLE

MALE FEMALE
Mean(SD) Mean (SD)

NORMED SAMPLE

NORMAL DISTRESSED
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Intact (n=298) 6.8 (2.2) 7.2 (2.0) 6.6 (1.4) 5.0 (2.0)
Divor. (n=47) 6.9 (2.0) 6.6 (2.5)
Remarr. (n=38) 6.6 (2.3) 6.5 (2.7)

EXPRESSIVENESS
Intact (n=298) 5.1 (2.2) 5.7 (2.1) 5.5 (1.6) 4.6 (1.8)
Divor. (n=47) 5.6 (1.7) 6.5 (2.1)*
Remarr. (n=38) 5.1 (2.1) 5.7 (2.0)

CONFLICT
Intact (n=298) 3.2 (2.1) 3.1 (2.0) 3.3 (1.9) 4.3 (1.9)
Divor. (n=47) 2.8 (2.2) 3.9 (2.3)
Remarr. (n=38) 2.9 (2.2) 3.2 (2.00)

INDEPENDENCE
Intact (n=298) 6.8 (1.5) 6.6 (1.5) 6.6 (1.2) 5.9 (1.3)
Divor. (n=47) 7.2 (1.5) 6.7 (1.4)
Remarr. (n=38) 6.3 (1.7) 6.5 (1.7)

ACHIEVEMENT ORIENTATION
Intact (n=298) 6.0 (1.6) 5.9 (1.6) 5.5 (1.6) 5.3 (1.6)
Divor. (n=47) 5.7 (1.5) 6.0 (1.6)
Remarr. (n=38) 5.7 (1.7) 5.7 (1.6)

INTELLECTUAL-CULTURAL ORIENTATION
Intact (n=298) 5.5 (2.2) 5.8 (2.2) 5.6 (1.7) 4.6 (1.8)
Divor. (n=47) 5.1 (2.6) 4.8 (2.6)
Remarr. (n=38) 5.2 (2.3) 5.4 (2.9)
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Table 2 Continued:

PRESENT

MALE
Mean(SD)

ACTIVE-RECREATIONAL

SAMPLE

FEMALE
Mean (SD)

NORMED SAMPLE

NORMAL DISTRESSED
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

ORIENTATION
Intact (n=298) 6.5 (2.0)* 6.5 (2.0)* 5.4 (1.9) 4.3 (1.8)
Divor. (n=47) 6.9 (1.6)* 6.7 (2.2)*
Remarr. (n=38) 6.5 (1.6)* 7.4 (1.7)*

MORAL-RELIGIOUS EMPHASIS
Intact (n=298) 5.2 (2.3) 5.1 (2.2) 4.7 (2.0) 4.5 (1.9)
Divor. (n=47) 4.4 (2.5)**4.0 (1.9)**
Remarr. (n=38) 4.7 (2.1) 4.6 (2.3)

ORGANIZATION
Intact (n=298) 5.2 (2.1) 5.5 (2.3) 5.4 (1.8) 5.1 (1.9)
Divor. (n=47) 5.1 (2.8)**4.2 (2.0)**
Remarr. (n=38) 6.4 (1.5)* 6.0 (2.0)

CONTROL
Intact (n=298) 4.2 (2.2) 4.3 (2.0) 4.3 (1.8) 4.8 (1.9)
Divor. (n=47) 3.7 (2.5) 3.6 (2.6)
Remarr. (n=38) 4.9 (2.0)**4.3 (2.3)

NOTE: *Scores were at least 1.0 point higher
than normal group.

**Scores fell within distressed scores of nonmed
sample.
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Moos and Moos (1986). The distressed scores were

derived from subsamples such as general psychiatric

patients, families in which a child was in a crisis

situation, families of alcohol abusers, and a family

clinic population (Moos & Moos, 1986). On two

subscales, Moral-Religious Emphasis and Organization,

scores at or within the distressed level were

reported by students from divorced families. Males

from remarried families reported scores on subscale

Control which fell above the distressed score

mean.

Research Question lb. Are there significant

differences in the Family Environment Scale (E)

subscale scores of the sample by gender and type of

family. Hypothesis: There will be significant

differences by gender and type of family on the

FES (E).

A Manova indicated that significant main effect

differences existed between family types and genders

on student subscale scores from the Family

Environment Scale Form E (Table 3). No gender by

family type interactions were significant (Appendix

N). Significant univariate differences between

family types were achieved on two FES (E) subscale
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Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova and Univariate

F-ratios for Family Environment Scale (E) Main Event

Scores by Gender and Family Type

COHESION

MANOVA F-RATIOS

GENDER FAMILY TYPE
(df=1, 377) (df=2, 377)
F=2.81** F=1.85**

MAIN EFFECT SCORES UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS
MEAN (SD)

GENDER F=9.72**
Males (n=185) 7.8 (1.50) Females>Males
Females (n=198) 8.3 (0.90) Tukey 0.01

Intact (n=298) 8.1 (1.22) FAMILY TYPE F=0.66
Divorced (n=47) 8.1 (1.22)
Remarried (n=38) 8.3 (0.91)

EXPRESSIVENESS GENDER F=6.02**
Males (n=185) 6.0 (1.60) Females>Males
Females (n=198) 6.6 (1.47) Tukey 0.01

Intact (n=298) 6.2 (1.56) FAMILY TYPE F=0.79
Divorced (n=47) 6.5 (1.36)
Remarried (n=38) 6.5 (1.53)

CONFLICT GENDER F=1.86
Males (n=185) 3.1 (2.04)
Females (n=198) 2.8 (1.06)

Intact (n=298) 2.9 (1.77) FAMILY TYPE F=0.47
Divorced (n=47) 2.8 (1.92)
Remarried (n=38) 3.2 (2.02)
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Table 3 continued:

MAIN EFFECT

INDEPENDENCE

SCORES
MEAN (SD)

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

GENDER F=3.25
Males (n=185) 6.6 (1.47)
Females (n=198) 6.8 (1.20)

Intact (n=298) 6.7 (1.23) FAMILY TYPE F=0.37
Divorced (n=47) 6.9 (1.37)
Remarried (n=38) 6.5 (2.03)

ACHIEVEMENT ORIENTATION GENDER F=3.53
Males (n=185) 6.2 (1.63)
Females (n=198) 5.8 (1.40)

Intact (n=298) 6.0 (1.52) FAMILY TYPE F=1.36
Divorced (n=47) 6.0 (1.52)
Remarried (n=38) 5.6 (1.43)

INTELLECTUAL-CULTURAL ORIENTATION GENDER F=12.27**
Males (n=185) 6.5 (1.93) Females>Males
Females (n=198) 6.9 (1.64) Tukey E<.05

Intact (n=298) 7.0 (1.83) FAMILY TYPE F=1.31
Divorced (n=47) 6.9 (1.98)
Remarried (n=38) 7.4 (1.12)

ACTIVE-RECREATIONAL ORIENTATION GENDER F=7.72**
Males (n=185) 7.8 (1.29) Females>Males
Females (n=198) 8.3 (0.93) Tukey 2.<.01

Intact (n=298) 8.1 (1.15) FAMILY TYPE F=0.72
Divorced (n=47) 8.4 (0.92)
Remarried (n=38) 8.1 (1.00)

MORAL-RELIGIOUS EMPHASIS GENDER F=4.48*
Males (n=185) 5.4 (2.10) Tukey: not
Females (n=198) 5.5 (2.18) significant

Intact (n=298) 5.6 (2.07) FAMILY TYPE F=3.80*
Divorced (n=47) 4.7 (2.48) Tukey: not
Remarried (n=38) 5.2 (2.28) significant
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Table 3 continued:

MAIN EFFECT

ORGANIZATION

SCORES
MEAN (SD)

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

GENDER F=0.11
Males (n=185) 5.0 (1.82)
Females (n=198) 6.3 (2.12)

Intact (n=298) 5.4 (1.88) FAMILY TYPE F=1.03
Divorced (n=47) 6.4 (1.74)
Remarried (n=38) 6.5 (3.07)

CONTROL GENDER F=0.83
Males (n=185) 4.5 (1.73)
Females (n=198) 4.2 (1.80)

Intact (n=298) 4.4 (1.84) FAMILY TYPE F=3.85*
Divorced (n=47) 3.8 (1.75) Remarried>Divorced
Remarried (n=38) 4.9 (1.80) Tukey E<.01

Note: *2<.05.

**R<.01
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scores: Moral-Religious Emphasis (F=3.80, 0.0233)

and Control (F=3.85, 0.0221). The Tukey post hoc

failed to reveal a difference between student groups

on the Moral-Religious Emphasis subscale scores.

Students from remarried families had higher Control

subscale scores than students from divorced families

(0.01).

The Manova revealed significant gender

differences on Family Environment subscale scores

(Table 3). Univariate analyses revealed that there

were significant differences by gender on five of the

ten FES (E) subscales. These five significant

subscales are as follows: Cohesion (F=7.92,

0.0020), Expressiveness (F=6.02, 0.0146),

Intellectual-Cultural Orientation (F=12.27 p <.0005),

Active-Recreational Orientation (F=7.72, 0.0057),

Moral-Religious Emphasis (F=4.48, 0.0349). The

Tukey post hoc test indicated that female scores were

significantly higher than male scores on four of

these five subscales. Comparison of gender scores on

Moral-Religious Emphasis failed to indicated post hoc

differences.

Research Question #2. Are there significant

differences in the Hudson Short form of the Sexual

Attitude Scale (SAS) scores and age at first sexual
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Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova and Univariate

F-ratios for Main Effect Scores on Sexual Attitude

Scale (SAS) and Age at First Sexual Experience by

Gender and Family Type

MANOVA F-RATIOS

GENDER FAMILY TYPE
(df=1, 131) (df=2, 131)
F=0.59

MAIN EFFECT SCORES
MEAN (SD)

SEXUAL ATTITUDE SCALE SCORES

F=0.67

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

Males (n=84) 57.3 (12.4) GENDER F=0.05
Females (n=53) 59.6 (15.1)

Intact (n=108) 58.6 (12.3) FAMILY TYPE F=1.32
Divorced (n= 16) 57.0 (15.3)
Remarried (n= 13) 56.6 (20.8)

AGE AT FIRST MASTURBATION
Males (n=84) 13.8 (3.28) GENDER F=0.39
Females (n=53) 13.7 (4.55)

Intact (n=108) 14.0 (3.81) FAMILY TYPE F=0.97
Divorced (n= 16) 13.8 (3.90)
Remarried (n= 13) 12.0 (3.34)

AGE AT FIRST VAGINAL INTERCOURSE
Males (n=84) 16.5 (2.14) GENDER F=0.20
Females (n=53) 16.8 (2.08)

Intact (n=108) 16.6 (5.62) FAMILY TYPE F=0.14
Divorced (n= 16) 16.9 (1.22)
Remarried (n= 13) 16.4 (1.91)
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Table 4 continued:

MAIN EFFECT SCORES UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

AGE AT FIRST ORAL

MEAN (SD)

INTERCOURSE
Males (n=84) 16.9 (2.14) GENDER F=1.50
Females (n=53) 17.0 (1.80)

Intact (n=108) 17.1 (2.02) FAMILY TYPE F=0.26
Divorced (n= 16) 17.1 (1.43)
Remarried (n= 13) 15.8 (2.60)

Note: *E<.05

**R<.01
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experience by gender and by type of family?

Hypothesis: There will be significant differences in

the SAS scores and age at first sexual experience by

type of family and gender.

A Manova statistical analyses revealed no

significant differences between gender or family type

(Table 4) or gender by family type interaction

(Appendix 0) on Sexual Attitude Scores, Age of First

Masturbation, Age of First Vaginal Intercourse, or

Age of First Oral Intercourse. Sample size was

considerably reduced on these variables as only 137

students, representing 36% of the entire sample,

responded to all four questions (Appendices J, K,

and P).

Research Question #3. Are there significant

differences in the scores of the Family Value Index

drawn from the Simmons Values Survey by gender and

family type? Hypothesis: There will be significant

differences between family value scores by gender

and family type.

A Manova was used to compare main effect scores

for each family and gender group for each family

value and the summed scores from the Family Value

Index. Manova analyses did not reach significance
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Table 5

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova and Univariate

F-ratios for Family Value Index Main Effect Scores

by Gender and Family Type

MANOVA F-RATIOS

GENDER
(df=1, 363)
F=3.94**

MAIN EFFECT

HAVING HAPPY,

FAMILY TYPE
(df=2, 363)
F=1.67

SCORES UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS
MEAN (SD)

HEALTHY CHILDREN
Males (n=175) 4.6 (0.78) GENDER F=0.00
Females (n=194) 4.6 (0.89)

Intact (n =287) 4.6 (0.84) FAMILY TYPE F=0.80
Divorced (n=45) 4.5 (0.99)
Remarried (n=37) 4.7 (0.70)

BEING PART OF A
HAPPY FAMILY
Males (n=175) 4.8 (0.58) GENDER F=4.69*
Females (n=194) 4.8 (0.49)

Intact (n=287) 4.8 (0.52) FAMILY TYPE F=5.24**
Divorced (n=45) 4.6 (0.70) Manova not
Remarried (n=37) 4.8 (0.35) significant

LOVING MY PARENTS
Males (n=175) 4.6 (0.69) GENDER F=11.31**
Females (n=194) 4.8 (0.48)

Intact (n=287) 4.8 (0.54) FAMILY TYPE F=3.25*
Divorced (n=45) 4.6 (0.71) Manova not
Remarried (n=37) 4.7 (0.78) significant
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Table 5 continued:

MAIN EFFECT SCORES
MEAN (SD)

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

ESTABLISHING AND MAINTAINING
A MARRIAGE AND A FAMILY
Males (n=175) 4.5 (0.78) GENDER F=4.20*
Females (n=194) 4.7 (0.65)

Intact (n=287) 4.6 (0.67) FAMILY TYPE F=2.43
Divorced (n=45) 4.4 (1.05)
Remarried (n=37) 4.7 (0.59)

FAMILY VALUE INDEX SUM
Males (n=175) 18.5 (2.22) GENDER F=4.95**
Females (n=194) 18.9 (1.89) Tukey: F>M 0.05

Intact (n=287) 18.8 (1.95) FAMILY TYPE F=3.74*
Divorced (n=45) 18.1 (2.78) Manova not
Remarried (n=37) 18.8 (1.93) significant

Note: *R<.05.

