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The purpose of the present study was to investigate the 

relationship between ease of discussion of sexual likes and 

dislikes with a sexual partner and religious, expressive, 

and affectional influences in the family of origin. The 

subjects were 108 males and 156 females between the ages of 

18 and 30. Sujects in the high ease of communication group 

reported growing up in a significantly more affectionate 

climate than the low ease of communication group. In 

addition, females reported that they gave significantly more 

affection to their parents than males. Although previous 

studies indicated that religiosity and expressiveness 

in the family of origin affect children's sexual attitudes 

and behaviors, the present study did not find differences 

between the high and low communication groups on either 

religiosity or expressiveness. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The intention of this study was to examine the 

differences between people who are able freely to discuss 

sexual likes and dislikes with a sexual partner and those 

who are not in relationship to parental modeling in the 

family of origin. The first part of the paper explores the 

social learning theory of sexual development. The second 

part examines literature associated with parental modeling 

of communication about sexual topics in the family 

environment; socialization of religious beliefs; and 

parental modeling of affection in the family of origin. 

Most sexual behaviors, including communicating about 

sex, are to a large degree learned (Stuart, Stuart, Maurice 

& Szasz, 1975). Parents serve as models and agents of 

reinforcement through which children learn a wide range of 

these behaviors (Galbraith & Crow, 1976) . In fact, parental 

attitudes regarding nudity, touching, displays of affection, 

and desires for privacy are communicated to children by the 

time they are three or four years old (Auerback, Hoffman, 

Newgard, Ramer, Terr, Mcllvenna, 1976). 

Albert Bandura (1969), father of the social learning 

theory, proposed that people can learn behaviors without 



receiving any direct reinforcement, but through the 

observation of others. The social learning theory can be 

applied to the development of sexual behavior. Several 

studies suggest that parents teach their children, through 

modeling, the circumstances appropriate to making sexual 

responses (Walters, Bowen & Parke, 1964; Wiggins, Renner, 

Clore & Rose, 1971). Social learning theory suggests that 

children attach themselves to their same sex parent 

naturally during childhood and that this parent serves as a 

major reinforcer. The result is identification through 

parental modeling of behavior and reinforcement of 

appropriate behaviors. Though children identify with the 

same sex parent, both parents are role models and 

reinforcers (Juni, et al, 1985) . The socialization of 

children's attitudes and behaviors regarding sex involves 

parental modeling of communication on the subject, both 

verbally and non-verbally. The literature presented in the 

following section reviews variables that determine sexual 

discussion in families. 

Parental Modeling of Communication 

Through modeling, parents give cues to their children 

as to what constitutes proper sexual communication behavior. 

For example, some children may never see their parents hold 

hands and kiss, or may be reprimanded for touching 

themselves in erogenous zones. Religious parents may teach 

their children the "sins" of premarital sex, or may not 

discuss sexual issues at all, giving the child the 



impression that talking about sex is inappropriate. Farmer 

(1973) cited case histories of persons who had sexual 

inadequacies, revealing that parents' censorship, such as 

refusing to discuss sex-related topics, condemning 

masturbation, prohibiting family nudity, discouraging 

genital examination, and adhering to biological explanations 

of sexual issues, may have influenced the subjects' sexual 

inadequacies. 

Darling and Hicks (1983) found that the most highly 

communicated sexual topics to daughters by parents were 

"control topics" related to restraining sexual interest and 

activity. Control topics are probably used more with 

females than males because of a double standard as well as 

the risk of pregnancy (Darling & Hicks, 1983) . 

Studies involving ways that parents influence their 

children's sexual attitudes and behaviors through 

communication and modeling are of probative value. Parents 

initiate the sexual socialization of their children in the 

first few months of life by laying out the foundations of 

gender identity, gender appropriate behaviors, and moral 

values (Darling & Hicks, 1983). Furthermore, sexual 

messages are embedded in and communicated through such 

family rites of passage as the attainment of puberty, the 

mystique of the wedding night, and the event of childbirth 

(Fox, 1979; Darling & Hicks, 1983). 



Fisher (1986) conducted a study on parent-child 

communication about sex involving 141 students (58 male and 

83 female) and their parents. There were 35 early 

adolescent subjects, 47 middle adolescent subjects, and 59 

late adolescent subjects. The subjects chose which parent 

they felt most comfortable asking to participate in the 

study with them. Parents included 123 mothers and only 18 

fathers. Each subject received a three-part questionnaire. 