**0.01
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for family type (Table 5) or family type by gender

interaction (Appendix R). Significant gender

differences were found (F=3.94, R<.0017). Female

scores were significantly higher than male scores on

the summed Family Value Index (F=4.95, p<.0267).

Univariate analyses of the four value questions and

summed scores indicated that females had

significantly higher scores on three value questions

and the summed scores. Comparisons were considered

meaningless, however, as the female mean indicated

women considered family to be "extremely important"

and the male mean indicated that males consider the

family to be "very important" (Appendix Q). The

Likert scale of "not at all important" to "extremely

important" was not a good discriminator between

groups concerning the true importance of family.

Research question #4. Are there significant

differences in the predicted age at marriage and

attitude toward divorce scores by gender and types of

family. Hypothesis: There will be significant

differences in the predicted age at marriage and

attitude toward divorce scores by gender and type of

family.

A Manova analysis was used to test main effect

scores for predicted age of marriage and the attitude
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Table 6

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova and Univariate

F-ratios for Predicted Age of Marriage and Attitude

toward Divorce Scale Main Effect Scores by Gender and

Family Type

MANOVA F-RATIOS

GENDER FAMILY TYPE
(df=1, 373) (df=2, 373)
F=3.12** F=5.10**

MAIN EFFECT SCORES UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS
MEAN (SD)

PREDICTED AGE AT
GENDER F=13.27**MARRIAGE

Males (b=185) 27.2 (3.5) MALES>FEMALES
Females (n=194) 25.3 (2.4) p <.01 TUKEY

Intact (n=297) 26.2 (2.9) FAMILY TYPE F=0.63
Divorced (n= 44) 26.9 (3.3)
Remarried (n= 38) 25.8 (3.0)

ATTITUDES TOWARD DIVORCE SCALE

1. IN GENERAL, HOW UNACCEPTABLE OR
ACCEPTABLE DO YOU FEEL DIVORCE IS?

Males (n=185) 31.2 (13.2) GENDER F=0.20
Females (n=194) 33.1 (13.1)

Intact (n=297) 30.4 (13.1) FAMILY TYPE
F=13.18**

Divorced (n= 44) 40.7 (14.5) DIVORCED>INTACT
R<.01 TUKEY

Remarried (n= 38) 36.3 (13.0) REMARRIED>INTACT
R<.05 TUKEY
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Table 6 continued:

MAIN EFFECT SCORES UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS
MEAN (SD)

2. DO YOU TEND TO DISAGREE OR AGREE
WITH THIS STATEMENT: "ANYONE WHO WANTS
A DIVORCE SHOULD BE ABLE TO GET IT?"

Males (n=185) 38.5 (14.5) GENDER F=1.40
Females (n=194) 36.9 (15.1)

Intact (n=297) 36.7 (15.4) FAMILY TYPE
F=5.85**

Divorced (n= 44) 44.5 (13.6) DIVORCED>INTACT
0.05 TUKEY

Remarried (n= 38) 37.4 (14.4) DIVORCED>REMARRIED

3. DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU WOULD
CONSIDER DIVORCING YOUR MARITAL

p<.05 TUKEY

EVER
PARTNER?

Males (n=185) 21.9 (11.9) GENDER F=1.89
Females (n=194) 20.6 (10.3)

Intact (n=297) 19.8 (10.8) FAMILY TYPE
F=16.99**

Divorced (n= 44) 27.6 (12.1) DIVORCED>INTACT
E<.01 TUKEY

Remarried (n= 38) 25.2 (11.9) REMARRIED>INTACT
0.05 TUKEY

SUMMED DIVORCE SCALE
Males (n=185) 86.6 (27.4) GENDER F=1.91
Females (n=194) 90.2 (27.5)

Intact (n=297) 86.9 (27.7) FAMILY TYPE
F= 19.98 **

Divorced (n= 44) 111.4 (30.8) DIVORCED>INTACT
0.01 TUKEY

Remarried (n= 38) 98.8 (29.7) DIVORCED>REMARRIED
0.01 TUKEY

REMARRIED>INTACT
a<.05 TUKEY

Note: *E<.05
**0.01
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toward divorce scale by gender and family type. A

significant gender difference (F=3.12, 0.0091) and

family type difference (F=5.10, R.<.0000) were found

(Table 6). No gender by family type interaction

reached significance (Appendix S).

Using an univariate statistical analysis, a

significant gender difference was revealed on student

reported Predicted Age of Marriage for all six groups

as males had a higher expected mean age for marriage

than females (F=13.2, 0.0003). No univariate

differences were found on Predicted Age of Marriage

by family type.

A Manova analysis was performed on the summed

scores of the Attitude Toward Divorce scale. Only

differences between family types (F=19.98, 0.0000)

were found. A post hoc analysis clearly showed that

the scores of students from intact families were

significantly lower than scores of students from

divorced families (0.01) and remarried families

(0.05). In addition, students from remarried

families had lower summed scores than students from

divorced families (0.01).

Analysis of the three individual questions

comprising the Attitude Toward Divorce scale
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indicated that family type differences existed on

each question. Students were asked "In general, how

unacceptable or acceptable do you feel divorce is?"

Univariate analysis revealed significant differences

(F=13.18, R.<0000) between types of family on this

question (score range 10-60; Appendix T). The Tukey

post hoc test revealed that students from intact

families had lower scores than students from divorced

families (R<.01) and students from remarried families

(R<.05).

Comparison of student scores by family type on

the following attitude toward divorce question

revealed differences (F=5.85, 2<.0032): Do you tend

to disagree or agree with this statement? "Anyone who

wants a divorce should be able to get it?". The

Tukey indicated that both students from intact

families (p<.05) and students from remarried families

(R<.05) had lower scores than students from divorced

families.

Examination of student scores by family type on

the following attitude toward divorce question

revealed family type differences (F=16.99, R<.0000):

Do you feel that you would ever consider divorcing

your marital partner? Post hoc analysis identified
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that students from intact families had lower scores

than students from divorced families (p<.01) and

students from remarried families (p<.05).



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION
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The present study investigated self-report data

gathered from college students who between the ages

of 16 and 18 lived in one of three family types:

intact, divorced, and remarried. The self-report

data of these 383 young adults included their

perceptions of their launching home environment,

their expectations of their future home environment,

their family values, their expected age at marriage,

their attitude toward divorce, their sexual

attitudes, and their age at three sexual behaviors.

Young adult children from intact, divorced, and

remarried families reported more similarities than

differences in evaluations of their family

environment during the launching years of 16 to 18,

in their expectations of their future families, in

their sexual attitudes and behaviors, and in their

family values.

Students from the three family types differed on

their responses to the Attitude Toward Divorce scale

as students from divorced families expressed more

acceptance of divorce than either students from
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remarried or intact families. Gender differences

were more pronounced than family type differences

when students reported their perceptions of their

future families, their expected age at marriage and

on their first experience of masturbation. Student

reports of their sexual attitudes and sexual

behaviors were consistent with other research which

supports the notion of a single sexual standard among

young adults. Gender appears to be a strong

predictor of differences among student expectations

of family and future marital behavior, while having

lived in a particular family type appears to strongly

effect divorce attitudes. How divorce attitudes

might influence divorce behavior was beyond the scope

of this project.

FAMILY ENVIRONMENT IN LAUNCHING FAMILIES

Students from the three family types in this

study did not differ on how they evaluated their

families on the three dimensions measured by the

Family Environment Scale (Form R): relationship,

personal development, and system maintenance (Moos &

Moos, (1986). Each of these dimensions and their

underlying domains will be discussed below.
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The relationship dimension of the FES(R)

identifies "the nature and intensity of personal

relationships within the [family] environment" (Insel

& Moos, 1974, p. 181). Students from intact,

divorced, and remarried families were similar in

their evaluations of the level of cohesion,

expressiveness, and the conflict domains in their

family relationships. Commitment to other family

members, help and family support, encouragement of

family members to act openly and directly express

their feelings, as well as the opportunity to express

anger, aggression, and conflict openly were evaluated

within normal ranges by students from all three

family groups.

On the FES(R), the dimension of personal

development measures the "potential or opportunity in

the [family] environment for personal growth and the

development of self-esteem" (Insel & Moos, 1974, p.

181). The students from all three family types were

similar in how they rated their families on four of

the five domains of this dimension: the degree of

independence, achievement orientation, intellectual-

cultural orientation, and active-recreational

orientation. These self-reports included the degree
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of independence, self-sufficiency, assertiveness,

achievement orientation, interest in political,

social, intellectual, and cultural activities, and

participation in social and recreational activities

encouraged in each family.

Students from intact families reported higher

emphasis on ethical and religious issues and values

in their families than did students from divorced

families. Examination of raw data in this study

shows that 39% of males and 24% of females from

divorced families expressed no religious affiliation

compared to 16% of males and 13% of females from

intact families.

Therefore, in this present study students from

divorced families report a lower degree of emphasis

on religious, moral, and ethical issues in their

families and fewer of these same students report

having an affiliation with a religious group.

When compared to the nonmed sample, the scores

of students from divorced families fell into what

Moos and Moos (1986) describe as the distressed score

range. However, distressed families are perceived as

being lower on cohesion, expressiveness,

independence, and intellectual and recreational
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orientation and higher on conflict and control (Moos

& Moos, 1986). The students from divorced families

do not share this same profile.

No differences between family types was found on

scores on the domain moral-religious emphasis by

either Farber at al. (1985) or Slater et al (1983).

Future research examining religious affiliation and

level of religiosity before and after the divorce of

the parents would be helpful in learning how the

experience of divorce affects this domain.

Scores on the fifth personal development domain,

active-recreational orientation, were at least one

point higher for all family and gender groups than

were reported for the normed group. This domain

measures the level of participation in social and

recreational activities. Given the age and

selectivity of this nonrandom sample of college

students, such a report of high sociability and

interest in recreational activities is not

surprising.

The remaining three personal development

subscales, independence, achievement orientation, and

intellectual-cultural orientation, were within the

normal range established by Moos and Moos (1986).
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The third dimension on FES(R), system

maintenance, "assesses the extent to which the

(family] environment is orderly and clear in its

expectations and maintains control" (Insel & Moos,

1974, p. 181). This dimension is comprised of two

domains: organization and control.

These subscales include the degree of importance

of clear organization and structure in planning

family activities and responsibilities and the extent

to which set rules and procedures were used to run

family life. Students from divorced and remarried

families differed on how they perceived the

organization within their launching families. Scores

of students from divorced families fell in the

distressed range on family organization. Students

from divorced families evaluated their families as

placing less importance on clear organization and

structure in planning family activities and

responsibilities.

Given the chaos reported within families

following divorce by other researchers, this finding

is not unusual (Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980). Yet, as

at least seven years had passed since parental

divorce in 72% of the families in this present study,
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this finding does not indicate whether families who

have experienced divorce have purposively selected or

have simply adapted to a less organized family

structure. An examination of the other subscale

scores of students of divorced families does not show

that this group falls into a distressed category.

Consequently, this finding should be followed by

research which examines the following question: Do

divorced families purposively select a less organized

family structure or do they simply adapt to a

family system in which organization is less

important?

While students from divorced families indicated

a low importance for organization within their

families, students from remarried families reported

higher than normal scores on family organization.

Students living in remarried families perceived their

family organization to be very important. Research

into stepfamilies has suggested that this family type

is subjected to high stress as bonding into a single

family from two families is extremely difficult

(Cherlin, 1981). Again a profile drawn from other

FES(R) scores of students living in remarried

families does not show that these students lived in a
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distressed situation. As with the students from

divorced families above, additional research is

needed to address whether these families selected a

more organized family structure or whether family

structure within the separate families were more

organized prior to remarriage.

In summary, when compared with scores on the

Family Environment Scale (R) the variable family type

did not appear to separate the students on their

perception of the family they lived in between the

ages of 16 and 18. Differences were found between

students from divorced and intact families on the

importance of moral, religious issues and values and

between students from divorced and remarried families

on level of organization in their homes. Indeed, on

the eight remaining FES(R) domains, all students

reported having family environments which were near

or at the normed scores of the normal families

surveyed by Moos and Moos (1986).

A comparison of this study and both qualitative

and quantitative research conducted by other

investigators confirms some findings and raises some

interesting questions.

The students in this study reported on the

FES(R) that their families provided a level of
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commitment, help and support that was at or above the

normed level established by Moos and Moos (1986).

From other research, adolescents from divorced

families, aged 17-23, who had reported lower than

normal scores on subscale cohesion (FES) and higher

scores on the conflict subscale had made the poorest

adjustment toparental divorce (Farber, Felner, &

Primavera, 1985). These authors did further analysis

with age and length of time since divorce and

concluded that those students who had recently

experienced parental divorce had increased conflict

and less cohesion and organization.

The majority of students in this present study

reported that the length of time since parental

divorce was at least seven years. Consequently, the

difference in these two research findings may be due

to the length of time since parental divorce.

Most researchers examining family cohesion have

not used the FES(R). The findings of this present

study differ with Fine and associates (1983), who

concluded that parent-child relationships in divorced

families after seven years were not as cohesive

(close), had poorer communication, less affection and

warmth, and were less positive overall than parent-

child relationships in intact families. From
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examination of questions developed for their study,

these authors argue that the short term effects of

divorce as described by both Hetherington et al.

(1982) and Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) are truly

long lasting. Wallerstein's follow up studies with

children of divorce provide evidence that some

children continue to struggle with adjustment to

parental divorce even ten years later (1984, 1987).

Since the present study and the studies listed in

this paragraph are based on nonrandom samples, the

differences in findings may be due to systematic

sampling biases (Kitson, Sussman, Williams,

Zeehandelaar, Shickmanter, & Steinberger, 1982).

This present study did not support the

conclusion presented by Weiss (1979) that single

parents have more cohesive (sharing) relationships

with their children than other family types. In

other studies, family cohesion has been found to be

higher in intact families than in either stepfamilies

or one-parent families as these latter two family

types nurture autonomy, require children to have more

responsibility in the household, and defend less

against sibling conflict (Amato, 1987; Furstenberg &

Nord, 1985). Stepchildren when compared with
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children from intact families reported a higher level

of internal stress and lower cohesiveness (closeness)

(Bowerman & Irish, 1962).

The differences between the findings in the

present study and other research concerning family

cohesion may be due to how cohesion is defined in

each study. While in the FES, cohesion is defined

as commitment, help, and family support, it has also

been defined as sharing (Weiss, 1979), closeness

(Bowerman & Irish, 1962), and activities and

closeness (Amato, 1987).

In this present study, all students reported

similar perceptions concerning the amount of openly

expressed anger, aggression, and conflict expressed

in their families. Their scores fell within the

normal range established by Moos and Moos (1986).

a separate study using the FES(R) short form of 40

items, adolescents (mean age=16.6 years) from

divorced homes reported more conflict in their homes

than adolescents from intact homes. More than 80% of

both males or females from divorced homes had

experienced the divorce of their parents more than

one year prior to that study (Slater, Stewart, &

Linn, 1983). Older students, whose parents had

divorced within the past five years, reported higher
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scores on the domains of independence and control

also had higher hostility scores on the Multiple

Affect Adjective Checklist (Farber, Felner, &

Primavera, 1985). The differences between the

findings of this present study and the two cited

above may be due to the length of time since

divorce. As the majority of students from divorced

homes in this present study had lived in that family

type at least seven years, time since divorce may be

an intervening variable.

Conflict in remarried families has been tied to

lack of rules and role definition (Cherlin, 1981),

the increased absence of the noncustodial father

(Furstenberg et al., 1985), divided loyalties to the

old and new families (Lutz, 1983), and lack of

bonding between stepparents and stepchildren (Amato,

1987). Since the literature on remarriage has

documented the probability of family conflict, the

absence of conflict differences between family groups

in this study as well as normal range of all conflict

scores is challenging.

Other researchers suggest that level of parental

harmony and quality of parent-child relationships are

more predictive of family conflict than family type
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(Hess & Camara, 1979; Moos & Moos, 1986). Indeed,

both Hetherington et al. (1978) and Wallerstein and

Kelly (1980) found that parental adjustment to

divorce was a primary influence on the adjustment of

the children. The conflict level of the parents was

directly tied to that of the children. The lack of

conflict reported by students from divorced and

remarried families in this present study may indicate

that post-divorce conflict has been resolved.

Student reports from this present study did not

differ by family type or gender concerning their

degree of personal independence, as defined by level

of assertiveness, self-sufficiency, and autonomy for

decision-making. This finding differs from Landis

(1962) who compared adolescents younger than 16 who

came from intact, divorced, and remarried families.

Adolescents from single mother homes reported more

participation in family councils, more knowledge of

their mother's problems, and more autonomy in their

personal life than adolescents from other family

types (Landis, 1962). Adolescents below the age of

16 living in one-parent families reported

significantly higher levels of autonomy than did

adolescents in intact families (Amato, 1987).
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Adolescents, aged 12-17, living in mother-headed

families experienced less parental supervision than

did children in two-parent families (Dornbusch et

al., 1985).

The lack of differences on level of independence

reported by students in this present study and the

finding of differences between adolescents in the

studies cited above may be tied to age and

development. It is interesting that the college

students in this present study report no differences

in personal development between the ages of 16 and

18, whereas the students in the studies by Landis

(1962), Amato (1987), and Dornbusch et al. (1985)

express differences based on family type. It is

possible that maturity demands made on young

adolescents in single parent homes level out in the

later teens when teens from all types of family begin

to launch from the home. This notion could be tested

through a longitudinal study of children from

different family types.

Research concerning rules and procedures in

families has been extensive. Students from the three

family groups in this present study did not differ

statistically in how they perceived the level of

control, described as the set rules and procedures
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used to run their family home during their launching

years. Using the FES(R), Slater and associates

(1983) found that adolescents from divorced homes

reported higher family control than adolescents from

intact families. Students in this latter sample were

on the average 16.6 years old and included both a

larger group of minorities (45%) as well as more

students from divorced families (36%) than were

represented in the present study. Students in the

present study were asked reported retrospectively on

their families when they were between the ages of 16

and 18. This same study included less than 10%

minorities, and a small group of students from

divorced families (14%). Sampling differences make

it difficult to compare the two sets of findings

(Kitson et al., 1982).

The blending of two families into a remarried

family signals the end of the single parent family,

thus creating varying levels of stress for the

children (Visher & Visher, 1978). Numerous issues

must be negotiated within remarried families, such

as: discipline, rules, role definitions within the

family, finances, and bonding (Cherlin, 1981).

Furstenberg & Spanier (1984) note that parenting in
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remarried families lacks a prevailing pattern which

then contributes to confusion within remarried

families. As the median time length for remarriages

described by students in this study is seven years,

length of marriage may be a factor in helping the

remarried family to establish rules and organization

which yield an bonded family unit.

The students from remarried families represented

in this present study are from continuing remarriages

which could be termed "successful remarriages", given

the 60% divorce rate among remarriages (Glick,

1984). As all student groups reported similar scores

on eight FES(R) subscales, it can be concluded that

they perceived their launching family environment in

a similar way. Further research using the FES(R) and

other variables would be necessary to establish under

what conditions remarriages end in divorce or not.

This notion may indirectly support Cherlin's

suggestion that lack of institutionalization of

parental roles and lack of rules interferes with the

bonding and household management in stepfamilies and

contributes to a high level of divorce among

remarriages (Cherlin, 1981).

The lack of differences in how students from

intact, divorced, and remarried families perceived
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the processes in their launching families suggests

that the variable family type is not predictive of

quality of family environment. Few long term effects

from divorce were noted as being associated with

family type when students from intact and divorced

families were compared (Nock, 1982). When the effect

of divorce on children was investigated, Hess and

Camara (1979) concluded that family processes such as

the affective relationship between parent and child,

communication, and time spent together contributed

more to the child's level of stress and aggression

than did family type. Longitudinal research

conducted by Wallerstein (1984, 1987) supports the

finding that quality of parent-child relationships is

a very important variable in the child's adjustment

to parental divorce and remarriage.

Two variables, length of time since divorce or

remarriage and child's age at divorce, were not

investigated in this study as cell sizes would have

been too small for analysis of variance testing. The

range of student ages at parental divorce and

remarriage varied from before birth to age 18. For

72% of the students who had ever lived in a divorced

home, the change in family structure had occurred at
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least 7 years previously. Approximately 60% of

students whose parents had divorced had also

experienced parental remarriage within the last seven

years. As Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) conclude, it

is possible that the crisis of divorce and

remarriage and most of the negative consequences can

be resolved or adapted over time. Future research

should examine this notion.

Investigation of the long term effects of

divorce on young adults suggests that change in

financial stability is an important factor in the

child's adaptation to parental divorce. It is a well

established finding in the divorce literature that

the income and social class of women falls at the

time of divorce (Amato & Partridge, 1987; Bane, 1976;

Brandwein, Brown, & Fox, 1974). Using 1985 Census

data, Norton & Glick (1986) reported that 83% of

mother-headed families, 50% of father-headed

families, and 29% of two parent families earned less

than $30,000 a year. According to that same data,

only 6% of mother-headed, 25% of father-headed, and

46% of two parent families earned more than $30,000 a

year.

The college students sample used in this present

study may be a unique group in that financial stress
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was reported as being high by only 39% of males from

divorced families, 34% of females from divorced

families, and 30% of females from remarried

families. Conversely financial stress was reported

to be low by 33% of males from divorced homes, 28% of

females from divorced homes, and over 40% for males

and females from remarried and intact families.

Consequently, the lower levels of financial stress

reported by those students who had ever experienced

divorce may have contributed to the similar

evaluations the three family groups made concerning

the processes within their launching families.

The findings of this present study and

comparison with other research does not support the

notion that family type is predictive of quality of

family environment. Family type, does not appear to

be tied to the family environment domains of

cohesion, expressiveness, conflict, independence,

achievement orientation, intellectual cultural

orientation, or control. Further research needs to

be directed at the domains of moral-religious

emphasis and organization which were tied

significantly to family type. While divorce and

remarriage are major experiences in a person's life,
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this study indicates that long term negative effects

from one or both events on family environment are not

supported universally.

GENDER DIFFERENCES ON THE FES(R)

As a variable in this present study, gender

appeared to have no effect on student ratings of

family environment in their launching homes. Other

researchers using the FES(R) have found few gender

differences between subjects. Females from divorced

homes reported higher levels of conflict than females

from intact homes, while males from intact homes had

conflict levels significantly higher than males from

divorced homes (Slater, Stewart, & Linn, 1983).

These same authors reported that males and females

differed on the moral religious emphasis domain.

Finally, these males from divorced families reported

a higher emphasis on the intellectual cultural

orientation domain than males from intact families

and females from intact and divorced families

(Slater, Stewart, & Linn, 1983). While it was

mentioned earlier that time since parental divorce

was different for the studies discussed here,
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other variables, such as quality of predivorce home,

may also be an intervening variable in these

findings.

In other research, gender differences have been

reported in the response of children and adolescents

to parental divorce and remarriage (Hetherington et

al., 1976, 1982; Wallerstein, 1980; Wallerstein,

1984, 1987). These researchers clearly point to

gender differences occurring throughout the

developmental cycle as children mature and respond to

parental divorce at different age levels. Work

completed by Hetherington and associates (1982) with

preschool-aged children found that the experience of

divorce remained a more difficult adjustment for boys

even two years after that event. During the ten year

follow up interviews of divorced children then 16 -18

years old, Wallerstein (1987) notes the difficulty

adolescent females (40%) were having in maintaining

male-female relationships and the overall depression

of both males and females. Adolescent boys (50%) in

that study were evaluated as doing more poorly

psychologically than adolescents girls (25%). As

this group was not a random sample and as Wallerstein

did not conduct comparison interviews with children

from intact families, it is difficult to separate
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developmental issues from those tied to living in a

divorced or remarried family.

FAMILY TYPES AND FUTURE FAMILY ENVIRONMENT

When student scores on the Family Environment

Scale Expected Form were analyzed for differences by

family type and gender, both variables reached

significance in a test of Manova. Student

expectations of the their future family were affected

by both gender and family type. Under the system

maintenance dimension, scores on the domain, control,

were affected by family type.

Students from remarried families expected to

establish higher control than students from divorced

families groups over the extent to which set rules

and procedures would be used to run family life in

their future home. While no statistical connection

can be made, males from remarried families also

reported high control scores concerning their

launching families (FES R) which fell into the

established norm scale as distressed. Control scores

for students from divorced families on both FES(R)

and FES(E) fell considerably below the FES(R) norm

established by Moos and Moos (1986).
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It appears that a strong connection can be made

between the experience these family groups had

modeled in their family of launching and what they

expect to have in their own family of procreation.

Future research using learning theory should address

this issue.

GENDER DIFFERENCES ON THE FES(E)

Women had higher expectations than males

concerning their future families on two dimensions:

relationship and personal growth. On four domains

women scored higher than males: cohesion,

expressiveness, intellectual-cultural orientation,

and active-recreational orientation.

Women placed a higher emphasis than men on the

degree of commitment, help, and support the family

members would provide for one another, and the extent

to which family members would be encouraged to act

openly and to express their feelings directly.

Women, more than men, expected to be involved in a

family situation where there was a high degree of

interest in political, social, intellectual, and

cultural activities, a higher level of participation

in social and recreational activities, and a higher
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emphasis placed on ethical and religious issues and

values. As women have been found to be slightly

more positive (an average difference of .2 of a point
per

subscale) in their evaluation of their current

families than men, this same trend may carry over to

expected family environments (Moos & Moos, 1986).

No gender differences reached significance on

any subscales from the Family Environment Scale (R)

which measured the launching family environment. It

is not likely that learning theory would be useful to

address these gender differences. Bronfenbrenner's

human ecology theory suggests that individuals are

influenced, and, in turn influence a number of

microsystems and mesosystems. While not ruling out

the influence of the family microsystem, it appears

that the differences between males and females on

expected family environment are also linked to

socialization experiences from a variety of micro and

mesosystems.

Researchers have investigated attitudes toward

roles in marriage, but no research was found which

addressed expectations of future family environment.

In general, family type has not been linked with
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attitudes toward marriage roles (Coleman & Ganong,

1984).

SEXUAL ATTITUDE SCORES AND SEXUAL BEHAVIOR

The comparisons between students by gender and

family type on their reported sexual attitudes scores

and age at first sexual behaviors yielded no

significant differences. The double standard for

males and females appears to have been replaced by a

single standard of sexual conduct for both sexes

(DeLamater & MacCorquodale, 1979; Reiss, 1967).

No differences in sexual attitudes appeared

between students by gender or family type. Possible

scores on the Hudson Short Form of the Sexual

Attitude Scale range from a low of 25 (liberal) to

125 (conservative). Student scores ranged from 56.1

(males in remarried families) to 60.2 (females from

intact families), indicating that the students in

this study were more liberal than conservative in

their sexual attitudes.

The average age for masturbation in this sample

ranged from 11.6 (males from remarried families) to

14.8 (males from divorced families). Males from

remarried families first reported having masturbated
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at least 2.5 years before the other males groups and

at least one year before all females groups.

Nevertheless, comparisons proved to be

nonsignificant. The proportion of women in this

study who reported having masturbated by age 16

(62.3%) or by age 18 (84.9%) are similar to women

interviewed by Hass (1979) and Norman & Harris

(1981).

It should be noted that the question "age at

first masturbation" had fewer responses than any

other variable. Only 331 students (86.4%) of a

possible 383 students answered the question of

whether they had ever masturbated. Of those 331

students, 171 (51.7%) reported that they had ever

masturbated. Out of those 171, only 137 (36% of

total sample) gave their age at first masturbation.

This response rate provides evidence that disclosure

of masturbation practices continues to be difficult,

particularly in a group setting (Miller & Lief,

1976).

Comparison of student ages at first vaginal

intercourse indicated that no differences due to

gender exist This finding is supported by Darling

and Hicks' (1982) study in which no differences
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appeared in gender involvement in vaginal

intercourse. From a review of 35 studies between

1903 and 1980, Darling, Kallen, and Van Dusen (1984)

conclude that since 1970 college men and women have

participated in vaginal intercourse at nearly the

same rates. In this present study, the average age

for first vaginal intercourse had a narrow range of

16.2 (females from remarried families) to 17.1 (males

from divorced families). The reported average age of

first vaginal intercourse for males in intact

families had a standard deviation of 7 years, the

largest variation of all six family groups. Age at

first intercourse is dropping as rates of intercourse

are increasing among adolescents (Sorenson, 1973;

Zelnick, Kantner & Ford, 1981). By age 15, 25% of

males and 23% of the females in this study reported

having had first vaginal intercourse. By age 18, 86%

of males and 87% of females in this study had had

first vaginal intercourse, findings similar to those

found by Sorenson (1973) and Zelnick, Kantner & Ford

(1981).

Students' ages at first vaginal intercourse were

compared by family type and no differences were

found. The lack of sexual behavior differences
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between students from different family types in this

present study indicates that family form is not

related to sexual behavior. These findings are not

in agreement with those of Newcomer and Udry (1985)

who conducted a two-year longitudinal study of the

sexual behaviors of adolescents. Changes in sexual

behavior were noted for those adolescents who had

lived in an intact family at their first interview

time and a divorced home at the second interview

time. These authors concluded that males from

divorced homes tended to act out sexually in reaction

to parental divorce, while females from divorced

homes tended to act out sexually only when the a male

parent-figure was not in the home. Newcomer and Udry

(1985) compared the changes in sexual behavior of

adolescents in a convenience sample, some of whom had

recently experienced parental divorce. In the

present study, the students from divorced families

who had had first vaginal intercourse had a wider

range of years since experiencing parental divorce.

Also, it is possible that important information was

lost by Newcomer and Udry (1985) when their sample

dropped to 82% at the time of interview 2.

Comparisons of students from different family

types who had experienced oral intercourse revealed
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no differences between groups. Of all student

groups, students from remarried families did report

the lowest age for first oral intercourse (males,

m=15.9; females; m=15.6). The age of students in

this sample who had had oral intercourse ranged from

15.6 (females from remarried families) to 17.3 (males

from divorced families). By age 15, 20.5% of the

males and 16.2% of the females in this study had had

oral intercourse, a rate similar to that reported by

Newcomer and Udry (1985), but below the 33%

participation rate reported by Hass (1979). By age

18, 79.5% of the males and 83.8% of the females in

this study revealed having oral intercourse. Again

this proportion surpasses that reported by Hass

(1979).

As with the majority of qualitative studies, the

sample surveyed in this study was not random or

representative. Missing data indicates that students

self-selected in their response to questions

concerning their sexual behavior, as 71.4% of the

sample answered those questions. Newcomer and Udry

(1985) found that 73% of their sample remained in

their longitudinal study. While drop in sample size

affects results, the conclusions drawn in this study

follow the trend reported in the literature.
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FAMILY VALUES

Both males and females in this study placed a

high value on having happy, healthy children, being

part of a happy family, loving their parents, and

establishing and maintaining a marriage and a

family. Family type did not discriminate between

student value scores.

Although female mean scores were statistically

higher than the scores of males on the summed value

index, both gender group means indicated that family

values were "very" to "extremely" important to them.

Consequently, it was determined that any significant

statistical differences were meaningless. Rather

than dismissing the Family Value Index, it is

suggested that the range of possible responses be

changed. As the Family Value Index currently has an

internal reliability of .69, it may prove to be a

valuable scale.

Students in this present study were asked to

rate how important "Being part of a happy family" was

to them. Over 95% of males and females from intact

families, males and females from remarried families,

and females from divorced families reported that this
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value was very to extremely important to them. Being

a part of a happy family was selected as being very

to extremely important by fewer males from divorced

families (82%). Students were also asked to evaluate

how important "Loving my parents" was to them. This

value was rated as very to extremely important by

fewer males from both divorced families (75%) and

remarried families (85%) than the other six student

groups (95%). Yet, the majority of all students

found that being a part of a happy family and loving

their parents was important.

In research among single families headed by

mothers, Weiss (1979) found that these children and

mothers were closer than those in intact families.

Researchers involved in longitudinal studies found

that the relationship between divorced custodial

mothers and their sons tended to deteriorate over the

first two years after divorce and then to stabilize

or improve over time (Hetherington et al., 1982;

Wallerstein and Kelly, 1980). At the ten year

interviews of children of divorced parents,

Wallerstein (1984, 1987) found that at least 50% of

these adolescent children reported having a good

relationship with their mother, the custodial parent,
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but only 30% revealed having a good relationship with

their noncustodial father.

In this present study, the majority of male and

female students from all family types studied rated

as very important the value "establishing and

maintaining a marriage". The only group in which

less than 90% of the students rated this value below

"very important" was males from divorced families

(75%).

Research addressing the differences between male

and females on their attitudes toward marriage have

resulted in conclusions that were variable towards

marriage. Female adolescents were significantly more

favorable toward marriage than males (Ganong,

Coleman, & Brown, 1981). In that same study no

differences were reported on their attitude toward

marriage by adolescents who had lived in intact,

divorced, or remarried families. Young adults from

intact, divorced, and remarried families reported

feeling positive about their own marriage if they

also reported being close to their parents (Coleman &

Ganong, 1984). In one descriptive study, a majority

of adolescents (82%) felt very positive about

marriage while 61% disagreed that marriage meant
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living happily ever after (Paddock-Ellard & Thomas,

1981). Approximately 75% of all high school seniors

who were polled between 1975 and 1980 agreed that

having a good marriage and family life was extremely

important to them (Thornton and Freedman, 1982). In

an earlier study, subjects who had lived in a

divorced home were determined to make their own

marriage a success (Landis, 1960).

Qualitative studies indicate that apprehension

about marriage is a concern for some adolescents who

were raised in divorced homes. The majority of 12-16

year old adolescents who were interviewed ten years

after parental divorce were optimistic about

establishing an enduring marital relationship

(Wallerstein, 1984). This same group of young people

"emphatically" reported that there was no

relationship between "having been raised in a

divorced family and the likelihood of being divorced

during their adulthood" (Wallerstein, 1984, p. 456).

Interviews with 16-18 year old adolescents indicated

that most of these young persons expected to fall in

love, marry and have children. However, Wallerstein

(1987) did report a high level of fear, especially

among adolescent girls 16-18 years old, that "their
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marriage would not endure and that they would be

betrayed" (p. 206). While approximately 66% of these

individuals were apprehensive concerning their

future, they valued fidelity and life-long

commitment.

The students in this present study are similar

to those surveyed by other researchers in their

valuing of parents, marriage, and families. The

mechanism or process by which values are transferred

from one generation to another is uncertain. Some

research has been conducted on variables which

interface with transmission of values.

Researchers have tied family conflict levels and

family integration to the generational transfer of

values. It has been suggested that students from

families which have less internal conflict and

greater family integration tend to adopt parental

core values (Troll, Neugarten, & Kraines, 1969).

Adolescents who reported high family integration

(closeness) reported a significantly more positive

attitude toward marriage than students who reported

low family integration, regardless of family type

(Coleman & Ganong, 1984).
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In this present study, the majority of student

subscale scores on the FES(R), including subscale

conflict, fell within normal ranges. In the future,

it would be interesting to compare family value

scores and FES(R) scores of children from the three

family types.

Lack of evidence that families directly

influence the values of their children has frustrated

researchers (Hoge et al., 1982; Troll & Bengston,

1979). According to human ecology theory, each

person is continually evolving and reacting to his or

her surroundings, and the people and events in those

arenas (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Individuals,

environments, cohort experiences, period effects,

historical events, and cultural norms serve as

"moderator variables in family lineage transmission"

(Troll & Bengston, 1979, p. 143). Preliminary

evidence from this present study suggests that family

type does not influence family values.

Students in this study reported having

experienced similar family environments. Future

research should compare the relationship between

family environment and family values. It appears to

be more productive to examine quality of family

process as a transmitter of family values.
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EXPECTED AGE AT MARRIAGE

The majority of students (90%) from all family

groups expect to marry. Males and females from this

sample predicted their average age at marriage to be

27.6 and 25.3, respectively. As expected, the age of

expected marriage for men was significantly higher

than the expected age for women. The expected age at

marriage for women from this present sample is higher

than the median age of 23.3 for women at first

marriage (Norton & Moorman, 1987). As this

nonrandom sample is drawn from college students, this

statistic is not surprising.

Social demographers have documented the rise in

age at marriage and the continued age difference

between men and women at time of marriage (Glick,

1984; Glick & Lin, 1987; Norton & Moorman, 1985).

Since 1970 the rate of men who marry in their early

twenties has dropped 14%, from 45% to 31%. Marriage

among young women in their early twenties has also

dropped 14%, from 64% to 50% (Glick & Lin, 1987).

Researchers tie the delay in marriage to the

commitment of young adults to obtain advanced

education degrees or to establish their professional
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careers (Knox, 1980). Comparison of students from

divorced and intact families and their expected age

of marriage failed to show a significant difference

in expected age of marriage (Thornton & Freedman,

1982).

ATTITUDE TOWARD DIVORCE

Family type differences were found on student

summed scores on the Attitude Toward Divorce scale as

well as to the individual questions. No differences

were found for gender. On the summed scores,

students from intact families had significantly less

favorable attitudes toward divorce than students from

divorced families or students from remarried

families. Students from remarried families had less

favorable attitudes toward divorce than students from

divorced families.

Students from intact families felt that divorce

was generally less acceptable, were less in agreement

that anyone should be able to get a divorce, and

reported themselves to be less likely to divorce

their marital partner than students from divorced and

remarried families. Students from remarried families

expressed less agreement with the notion that anyone
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should be able to get a divorce than did students

from divorced families.

Clearly, this study indicates that family type

is linked to attitude toward divorce. Yet, despite

statistical differences between groups, none of the

group mean scores show that any student group has a

"very favorable" attitude toward divorce. Such an

attitude would be reflected by a mean group score of

50-60 for each individual question or a summed mean

score of 150-180. The range of mean scores was 28.9

to 41.6 on the first question concerning general

acceptability of divorce. On the question which

addressed agreement that anyone should be able to get

a divorce, mean scores ranged from 30.6 to 45.5; on

student consideration of their own future divorce,

mean scores fell between 19.3 and 27.9. In

particular, scores on the first two general attitude

questions did not indicate that any student group was

very favorable towards divorce. Scores on the final

question, which was of a more personal nature, fell

below the midpoint and towards the "not at all"

likelihood that these students would seek to divorce

their future spouse.
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Do the favorable attitudes toward divorce

expressed by students who had ever experienced

parental divorce infer that these individuals will be

more likely to divorce after marriage? Or does it

simply mean that they are more practical in their

acceptance of divorce as a solution to a "bad"

marriage.

Measuring the correlation between students'

attitude toward divorce and their actual future

behavior of obtaining a divorce was beyond the scope

of this cross-sectional study. Some researchers who

work in the field of attitudes and behavior have

assumed that attitudes "cause, reflect, or at least

correlate substantially with behaviors" (Schuman &

Johnson, 1976, p. 161). Some family investigators

appear to have followed this line of thinking as they

have linked living in a divorced home with having

favorable attitude toward divorce and, therefore,

having the potential for future divorce (Mott &

Moore, 1979; Pope & Mueller, 1977). Yet, attitudinal

research has yielded only small to moderate

relationships between behavior and attitude, leading

to the conclusion that behavior cannot be predicted

from attitude (Schuman & Johnson, 1976).
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In general, quantitative research supports the

conclusion that children from divorced homes have a

more favorable attitude toward divorce, but does not

address how that attitude may influence their future

behavior (Coleman & Ganong, 1984; Kulka & Weingarten,

1979). College students who had lived with divorced

mothers and remarried mother/stepfathers had more

favorable attitudes toward divorce than those from

intact families (Coleman & Ganong, 1984). In that

same study, students who had lived with custodial

fathers were more similar to students from intact

families concerning their attitude toward divorce.

Adolescents from remarried homes were more favorable

towards divorce than adolescents from intact or

single parent homes (Ganong, Coleman, & Brown,

1981). From data gathered in two national surveys,

Kulka and Weingarten (1979) found that men from

divorced homes when compared to men from intact homes

were more likely to agree that divorce is often the

best solution for unresolvable conflict.

One descriptive study suggests that having a

favorable attitude toward divorce may be based on a

realistic view of life (Paddock-Ellard & Thomas,

1981). Adolescents from intact and divorced families
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both expressed positive feelings about marriage

(82%), but did not agree with the statement that

marriage meant being "happily ever after". This same

group of students appeared to be realistic about

divorce as few agreed that marriage was forever (38%)

and others "agreed that divorce was sometimes

necessary (85%) (Paddock-Ellard & Thomas, 1981,

p. 306). While significant differences were found

between students from intact and divorced homes, the

mean scores for both groups were moderate.

Qualitative interviews conducted by Wallerstein

(1984; 1987) also support the view that children from

divorced homes are realistic concerning the

occurrence of divorce. Most adolescents 12-16 years

old were very practical in their observation that

divorce was "an acceptable solution that should be

employed reluctantly and only following efforts to

improve the marriage" (Wallerstein, 1984, p. 456).

No gender differences were noted as the older

adolescents (16-18 years old) interviewed by

Wallerstein (1987) stated their support of marriage

as a life-long commitment which required fidelity.

These conservative young people did not view divorce

as the "new social norm" but, rather, considered
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divorce as a "solution that reflects marital failure,

one that should be used only as a last resort when

there are children" (Wallerstein, 1987, p. 206).

Curiously, about 50% of this latter group were

fearful that they would repeat their parent's

mistakes in forming poor relationships.

Having a favorable attitude toward divorce may

be linked to cohort effect. The high divorce rate of

the last twenty years has created a unique cohort

experience for large numbers of children who either

have been raised in divorced or remarried homes or

have had the experience of knowing a child who was

(Cherlin, 1981). Kulka and Weingarten (1979) argue

that divorce is more acceptable today as it is more

prevalent in society. In a replication of Gurin's

1957 divorce study which had associated divorce and

poor adult adjustment, these researchers found that

there was "little evidence here [today] for the

existence of any long-term effects of coming from a

home broken by parental divorce or separation"

(p. 73). In a 1982 study of trust, confidence,

estrangement, anomie, general satisfaction, and

happiness among students, Nock concluded that "most

types of marital disruptions and consequent living
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arrangements have little or no measurable long-term

negative effects as measured by these items"

(p. 35). Further, this investigator suggests that

stressful events can be advantageous for individuals

depending on the event and their attitude towards the

event.

This study supports the growing evidence that

children who have lived in divorced homes have more

favorable attitudes toward divorce than children from

intact families. Given Bronfenbrenner's theory of

human ecology, it would be impossible to conclude

that type of family was the only contributing

variable to the development of a particular attitude

toward divorce. Adolescents from remarried families

who were favorable toward divorce also expressed

having experienced poorer family integration, more

distant relationships to parents, and a greater

incidence of unhappy parental when they were children

(Ganong, Coleman, & Brown, 1981). Males from

divorced homes reported poorer psychological

adjustment and more favorable attitude toward divorce

than males from intact homes (Kulka & Weingarten,

1979). Conflict rather than type of family has been

associated with future proclivity towards divorce
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(Edwards, 1988). Clearly, researchers who are

studying attitude toward divorce should continue to

investigate variables which measure the quality of

family environment.

CONCLUSION

The results of this study show that type of

family is not related to perception of launching home

environment or future home environment. The lack of

differences between self report data gathered from

students from intact, divorced, and remarried

families indicates that family process is evaluated

in a similar manner between the three groups. Gender

differences in student perception of future home

environment were much stronger, suggesting that males

and females vary in their expectations of marital

relationships. Comparison of students by gender and

family type on their sexual attitude scores and

experience of sexual behavior in this study supports

the existing research evidence that a single sexual

standard has been adopted by young adults today

(Reiss, 1967). An attempt to investigate how family

values are rated by students was frustrated by an

inadequately devised Likert answer scale. Still, all
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student groups rated family values as being very

important to them. As expected, nearly all students

reported they expected to marry. While their

predicted age of marriage was higher than the current

age median for marriage (Norton & Moorman, 1987),

that trend could be tied to the sample being drawn

from a college campus.

Finally, a comparison of reported attitude

toward divorce scores yielded the information that

adult children from divorced homes had more favorable

attitudes toward divorce than did adult children from

intact homes. Sound evidence was found that attitude

toward divorce is related to type of family.

Students from divorced families held more favorable

attitudes toward divorce than students from remarried

families and both exceeded students from intact

families in their acceptance of divorce.

Most importantly, this research shows that

process variables such as expressiveness and conflict

do not vary according to what type of family an

individual lived in between the ages of 16 and 18.

Students reported no differences in quality of

relationships, and only one difference in the areas

of personal development and organization in their
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families. While early researchers Nye (1957) and

Landis (1960, 1962) drew the conclusion that quality

of home was more important than type of family, many

negative biases have been tied to living in a

divorced family. It will be important that future

research address how quality of family environment is

related to values, attitudes, and perceptions.

According to the theory of human ecology,

individuals are impacted by their environment and the

people who are a part of those environments.

Further, the unique characteristics within each

individual serve to further differentiate how he or

she is impacted by ever changing micro and

mesosystems. This study examined the effect of the

family microsystem and of gender on selected

dependent variables. Numerous variables pertaining

to cultural characteristics, historical events, and

societal mores are important contributors to the

shaping of human attitudes, values, behaviors, and

perceptions, but which are difficult to measure.

Surely as statistical methods become more

sophisticated, such comparisons can be made.

Several aspects of this study remain to be

discussed. As the sample used in this study was from
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a college environment, it is likely that they were

less variant in their experiences (Kitson et al.,

1982). For example, the reported financial stress of

students from divorced families was not as high as

reported elsewhere in the divorce literature. It is

possible that students from divorced families

experienced a financial level more similar than

different from students from remarried and intact

families.

While informative, the results of this study

drawn from a nonprobability sample cannot be

generalized beyond college students who have lived in

an intact, divorced, or remarried family. Use of

nonrandom sample introduces elements of qualitative

and quantitative error which cannot be

counterbalanced (Kerlinger, 1973); nor does it

produce an unbiased estimate of the true population

value (Kitson et al., 1982). Yet, the results of

this study can be useful in raising questions for

larger, random studies and for supporting or refuting

research conducted on similar, nonrandom samples.
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Appendix A

Family Environment Scale Form R

Instructions: There are 90 statements in this
booklet. They are statements about families. You
are to decide which of these statements are true of
your family and which are false. Make all your marks
directly on this booklet. If you think the statement
is True or mostly True of your family, mark a T in
front of the question. If you think the statement is
False of mostly False of your family, mark an F in
front of the question. You may feel that some of
the statements are true for some family members and
false for others. Mark T if the statement is true
for most members. Mark F if the statement is false
for most members. If the members are evenly divided,
decide what is the stronger overall impression and
answer accordingly. Remember, we would like to know
what your family seems like to you. So do not try to
figure out how other members see your family, but do
give us your general impression of your family for
each statement.

1. Family members really help and support one
another.

2. Family members often keep their feelings to
themselves.

3. We fight a lot in our family.
4. We don't do things on our own very often in our

family.
5. We feel it is important to be the best at

whatever you do.
6. We often talk about political and social

problems.
7. We spend most weekends and evenings at home.
8. Family members attend church, synagogue, or

Sunday School fairly often.
9. Activities in our family are pretty carefully

planned.
10. Family members are rarely ordered around.
11. We often seem to be killing time at home.
12. We say anything we want to around home.
13. Family members rarely become openly angry.
14. In our family, we are strongly encouraged to be

independent.
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Appendix A continued:

15. Getting ahead in life is very important in our
family.

16. We rarely go to lectures, plays or concerts.
17. Friends often come over for dinner or to visit.
18. We don't say prayers in our family.
19. We are generally very neat and orderly.
20. There are very few rules to follow in our

family.
21. We put a lot of energy into what we do at home.
22. It's hard to "blow off steam" at home without

upsetting somebody.
23. Family members sometimes get so angry they throw

brings.
24. We think things out for ourselves in our family.
25. How much money a person makes is not very

important to us.
26. Learning about new and different things is very

important in our family.
27. Nobody in our family is active in sports, Little

League, bowling, etc.
28. We often talk about the religious meaning of

Christmas, Passover, or other holidays.
29. It's often hard to find things when you need

them in our household.
30. There is one family member who makes most of the

decisions.
31. There is a feeling of togetherness in our

family.
32. We tell each other about our personal problems.
33. Family members hardly ever lose their tempers.
34. We come and go as we want to in our family.
35. We believe in competition and "may the best man

win."
36. We are not that interested in cultural

activities.
37. We often go to movies, sports events, camping,

etc.
38. We don't believe in heaven or hell.
39. Being on time is very important in our family.
40. There are set ways of doing things at home.
41. We rarely volunteer when something has to be one

at home.
42. If we feel like doing something on the spur of

the moment we often just pick up and go.
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43. Family members often criticize each other.
44. There is very little privacy in our family.
45. We always strive to do things just a little

better the next time.
46. We rarely have intellectual discussions.
47. Everyone in our family has a hobby or two.
48. Family members have strict ideas about what is

right and wrong.
49. People change their minds often in our family.
50. There is a strong emphasis on following rules in

our family.
51. Family members really back each other up.
52. Someone usually gets upset if you complain in

our family.
53. Family members sometimes hit each other.
54. Family members almost always rely on themselves

when a problem comes up.
55. Family members rarely worry about job

promotions, school grades, etc.
56. Someone in our family plays a musical

instrument.
57. Family members are not very involved in

recreational activities outside work or school.
58. We believe there are some things you just have

to take on faith.
59. Family members make sure their rooms are neat.
60. Everyone has an equal say in family decisions.
61. There is very little group spirit in our family.
62. Money and paying bills is openly talked about in

our family.
63. If there's a disagreement in our family, we try

hard to smooth things over and keep the peace.
64. Family members strongly encourage each other to

stand up for their rights.
65. In our family, we don't try that hard to

succeed.
66. Family members often go to the library.
67. Family members sometimes attend courses or take

lessons for some hobby or interest (outside of
school).

68. In our family each person has different ideas
about what is right and wrong.

69. Each person's duties are clearly defined in our
family.
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70. We can do whatever we want to in our family.
71. We really get along well with each other.
72. We are usually careful about what we say to each

other.
73. Family members often try to one-up or out-do

each other.
74. It's hard to be by yourself without hurting

someone's feelings in our household.
75. "Work before play" is the rule in our family.
76. Watching T.V. is more important than reading in

our family.
77. Family members go out a lot.
78. The Bible is a very important book in our home.
79. Money is not handled very carefully in our

family.
80. Rules are pretty inflexible in our household.
81. There is plenty of time and attention for

everyone in our family.
82. There are a lot of spontaneous discussions in

our family.
83. In our family, we believe you don't every get

anywhere by raising your voice.
84. We are not really encouraged to speak up for

ourselves in our family.
85. Family members are often compared with others as

to how well they are doing at work or school.
86. Family members really like music, art and

literature.
87. Our main form of entertainment is watching T.V.

or listening to the radio.
88. Family members believe that if you sin you will

be punished.
89. Dishes are usually done immediately after

eating.
90. You can't get away with much in our family.
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Family Environment Scale Form E

Instructions: There are 90 statements in this
booklet. They are statements about families. They
ask you what you think your family will be like. You
have probably been thinking about this and we would
like to learn about what you think your family will
be like. Make all your marks directly on this
booklet. If you think the statement is True or
mostly True of the family, mark a T in front of the
question. If you think the statement is False of
mostly False of your family, mark an F in front of
the question. Please be sure to answer every
question.

1. Family members will really help and support one
another.

2. Family members will often keep their feelings to
themselves.

3. Members will fight a lot.
4. Members will not do things on their own very

often.
5. Members will feel that it is important to be the

best at whatever they do.
6. Members will often talk about political and

social problems.
7. Members will spend most weekends and evenings at

home.
8. Members will attend church, synagogue, or Sunday

School fairly often.
9. Activities in the family will be pretty

carefully planned.
10. Family members will rarely be ordered around.
11. Members will often seem to be killing time at

home.
12. Members will say anything they want to around

home.
13. Family members will rarely become openly angry.
14. In the family, we will strongly be encouraged to

be independent.
15. Getting ahead in life will be very important in

the family.
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16. Members will rarely go to lectures, plays, or
concerts.

17. Friends will often come over for dinner or
visit.

18. Members will not say prayers in the family.
19. Members will generally be very neat and orderly.
20. There will be very few rules to follow in the

family.
21. Members will put a lot of energy into what they

do at home.
22. It will be hard to "blow off steam" at home

without upsetting somebody.
23. Family members will sometimes get so angry they

throw things.
24. Members will think things out for themselves

in the family.
25. How much money a person makes will not be very

important to family members.
26. Learning about new and different things will be

very important in the family.
27. Nobody in the family will be active in sports,

Little League, bowling, etc.
28. Members will often talk about the religious

meaning of Christmas, Passover, or other
holidays.

29. It will often be hard to find things when you
need them in the household.

30. There will be one family member who makes most
of the decisions.

31. There will be a feeling of togetherness in the
family.

32. Members will tell each other about their person
problems.

33. Family members will hardly ever lose their
tempers.

34. Members will come and go as they want to in the
family.

35. Members will believe in competition and "may the
best man win."

36. Family members will not be that interested in
cultural activities.

37. Members will often go to movies, sports events,
camping, etc.

38. Members won't believe in heaven or hell.
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39. Being on time will be very important in the
family.

40. There will be set ways of doing things at home.
41. Members will rarely volunteer when something has

to be done at home.
42. If members feel like doing something on the spur

of the moment they often will just pick up and
go.

43. Family members will often criticize each other.
44. There will be very little privacy in the family.
45. Members will always strive to do things just a

little better the next time.
46. Members will rarely have intellectual

discussions.
47. Everyone in the family will have a hobby or two.
48. Family members will have strict ideas about what

is right and wrong.
49. People will change their minds often in the

family.
50. There will a strong emphasis on following rules

in the family.
51. Family members will really back each other up.
52. Someone will usually get upset if you complain

in the family.
53. Family members will sometimes hit each other.
54. Family members will almost always rely on

themselves when a problem comes up.
55. Family members will rarely worry about job

promotions, school grades, etc.
56. Someone in the family will play a musical

instrument.
57. Family members will not be very involved in

recreational activities outside work or school.
58. Members will believe there are some things you

Just have to take on faith.
59. Family members will make sure their rooms are

neat.
60. Everyone will have an equal say in family

decisions.
61. There will be very little group spirit in the

family.
62. Money and paying bills will be openly talked

about in the family.
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63. if there's a disagreement in the family, members
will try hard to smooth things over and keep the
peace.

64. Family members will strongly encourage each
other to stand up for their rights.

65. Family members won't try that hard to succeed.
66. Family members will often go to the library.
67. Family members will sometimes attend courses or

take lessons for some hobby or interest (outside
of school).

68. In the family each person will have different
ideas about what is right and wrong.

69. Each person's duties will be clearly defined.
70. Members will be able to do whatever they want

to in the family.
71. Members will really get along well with each

other.
72. Members will usually be careful about what they

say to each other.
73. Members will often try to one-up or out-do each

other.
74. It will be hard to be by yourself without

hurting someone's feelings in the household.
75. "Work before play" will be the rule in the

family.
76. Watching T.V. will be more important than

reading in the family.
77. Family members will go out a lot.
78. The Bible will be a very important book in the

home.
79. Money will not be handled very carefully in the

family.
80. Rules will be pretty inflexible in the

household.
81. There will be plenty of time and attention for

everyone in the family.
82. There will be a lot of spontaneous discussions

in the family.
83. Family members will believe that you don't ever

get anywhere by raising your voice.
84. Family members will not really be encouraged to

speak up for themselves.
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85. Family members will often be compared with
others as to how well they are doing at work or
school.

86. Family members will really like music, art, and
literature.

87. The main form of entertainment in the family
will be watching T.V. or listening to the radio.

88. Family members will believe that if you sin you
will be punished.

89. Dishes will usually be done immediately after
eating.

90. You won't be able to get away with much in
the family.
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Demographic Inventory

Gender Social Security #

This questionnaire deal with information which
concerns you and your family, such as your parents'
educational level and your attitude toward divorce.
Participation in this survey is completely
voluntary. You may withdraw at any time and you may
leave questions blank if you wish. Your answers on
these questions will be confidential, as you are to
put only your Social security number on this sheet.
This number will be replaced with a coding number
which will not be linked with your SS# or name.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!!

1. What is your age?

2. What is your race? (please circle one)

1. WHITE, NON-HISPANIC 4. ASIAN
2. WHITE, HISPANIC 5. AFRICAN
3. BLACK 6. OTHER (please

write in)

3. What is your religion? (please circle one)

1. CATHOLIC 5. MOSLEM
2. PROTESTANT 6. OTHER (please
3. MORMON 7. NONE write in)
4. JEWISH

4. From the list below, please select the number
which most closely fits the highest educational
level completed by your father and mother and
write it on the blank lines next to those names.

FATHER MOTHER

1. GRADE SCHOOL
2. HIGH SCHOOL OR AN EQUIVALENCY EXAM (GED)
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3. TRADE SCHOOL OR BUSINESS SCHOOL
4. ONE OR TWO YEARS OF JUNIOR OR SENIOR COLLEGE
5. ASSOCIATE DEGREE: JUNIOR COLLEGE
6. COLLEGE DEGREE
7. MASTERS DEGREE
8. DOCTORAL DEGREE
9. OTHER (please write in)

5. Below are some questions which ask about the
occurrence of divorce in your family.

A. Have your parents ever divorced? (please
circle one)

1. NO IF NO, PLEASE GO TO QUESTION #6.
2. YES IF YES, HOW OLD WERE YOU WHEN THEY

DIVORCED?

B. After your parents divorced, with which
parent did you live?

C. Did that parent remarry? (please circle one)

1. NO
2. YES IF YES, HOW OLD WERE YOU AT THE TIME

OF REMARRIAGE?

D. Did the parent you were not living with
remarry?

1. NO
2. YES IF YES, HOW OLD WERE YOU WHEN THAT

PARENT REMARRIED?

6. The following question asks about the occurrence
of parental death in your family.

A. Have either of your parents died? (please
circle one)

1. NO IF NO, PLEASE GO TO QUESTION #7.
2. YES IF YES, HOW OLD WERE YOU WHEN THAT

PARENT DIED?

B. Which of your parents died?
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C. Did your remaining parent remarry? (please
circle one)

1. NO
2. YES IF YES, HOW OLD WERE YOU WHEN THAT

PARENT REMARRIED?

7. The following question is directed at the type of
family you lived in during different periods of your
life. Several age periods are listed below as well
as a list of family types. Please place the correct
number from the list of FAMILY TYPES in the space
following the AGE PERIODS.

AGE PERIODS

A. BIRTH THROUGH 3 YEARS
B. 4 THROUGH 6 YEARS
C. 7 THROUGH 9 YEARS
D. 10 THROUGH 12 YEARS
E. 13 THROUGH 15 YEARS
F. 16 THROUGH 18 YEARS

FAMILY TYPES

1. TWO-PARENT FAMILY: BIOLOGICAL OR ADOPTIVE
PARENTS

2. ONE-PARENT FAMILY: MOTHER
3. ONE-PARENT FAMILY: FATHER
4. REMARRIED FAMILY: BIOLOGICAL OR ADOPTIVE

MOTHER & STEPFATHER
5. REMARRIED FAMILY: BIOLOGICAL OR ADOPTIVE

FATHER & STEPMOTHER
6. GRANDPARENTS OR OTHER RELATIVES
7. FOSTER PARENTS
8. OTHER

8. What was the work status of your parent(s) in the
household in which you lived from ages 16 to 18?
(please circle one)

A. BOTH WORKED OUTSIDE THE HOME
B. FATHER ONLY WORKED OUTSIDE THE HOME
C. MOTHER ONLY WORKED OUTSIDE THE HOME
D. OTHER (please write in)
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9. At different points in time, some families
experience financial stress while others do not. How
much or how little stress did you perceive your
family to experience when you were between the ages
of 16 and 18?

1 2 3 4 5 6

VERY LITTLE VERY GREAT
FINANCIAL FINANCIAL
STRESS STRESS

10. The following question has to do with your
marital expectations. (please circle one)

A. I EXPECT TO BE MARRIED BY AGE (PLEASE
WRITE IN)

B. I DO NOT INTEND TO MARRY.
C. I AM CURRENTLY MARRIED.
D. I AM DIVORCED.

11. Divorce has become a common occurrence in our
society. Most of us have experienced divorce in our
families or know someone who has divorced. The
following statements have to do with your attitude
toward divorce. Please rate them on a scale from 1
to 6.

A. In general, how unacceptable or acceptable
do you feel divorce is?

1 2 3 4 5 6

NOT AT ALL COMPLETELY
ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

B. Do you tend to disagree or agree with this
statement? "Anyone who wants a divorce should
be able to get it?"

1

TOTALLY
DISAGREE

2 3 4 5 6

TOTALLY
AGREE
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C. Do you feel that you would ever consider
divorcing your marital partner?

1 2 3 4 5 6

NOT AT ALL VERY
LIKELY LIKELY

D. If you would ever divorce a spouse, for what
reasons would you do so?

12. The next three questions have to do with your
sexual experience. Please write your answer in on
the line next to each question.

A. Have you ever masturbated? (please circle
NO or YES)

1. NO
2. YES IF YES, AT WHAT AGE DID YOU FIRST

MASTURBATE?

B. Have you ever had vaginal intercourse? (please
circle NO or YES)

1. NO
2. YES IF YES, AT WHAT AGE DID YOU FIRST HAVE

VAGINAL INTERCOURSE?

C. Have you ever had oral intercourse? (please
circle NO or YES)

1. NO
2. YES IF YES, AT WHAT AGE DID YOU FIRST HAVE

ORAL INTERCOURSE?

The following questions are designed to measure the
way you feel about sexual behavior. It is not a
test, so there are no right or wrong answers. Answer
each item as carefully and accurately as you can by
placing a number beside each question as follows:
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1. STRONGLY DISAGREE
2. DISAGREE
3. NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE
4. AGREE
5. STRONGLY AGREE

1. I think there is too much sexual freedom
given to adults these days.

2. I think that the increased sexual freedom
seen in the past several years has done much
to undermine the American family.

3. I think that young people have been given
too much information about sex.

4. Sex education should be restricted to the
home.

5. Older people do not need to have sex.
6. Sex education should be given only when

people are ready for marriage.
7. Premarital sex may be a sign of a decaying

social order.
8. Extramarital sex is never excusable.
9. I think there is too much sexual freedom

given to teenagers these days.
10. I think there is not enough sexual restraint

among young people.
11. I think that people indulge in sex too much.
12. I think the only proper way to have sex is

through vaginal intercourse.
13. I think sex should be reserved for marriage.
14. Sex should be only for the young.
15. Too much social approval has been given to

homosexuals.
16. Sex should be devoted to the purpose of

procreation.
17. People should not masturbate.
18. Heavy sexual petting should be discouraged.
19. People should not discuss their sexual lives

with others.
20. Severely handicapped (physically and

mentally) people should not have sex.
21. There should be no laws prohibiting sexual

acts between consenting adults.
22. What two consenting adults do together

sexually is their own business.
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23. There is too much sex on television.
24. Movies today are too sexually explicit.
25. Pornography should be totally banned from

our bookstores.
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GENDER SOCIAL SECURITY #

SIMMONS' VALUE SURVEY

THIS SURVEY LISTS 100 VALUES THAT YOU MAY OR MAY NOT
CONSIDER TO BE IMPORTANT. PLEASE RATE THESE VALUES
AS BEING "EXTREMELY", "VERY", "SOMEWHAT", "NOT VERY",
OR "NOT AT ALL" IMPORTANT. PARTICIPATION IN THIS
SURVEY IS VOLUNTARY. YOU MAY WITHDRAW AT ANY TIME OR
LEAVE QUESTIONS BLANK IF YOU WISH. YOUR ANSWERS ARE
CONFIDENTIAL, AS YOU WILL PUT ONLY YOUR SOCIAL
SECURITY NUMBER ON THE TOP OF THIS PAGE. THANK
YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION.

IMPORTANT
EXTREMELY VERY SOMEWHAT NOT VERY NOT AT ALL

1. THE OPPORTUNITY TO IMPROVE MY STANDARD OF LIVING
2. OWNING MY OWN LAND
3. HAVING MODERN CONVENIENCES LIKE INDOOR PLUMBING

AND ELECTRICITY
4. HAVING GOOD HEALTH
5. LIVING TO A HAPPY OLD AGE
6. HAVING AN ADEQUATE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM
7. BEING SUCCESSFUL IN MY WORK
8. HAVING HAPPY, HEALTHY CHILDREN*
9. BEING PART OF A HAPPY FAMILY*

10. PRESERVING SOCIAL JUSTICE
11. FIGHTING FOR WHAT I BELIEVE IN
12. A WORLD WITHOUT NATIONS
13. THE STATE OF ECSTASY
14. THE STATE OF TRANQUILITY
15. AN EVER CHANGING WORLD
16. A STABLE WORLD
17. A SENSE OF HEIGHTENED INDIVIDUALITY
18. THE PLEASURE OF BEING WITH OTHERS
19. BEING THE ONE WHO ALWAYS BRINGS ABOUT CHANGES
20. FEELING THE COMFORT OF HAVING OTHERS MAINTAIN

A GOOD WORLD FOR ME
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21. RESISTING THE PRESSURES TO BE OR DO SOMETHING
WHICH IS AGAINST MY VALUES

22. DEVELOPING NEW WAYS OF LIVING IN THE MODERN
WORLD

23. MAINTAINING THE TRIED AND TRUE WAYS OF LIVING
THAT HAVE PROVEN SO GOOD

24. APPROACHING THE SOLUTION OF SOCIAL PROBLEMS WITH
UNRESTRAINED ZEAL

25. RESOLVING SOCIAL DISPUTES THROUGH CALM DIPLOMACY
26. MODERATION IN ALL MOODS
27. A CLOSENESS WITH MY OWN INNER SELF
28. BEING OPEN AND RECEPTIVE TO OTHERS
29. ENJOYING SENSUAL EXPERIENCES WITH RELISH AND

ABANDONMENT
30. MERGING MYSELF WITH A COMPANIONABLE GROUP
31. CONTINUALLY AND ACTIVELY STRIVING FOR SOME END
32. EXPERIENCING AN EMPATHY FOR ALL WAYS OF LIFE
33. FLOATING ALONG IN A CASUAL AND CAREFREE STATE OF

EXISTENCE
34. ALWAYS BEING IN CONTROL OF MY EXPERIENCES
35. OVERCOMING OR CONQUERING SOME OBSTACLE
36. SEEKING ADVENTURE AND EXCITEMENT
37. THE JOY OF HUMILITY AND COOPERATIVENESS WHICH

AIDS OTHERS TO BECOME MORE THEMSELVES
38. THE BEAUTY OF A WORK OF ART
39. CREATING AN OBJECT OF BEAUTY
40. MAKING A CONTRIBUTION TO BASIC KNOWLEDGE
41. THINKING IDEAS AND ENJOYING THOUGHTS
42. THE HOPE OF BEING WEALTHY
43. PARTICIPATION IN THE BUSINESS LIFE OF THE

COMMUNITY
44. BEING A PART OF POLITICAL ACTIVITIES
45. BEING IN CHARGE OF THE LIVES OF OTHERS
46. SPENDING MY TIME ORGANIZING AND DIRECTING
47. ENTERTAINING OTHERS
48. SPENDING MY TIME AT PARTIES
49. BEING RECOGNIZED FOR MY ACCOMPLISHMENTS
50. THE OPPORTUNITY TO BECOME A CELEBRITY
51. BEING OF SERVICE TO OTHERS
52. BEING AS CHARITABLE AS POSSIBLE
53. LIVING A COMFORTABLE LIFE
54. LEADING A MEANINGFUL LIFE
55. LIVING IN A WORLD AT PEACE
56. HAVING EQUALITY AMONG ALL PEOPLE
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57. LEADING A LIFE OF FREEDOM
58. BEING A MATURE PERSON
59. LIVING IN A SECURE NATION
60. RESPECTING OTHERS
61. BEING RESPECTED BY OTHERS
62. ACHIEVING SALVATION
63. ACHIEVING WISDOM
64. EXPERIENCING TRUE FRIENDSHIP
65. LOVING MY PARENTS*
66. BECOMING AWARE THROUGH REBELLION
67. DEVELOPING AND MAINTAINING A CAREER FOR MYSELF
68. ESTABLISHING AND MAINTAINING A MARRIAGE AND A

FAMILY*
69. DEFENDING THE OPPRESSED
70. MAINTAINING A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY
71. MAINTAINING AN EFFICIENT SOCIETY
72. AVOIDING AN ADHERENCE TO ANY IDEOLOGY
73. THE JOY OF EXPERIENCING
74. THE TECHNOLOGICAL MARVELS OF OUR TIMES
75. CONTROLLING MY OWN IMPULSES SO THEY DON'T GET

OUR OF HAND
76. FOLLOWING THE RULES WHICH I ACCEPT
77. AVOIDING IDLENESS
78. AVOIDING ANARCHY THROUGH A STRONG CENTRAL

GOVERNMENT
79. ACHIEVING A SENSE OF COMMUNITY OR BELONGING

TOGETHER WITH ALL PEOPLE
80. BEING A DECENT, NORMAL PERSON
81. DEVELOPING MYSELF INTO A MORE SATISFYING PERSON
82. FEELING LIKE A WORTHWHILE PERSON
83. LEADING A DISCIPLINED LIFE
84. A WORLD WITHOUT FEAR
85. ACCEPTING CIRCUMSTANCES FOR WHAT THEY ARE
86. BECOMING AWARE OF THE POTENTIAL FOR CHANGE

AROUND ME
87. DEVELOPING OR DISCOVERING MEANS TO CHANGE THE

WORLD IN WHICH WE LIVE
88. TRUTH
89. GOODNESS
90. ORDER
91. BEING UNIQUE
92. SIMPLICITY
93. JUSTICE
94. PLAYFULNESS



184

Appendix D continued:

95. A SENSE OF EVERYTHING BEING CONNECTED
96. A SENSE OF ALIVENESS
97. ACCEPTING THE INEVITABLE
98. BEING VICTORIOUS
99. BEING MYSELF

100. PURITY
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Frequencies and Percentages of Age, Race, and

Religion for Students by Gender and Family Type

INTACT DIVORCED REMARRIED

AGE

M
n=148
m=20.3

F
n=150
m=19.6

M
n=18
m=19.0

F
n=29
m=19.1

M
n=21
m=19.7

F
n=17
m=19.2

17 0 2 0 0 0 0

(1%)

18 15 27 2 7 4 4

(10%) (18%) (10%) (24%) (19%) (24%)

19 45 58 5 15 4 8

(30%) (39%) (28%) (52%) (19%) (47%)

20 36 33 5 6 5 3

(24%) (22%) (28%) (21%) (24%) (19%)

21 19 17 3 1 7 1

(13%) (11%) (17%) ( 3%) (33%) ( 5%)

22+ 33 13 3 0 1 1

(23%) ( 9%) (17%) (5%) (5%)
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RELIGION

n=146 n=151 n=18 n=29 n=21 n=17

Catholic 45 59 6 12 8 2

(31%) (39%) (33%) (41%) (40%)

Protestant 66 69 5 8 6 11
(46%) (46%) (28%) (28%) (30%) (64%)

Mormon 2 1 0 0 0 1

(1%) (1%) (6%)

Jewish 1 0 0 2 0 1

(1%) (7%) (6%)

Moslem 3 0 0 0 0 0

(2%)

Other 6 2 0 0 1 1

(4%) (1%) (5%) (6%)

None 23 20 7 7 5 1

(16%) (13%) (39%) (24%) (25%) (6%)
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Frequencies and Percentages for Student Reports of

Parents' Highest Level of Education by Gender and

Family Type

INTACT DIVORCED REMARRIED
EDUCATION

M F M F P4 F

Father n=144 n=148 n=18 n=29 n=21 n=17

Grade School 3 3 1 2 1 1

(2%) (2%) (6%) (7%) (5%) (5%)

High School/ 14 24 8 8 2 5

GED (10%) (16%) (43%) (28%) (10%) (30%)

Trade/ 10 9 1 1 3 0

Business (7%) (6%) (6%) (3%) (14%)

1-2 yrs 25 29 1 5 6 2

College (18%) (19%) (6%) (17%) (28%) (12%)

College 48 44 4 9 5 5

Degree (33%) (30%) (22%) (31%) (23%) (30%)

Graduate 44 39 3 4 4 3

Degree (30%) (27%) (17%) (14%) (19%) (23%)
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EDUCATION
INTACT DIVORCED REMARRIED

Mother n=143 n=147 n=17 n=29 n=21 n=17

Grade 2 2 0 0

School (1%)

High School/ 27 31 7 12 8 5

GED (19%) (21%) (41%) (41%) (38%) (29%)

Trade/ 15 12 2 3 0 0

Business (10%) (8%) (12%) (10%)

1-2 yrs 35 46 2 6 7 6

College (24%) (31%) (12%) (20%) (33%) (35%)

College 45 42 2 6 5 3

Degree (31%) (29%) (12%) (21%) (24%) (18%)

Graduate 19 14 4 2 1 3

Degree (14%) (9%) (23%) (7%) (5%) (18%)
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Raw Scores and Percentages of Parents' Work Status

and Financial Stress in Families of Students by

Gender and Type of Family between Ages of 16 and 18

STUDENTS WHOSE

INTACT
M F

DIVORCED
M F

REMARRIED
M F

PARENTS n=146 n=152 n=17 n=29 n=20 n=17
WORK OUTSIDE
THE HOME

Both Parents 99 88 10 11 13 15
(68%) (58%) (59%) (38%) (65%) (88%)

Father only 42 51 1 1 4 2

(29%) (34%) (6%) (3%) (20%) (12%)

Mother only 2 2 5 13 2 0

(1%) (1%) (29%) (45%) (10%)

Other 3 11 1 4 1 0

(2%) (7%) (6%) (14%) (5%)

INTACT DIVORCED REMARRIED
FINANCIAL M F M F M F

STRESS n=146 n=151 n=18 n=29 n=20 n=17

Very little
10 29 38 1 4 3 3

(20%) (25%) (6%) (14%) (15%) (18%)
20 37 38 5 4 6 4

(25%) (25%) (27%) (14%) (30%) (23%)
Moderate

30 32 19 2 8 6 4

(22%) (13%) (12%) (28%) (30%) (23%)
40 24 29 3 3 3 1

(17%) (19%) (16%) 10%) (15%) (6%)

Very high
50 19 23 6 6 1 2

(13%) (15%) (33%) (20%) (5%) (12%)
60 5 3 1 4 1 3

(3%) (3%) (6%) (14%) (5%) (18%)



191

Appendix H

Frequencies and Percentages for Students in Three

Types of Family at Different Age Periods

AGE PERIOD

INTACT
Total
Sample
(N=383)

DIVORCED
Cell Total

Sample
(n=80) (N=383)

REMARRIED
Cell Total

Sample
(n=49) (N=383)

Birth 370 20 20 6 6

(93.4%) (25%) (5%) (12%) (1.6%)

Four 357 13 14 9 11
(92.0%) (16%) (4%) (18%) (3%)

Seven 340 13 23 7 19

(89.0%) (16%) (6%) (14%) (5%)

Ten 328 12 30 8 25
(85.0%) (15%) (8%) (16%) (7%)

Thirteen 314 11 35 10 34

(82.0%) (14%) (9%) (20%) (9%)

Sixteen 298 11 47 9 38
(77.8%) (14%) (12%) (18%) (9.9%)
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Frequencies and Percentages for Students'

Expectations of Marriage and Expected Age

at Marriage by Gender and Family Type

INTACT DIVORCED REMARRIED
DO YOU M F M F M F
EXPECT n=145 n=151 n=18 n=29 n=20 n=17
TO MARRY?

Yes 143 147 18 26 21 16
(99%) (97%) (100%) (90%) (100%) (94%)

No 2 4 0 3 0 1

(1%) (3%) (10%) (6%)

EXPECTED M F M F M F
AGE OF n=139 n=145 n=17 n=25 n=19 n=16
MARRIAGE m=27.1 m=25.4 m=27.9 m=25.0 m=26.1 m=25.4

19-21 0 8 0 0 1 1

(5%) (5%) (6%)

22-24 18 36 2 6 2 5

(13%) (25%) (12%) (24%) (10%) (32%)

25-27 73 72 9 18 9 8

(52%) (50%) (53%) (72%) (47%) (50%)

28-30 37 28 5 1 7 0

(27%) (19%) (29%) (4%) (38%)

over 30 10 1 1 0 0 2

(8%) (1%) (6%) (12%)



193

Appendix J

Frequencies and Percentages for Students' First

Sexual Behavior: Masturbation

by Gender and Family Type

HAVE YOU EVER MASTURBATED?

INTACT
M F

n=126 n=136

DIVORCED
M F

n=17 n=23

REMARRIED
M F

n=17 n=12

Yes 84 54 9 8 11 5

(67%) (40%) (53%) (35%) (65%) (42%)

No 42 82 8 15 6 7

(33%) (60%) (47%) (65%) (35%) (58%)

AGE OF FIRST MASTURBATION

M
n=66

mean age=14

F
n=42
m=13.9

M
n=8
m=14.8

F
n=8
m=12.8

M
n=10
m=11.6

F
n=3
m=13.3

under 13 16 17 2 3 6 1

(24%) (40%) (25%) (37%) (60%) (33%)

13-15 30 9 3 2 4 1

(45%) (21%) (37%) (25%) (40%) (33%)

16-18 17 8 2 3 0 1

(26%) (19%) (25%) (37%) (33%)

over 18 3 8 1 0 0 0

(5%) (19%) (13%)
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Frequencies and Percentages for Students' First

Sexual Behavior: Vaginal Intercourse by

Gender and Family Type

HAVE YOU EVER HAD VAGINAL INTERCOURSE?

INTACT DIVORCED REMARRIED
M F M F M F

n=135 n=149 n=18 n=27 n=21 n=13

Yes 115 120 16 23 20 11
(85%) (81%) (89%) (85%) (95%) (85%)

No 20 29 2 4 1 2

(15%) (19%) (11%) (15%) (5%) (15%)

AGE OF FIRST VAGINAL INTERCOURSE

M F
n=103 n=107

mean age=16.4 m=16.9

M
n=15
m=17.1

F
n=22
m=16.6

M
n=17
m=16.5

F
n=10
m=16.2

under 13 5 2 0 0 0 0

(5%) (2%)

13-15 24 20 0 6 5 4

(23%) (19%) (27%) (29%) (40%)

16-18 59 67 14 16 9 6

(57%) (63%) (93%) (73%) (53%) (60%)

over 18 15 18 1 0 3 0

(15%) (16%) (7%) (18%)
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Frequencies and Percentages for Students' First

Sexual Behavior: Oral Intercourse by Gender

and Family Type

HAVE YOU EVER HAD ORAL INTERCOURSE?

INTACT DIVORCED REMARRIED
M F M F M F

n=135 n=148 n=18 n=26 n=21 n=14

Yes 115 122 14 21 17 11
(85%) (82%) (78%) (81%) (81%) (79%)

No 20 26 4 5 4 3

(15%) (18%) (22%) (19%) (19%) (21%)

AGE AT FIRST ORAL INTERCOURSE

M F
n=104 n=112

mean age=16.9 m=17.0

M
n=14
m=17.3

F
n=20
m=16.8

M
n=14
m=15.9

F
n=10
m=15.6

under 13 1 2 0 0 2 1

(1%) (2%) (14%) (10%)

13-15 20 13 1 4 3 3

(19%) (12%) (7%) (20%) (21%) (30%)

16-18 61 76 10 14 7 6

(59%) (68%) (71%) (70%) (50%) (60%)

over 18 22 21 3 2 2 0

(21%) (18%) (22%) (10%) (14%)
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Means, Standard Deviations, Manova, and Univariate

F-ratios for Family Environment Scale (R) Interaction

Scores for Gender by Family Type Comparisons

INTERACTION
Males
n=185

Mean

COHESION

SCORES
Females
n=198

(SD) Mean (SD)

INTERACTION
MANOVA F-RATIOS
GENDER BY FAMILY

F=0.67

UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

F=0.92

Intact* 6.8 (2.20) 7.2 (1.96)
Divorced 6.9 (1.98) 6.6 (2.49)
Remarried 6.6 (2.27) 6.5 (2.65)

EXPRESSIVENESS F=0.10

Intact 5.1 (2.15) 5.7 (2.07)
Divorced 5.6 (1.69) 6.5 (2.09)
Remarried 5.1 (2.09) 5.7 (1.96)

CONFLICT F=1.93

Intact 3.2 (2.06) 3.1 (1.99)
Divorced 2.8 (2.21) 3.9 (2.26)
Remarried 2.9 (2.19) 3.2 (1.98)

INDEPENDENCE F=0.53

Intact 6.8 (1.48) 6.6 (1.54)
Divorced 7.2 (1.51) 6.7 (1.43)
Remarried 6.3 (1.65) 6.5 (1.66)

ACHIEVEMENT ORIENTATION F=0.30

Intact 6.0 (1.64) 5.9 (1.59)
Divorced 5.7 (1.53) 6.0 (1.56)
Remarried 5.7 (1.67) 5.7 (1.61)
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Appendix M Continued:

INTERACTION SCORES
Males Females
n=185 n=198

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

INTELLECTUAL-CULTURAL ORIENTATION F=0.28

Intact 5.5 (2.17) 5.8 (2.16)
Divorced 5.1 (2.60) 4.8 (2.59)
Remarried 5.2 (2.29) 5.4 (2.93)

ACTIVE-RECREATIONAL ORIENTATION F=0.74

Intact
Divorced
Remarried

6.5 (1.97) 6.5 (2.01)
6.9 (1.60) 6.7 (2.15)
6.5 (1.60) 7.4 (1.73)

MORAL-RELIGIOUS EMPHASIS F=0.13

Intact 5.2 (2.30) 5.1 (2.18)
Divorced 4.4 (2.48) 4.0 (1.93)
Remarried 4.7 (2.10) 4.6 (2.27)

ORGANIZATION F=1.60

Intact 5.2 (2.09) 5.5 (2.28)
Divorced 5.1 (2.81) 4.2 (2.04)
Remarried 6.4 (1.54) 6.0 (2.03)

CONTROL F=0.37

Intact 4.2 (2.18) 4.3 (2.02)
Divorced 3.7 (2.52) 3.6 (2.60)
Remarried 4.9 (2.03) 4.3 (2.29)

Note: *Intact (n=298)
Divorced (n=47)
Remarried (n=38)

**R<.05
***R<.01
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Appendix N

Means, Standard Deviations, and Manova F-ratios

for Family Environment Scale (E) Interactive Mean

Scores for Gender by Family Type Comparisons

INTERACTION

INTERACTION
Males
n=185

Mean

COHESION

MANOVA F-RATIOS
SCORES GENDER BY FAMILY
Females F=0.91
n=198

(SD) Mean (SD) UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

F=0.03

Intact* 7.8 (1.48) 8.3 (0.97)
Divorced 7.8 (1.95) 8.3 (0.77)
Remarried 8.0 (1.24) 8.6 (0.51)

EXPRESSIVENESS F=0.19

Intact 6.0 (1.62) 6.5 (1.51)
Divorced 6.1 (1.71) 6.8 (1.14)
Remarried 6.2 (1.41) 6.8 (1.67)

CONFLICT F=0.18

Intact 3.0 (2.00) 2.8 (1.55)
Divorced 3.2 (2.20) 2.6 (1.74)
Remarried 3.4 (2.22) 3.0 (1.77)

INDEPENDENCE F=1.88

Intact 6.6 (1.37) 6.7 (1.10)
Divorced 6.4 (1.34) 7.2 (1.10)
Remarried 6.5 (1.86) 6.6 (1.00)

ACHIEVEMENT ORIENTATION F=0.30

Intact 6.2 (1.65) 5.8 (1.39)
Divorced 6.2 (1.69) 5.9 (1.41)
Remarried 6.0 (1.43) 5.2 (1.44)



199

Appendix N continued:

INTERACTION SCORES
Males Females
n=185 n=198

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) UNIVARIATE F-RATIOS

INTELLECTUAL-CULTURAL ORIENTATION F=0.11

Intact 6.5 (2.00) 7.4 (1.67)
Divorced 6.2 (2.38) 7.3 (1.73)
Remarried 7.0 (1.02) 7.8 (1.25)

ACTIVE-RECREATIONAL ORIENTATION F=0.05

Intact 7.8 (1.32) 8.3 (0.98)
Divorced 8.1 (1.21) 8.5 (0.74)
Remarried 7.8 (1.12) 8.4 (0.86)

MORAL-RELIGIOUS EMPHASIS F=2.63

Intact 5.6 (2.05) 5.5 (2.09)
Divorced 4.3 (2.49) 4.9 (2.47)
Remarried 4.5 (2.13) 6.1 (2.46)

ORGANIZATION F=1.25

Intact
Divorced
Remarried

5.9 (1.93)
6.4 (1.85)
6.8 (1.61)

6.3 (1.91)
6.4 (1.62)
6.1 (2.21)

CONTROL F=0.06

Intact
Divorced
Remarried

Note:

4.5 (1.85)
3.9 (1.88)
5.1 (1.87)

* Intact (n=298)
Divorced (n=47)
Remarried (n=38)

** 2.<.05
*** 2<.01

4.3 (1.84)
3.7 (1.67)
4.7 (1.72)
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Appendix 0

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova and Univariate

F-ratiosfor Interaction Scores on Sexual Attitude

Scale (SAS) and Age at First Sexual Experience

by Gender and Family Type Comparisons

INTERACTION
MANOVA F-RATIOS

INTERACTION SCORES GENDER BY FAMILY
Males Females F=1.11
n=84 n=53

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

SEXUAL ATTITUDE SCALE SCORES

UNIVARIATE
F-RATIOS

F=1.62

Intact (n=108) 57.5 (12.19) 60.2 (12.52)
Divor. (n= 16) 57.2 (12.19) 56.8 ( 9.17)
Remar. (n= 13) 56.1 (14.08) 58.1 (10.00)

AGE AT FIRST MASTURBATION F=2.05

Intact (n=108) 14.0 (3.28) 13.9 (4.64)
Divor. (n= 16) 14.8 (3.50) 12.8 (4.30)
Remar. (n= 13) 11.6 (3.13) 13.3 (4.04)

AGE AT FIRST VAGINAL INTERCOURSE F=0.75

Intact (n=108) 16.4 (7.78) 16.9 (2.23)
Divor. (n= 16) 17.1 (0.99) 16.6 (1.44)
Remar. (n= 13) 16.5 (2.00) 16.2 (1.62)

AGE AT FIRST ORAL INTERCOURSE F=0.26

Intact (n=108) 17.0 (2.14) 17.2 (1.83)
Divor. (n= 16) 17.3 (1.44) 16.8 (1.41)
Remar. (n= 13) 15.9 (2.67) 15.6 (2.37)

Note: *2.<.05
**R<.01
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Appendix P

Raw Scores and Percentages for Student Scores

on the Hudson Short Form of the Sexual

SCORES

INTACT
M

n=141

Attitude Scale (SAS)

REMARRIED
M F

n=21 n=17
F

n=152

DIVORCED
M F

n=18 n=29

20-29 0 1 0 0 0 0

(1%)

30-39 12 5 2 1 3 0

(9%) (3%) (11%) (3%) (14%)

40-49 25 23 4 7 3 3

(17%) (15%) (22%) (24%) (14%) (18%)

50-59 48 44 4 9 7 6

(33%) (29%) (22%) (31%) (33%) (35%)

60-69 33 49 5 10 3 6

(22%) (32%) (28%) (35%) (14%) (35%)

70-79 22 18 3 2 5 2

(15%) (12%) (17%) (7%) (24%) (12%)

80-89 4 10 0 0 0 0

(3%) (7%)

90-99 1 2 0 0 0

(1%) (1%)

100-125 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix Q

Frequencies and Percentages for Student Scores on

the Family Value Index by Gender and Family Type

Value 1: Having happy, healthy children

F
n=17

INTACT
M F

n=139 n=148

DIVORCED
M F

n=16 n=29

REMARRIED
M

n=20

Extremely 104 120 11 20 16 13
(75%) (81%) (69%) (69%) (80%) (76%)

Very 26 14 3 7 3 2

(19%) (10%) (19%) (24%) (15%) (12%)
Somewhat 4 6 0 1 1 1

(3%) (4%) (3%) (5%) (6%)
Not very 3 4 1 1 0 1

(2%) (3%) (6%) (3%) (6%)
Not at all 2 4 1 0 0 0

Value 2:

(1%) (3%) (6%)

Being part of a happy family

F
n=17

16Extremely

INTACT
M F

n=139 n=148

112 129

DIVORCED
M F

n=16 n=29

10 20

REMARRIED
M

n=20

15
(81%) (87%) (63%) (69%) (75%) (94%)

Very 29 15 3 8 5 1

(14%) (10%) (19%) (28%) (25%) (6%)
Somewhat 7 3 2 1 0 0

(5%) (2%) (13%) (3%)
Not Very 0 0 1 0 0 0

(5%)
Not at All 0 1 0 0 0 0
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Appendix Q continued:

Value 3: Loving my parents

F
n=29

REMARRIED
M F

n=20 n=17

INTACT
M F

n=139 n=148

DIVORCED
M

n=16

Extremely 102 120 8 25 16 12
(73%) (81%) (50%) (86%) (80%) (71%)

Very 30 23 4 3 1 5

(22%) (16%) (25%) (13%) (5%) (29%)
Somewhat 6 5 3 1 2 0

(4%) (3%) (19%) (1%) (10%)
Not very 1 0 0 0 0 0

(1%)
Not at all 0 0 1 0 1 0

(6%) (5%)

Value 4: Establishing and maintaining

F
n=17

a marriage and a family

REMARRIED
M

n=20

INTACT
M F

n=139 n=148

DIVORCED
M F

n=16 n=29

Extremely 94 119 10 19 12 14
(68%) (80%) (63%) (66%) (60%) (82%)

Very 30 22 2 8 7 2

(22%) (15%) (13%) (28%) (35%) (12%)
Somewhat 11 5 3 1 1 1

(8%) (3%) (19%) (3%) (5%) (6%)
Not very 4 2 0 0 0 0

(2%) (2%)
Not at all 0 0 1 1 0 0

(5%) (3%)
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Appendix Q continued:

Summed Family Value Index

DIVORCED
M F

n=16 n=29

REMARRIED
M F

n=20 n=17

INTACT
M F

n=139 n=148

Extremely 127 138 12 28 17 17

(19%) (93%) (75%) (97%) (85%)(100%)
Very 11 9 2 1 3 0

(8%) (6%) (13%) (3%) (15%)
Somewhat 1 1 2 0 0 0

(1%) (1%) (13%)
Not very 0 0 0 0 0 0

Not at all 0 0 0 0 0 0



205

Appendix R

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova and Univariate

F-ratios for Family Value Index Interactive Scores

for Gender by Family Type Comparisons

INTERACTION
MANOVA F-RATIOS

INTERACTION SCORES GENDER BY FAMILY
Males Females F=1.21
n=175 n=194

HAVING HAPPY,

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) UNIVARIATE
F-RATIOS

HEALTHY CHILDREN

Intact* 4.6 (0.77) 4.6 (0.90)
Divorced 4.4 (1.20) 4.5 (0.87) F=.39
Remarried 4.8 (0.55) 4.6 (0.87)

BEING PART OF A
HAPPY FAMILY

Intact 4.8 (0.54) 4.8 (0.51)
Divorced 4.4 (0.96) 4.7 (0.55) F=0.76
Remarried 4.8 (0.44) 4.9 (0.24)

LOVING MY PARENTS

Intact 4.7 (0.59) 4.8 (0.49)
Divorced 4.1 (1.15) 4.8 (0.47) F=4.41**
Remarried 4.6 (1.05) 4.7 (0.47) Manova not

significant



Appendix R continued:

INTERACTION SCORES
Males Females
n=175 n=194

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

ESTABLISHING AND MAINTAINING
A MARRIAGE AND A FAMILY

206

INTERACTION
MANOVA F-RATIOS
GENDER BY FAMILY

F=1.21

UNIVARIATE
F-RATIOS

Intact 4.5 (0.76) 4.7 (0.59)
Divorced 4.3 (1.18) 4.5 (0.98) F=0.04
Remarried 4.6 (0.61) 4.8 (0.56)

FAMILY VALUE INDEX SUM

Intact 18.6 (2.0) 18.9 (1.9)
Divorced 17.1 (4.0) 18.6 (2.1) F=1.13
Remarried 18.6 (2.3) 19.0 (1.5)

Note: *Intact (n=287)
Divorced (n= 45)
Remarried (n= 37)

**p<.05.
***R<.01
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Appendix S

Means, Standard Deviations, Manova and Univariate

F-ratios for Predicted Age of Marriage and

Attitude toward Divorce Scale Interactive Scores

for Gender by Family Type Comparisons

INTERACTION
MANOVA F-RATIOS

INTERACTION SCORES GENDER BY FAMILY
Males Females F=1.00
n=185 n=194

Mean (SD) Mean

PREDICTED AGE

(SD) UNIVARIATE
F-RATIOS

F=1.31AT MARRIAGE

Intact 27.1 (3.33) 25.4 (2.45)
Divorced 29.7 (6.09) 25.0 (1.35)
Remarried 26.1 (2.42) 25.4 (3.72)

ATTITUDE TOWARD DIVORCE SCALE

1. IN GENERAL, HOW UNACCEPTABLE
OR ACCEPTABLE DO YOU FEEL
DIVORCE IS? F=1.88

Intact 28.9 (13.7) 31.8 (12.6)
Divorced 39.3 (14.6) 41.6 (14.5)
Remarried 40.5 (10.7) 31.2 (15.8)

2. DO YOU TEND TO DISAGREE OR AGREE
WITH THIS STATEMENT: "ANYONE WHO
WANTS A DIVORCE SHOULD BE ABLE
TO GET IT?" F=1.66

Intact 37.3 (15.6) 36.1 (15.3)
Divorced 43.1 (14.1) 45.5 (13.3)
Remarried 42.9 (13.5) 30.6 (15.6)
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Appendix S continued:

INTERACTION SCORES
Males Females
n=185 n=194

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

3. DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU WOULD

UNIVARIATE
F-RATIOS

EVER CONSIDER DIVORCING YOUR
MARITAL PARTNER? F=1.42

Intact 20.3 (11.8) 19.3 ( 9.9)
Divorced 27.8 (11.7) 27.5 (12.3)
Remarried 27.9 (12.9) 21.8 (10.7)

SUMMED DIVORCE SCALE F=3.11

Intact 86.5 (29.0) 87.2 (26.4)
Divorced 110.3 (32.7) 112.1 (29.5)
Remarried 111.2 (26.1) 83.5 (34.1)

Note: *Intact (n=297)
Divorced (n= 44)
Remarried (n= 38)

**R<.05
***R.01
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Appendix T

Frequencies and Percentages for Student Scores

on the Attitude Toward Divorce Scale

by Gender and Family Type

Question 1. In general, how unacceptable or
acceptable do you feel divorce is?

INTACT
M F

n=146 n=151

Not at all
acceptable:

DIVORCED
M F

n=18 n=28

REMARRIED
M F

n=21 n=17

10 15 8 2 1 0 2

(11%) (5%) (11%) (4%) (12%)
20 58 42 0 2 3 7

(40%) (28%) (7%) (14%) (41%)
30 27 45 4 6 2 2

(18%) (30%) (22%) (21%) (10%) (12%)
40 16 30 4 9 7 3

(11%) (20%) (22%) (32%) (33%) (17%)
50 24 19 6 2 9 2

(17%) (13%) (33%) (7%) (43%) (12%)
60 5 7 2 8 0 1

(3%) (4%) (11%) (29%) (6%)
Completely
acceptable
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Appendix T continued:

Question 2. Do you tend to disagree or agree with
this statement? "Anyone who wants a divorce should
be able to get it?"

DIVORCED
M F

n=18 n=28

REMARRIED
M F

n=21 n=17

Totally
disagree

INTACT
M F

n=146 n=151

10 7 8 0 0 0 3

(5%) (5%) (18%)
20 34 39 2 3 3 4

(23%) (26%) (11%) (11%) (14%) (24%)
30 30 30 4 3 3 4

(21%) (20%) (22%) (11%) (14%) (24%)
40 19 21 3 5 4 2

(13%) (14%) (17%) (17%) (19%) (11%)
50 29 31 4 9 7 3

(20%) (21%) (22%) (32%) (34%) (18%)
60 27 22 5 8 4 1

(18%) (14%) (28%) (29%) (19%) (5%)
Totally
agree

Question 3. Do you feel that you would ever consider
divorcing your marital partner?

INTACT
M F

n=146 n=151

Not at all
likely

DIVORCED
M F

n=18 n=28

REMARRIED
M F

n=21 n=17

10 56 59 1 4 3 4

(38%) (39%) (6%) (15%) (14%) (24%)
20 54 57 8 8 7 9

(37%) (39%) (44%) (31%) (34%) (53%)
30 20 21 5 6 5 2

(14%) (14%) (28%) (23%) (24%) (12%)
40 9 10 3 7 4 1

(6%) (6%) (16%) (27%) (19%) (6%)
50 4 4 0 0 1 1

(3%) (2%) (4%) (6%)
60 3 0 1 1 1 0

(2%) (6%) (4%) (4%)
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Appendix T continued:

Summed Scores for Three Attitude Toward

REMARRIED
M F

n=21 n=17

0 6

(35%)

Divorce Questions

F
n=151

31
(21%)

DIVORCED
M F

n=18 n=28

2 1

(11%) (4%)
30-60

INTACT
M

n=146

38
(26%)

70-90 58 71 4 8 7 5

(40%) (47%) (22%) (31%) (33%) (29%)
100-120 34 33 6 10 9 4

(23%) (22%) (33%) (38%) (43%) (24%)
130-150 14 14 4 5 3 1

(10%) (9%) (22%) (19%) (14%) (6%)

160-180 2 2 2 2 2 1

(1%) (1%) (11%) (8%) (10%) (6%)