The first part dealt with background information. The 
/ 

second part measured the amount of discussion about sex that 

had occurred between the parent and child and what types of 

topics were talked about (including: pregnancy, 

fertilization, intercourse, menstruation, venereal disease, 

birth control, abortion, prostitution, and homosexuality). 

The third part of the questionnaire was the Attitudes Toward 

Sexuality Scale. Fisher found that there was little 

difference between the sexual attitudes of parents who did 

talk to their children about sex and the sexual attitudes of 

those parents who did not talk to their children about sex. 

However, children who received primary sex education from 

parents were less permissive, had their first coital 

experience at a later age, and shared sexual attitudes more 

similar to their parents than those parents who were not the 

primary sex educators of their children. This study 

suggests that different parental modeling styles of 

communication on sexual topics influence children's sexual 



behaviors uniquely. It can be postulated from this study 

that the quantity and quality of sexual discussion between 

parents and their children is directly related children's 

sexual behaviors. The pattern of children choosing their 

mothers to talk to about sex continues through the 

literature and suggests the potentially powerful influence 

that mothers have. 

Shipman (1986) suggests that American sex education is 

negligible in father-son, father-daughter, and mother-son 

relationships, and that only in mother-daughter 

relationships does sex education range from excellent to 

very poor. Hepburn (1983) interviewed 48 sets of parents 

and their teenage daughters concerning their communication 

about sexual matters. The teenagers came from upper middle 

to upper class families and were enrolled in the 9th through 

12th grades at a private day school for girls. Interviews 

lasted from 2 to 5 hours. Parents were interviewed 

together, and children were interviewed separately from 

their parents. 

Hepburn found that sexual communication between parents 

and their daughters was characterized by a three level 

pattern and determined by the age and maturity level of the 

child, as well as by previous communication experience 

within the family. The first level falls around the age of 

prepubescence and involves direct informational 

communication between mother and daughter about 



menstruation, reproduction, and/or sexual intercourse. The 

second level takes place during early to middle adolescence 

and involves mutual mother-daughter discussions which are 

sometimes informational, but tend to contain guidelines for 

behavior and involve birth control, abortion, teenage 

pregnancy, homosexuality, petting, and rape. The third 

level begins in adolescence and continues through adulthood. 

It involves family discussions of sociosexual issues about 

intercourse, adultery, illegitimacy, abortion, 

homosexuality, and rape. It should be noted, however, that 

not all mothers and daughters engage in serious, private, 

informational conversation about sex. 

Hepburn (1983) found that though mothers seem to be 

responsible for specific information about sex, fathers 

appear to have an equal if not a primary role in the 

transmission of sociosexual values. Shipman (1968) 

theorizes that the division of these roles by parents is due 

to the incest taboo and that verbal communication about 

sexual activity becomes a symbolic violation of the taboo. 

In the Fisher (1986) study, most sons and daughters chose 

their mothers to participate suggesting that Shipman's 

(1968) theory about parental roles in sexual discussion may 

be more applicable to fathers and daughters than to mothers 

and sons. 

Mueller and Powers (1990) studied the relationship 

between perceived parental sexual communicator style and 



adolescent sexual behavior and information accuracy. They 

define communicator style as "the way one verbally and 

paraverbally interacts to signal how message content should 

be taken, interpreted, filtered, or understood" (Norton, 

1978). One-hundred-forty-three subjects from a midwestern 

university were given Norton's (1978) Communicator Style 

Measure, the Miller-Fisk Sexual Knowledge Questionnaire 

(Gough, 1974), and a single item measure from Jorgensen and 

Sonstegard (1984) to measure contraception usage. Results 

showed that of the male subjects, 39 received sexual 

information from their mothers and 32 from their fathers. 

Eighty-six female subjects received sexual information from 

their mothers, while only three received information from 

their fathers. Results indicated that the parental impact 

on sexual activity, contraceptive use, and sexual 

information accuracy does not depend on which parent 

provides the information. Though, the female students had a 

significantly higher level of sexual information than male 

subjects. Results on sexual activity indicated that 

students who perceived their parents as having friendly and 

attentive styles of communicating reported less sexual 

activity in junior high school, in college, and totally. 

Students who perceived their parents as contentious, 

expressive, dramatic, open, and/or dominant reported higher 

level of sexual activity in junior high school. 

Contraceptive use was positively related to friendly, 
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attentive, and open styles of communication and was 

negatively related to contentious and dramatic styles. 

Swan (1983) conducted a study on communication about 

sexuality in Catholic homes. The study involved family 

reactions to sexual topics on television. It included 139 

senior high school girls from a predominantly white middle 

class Catholic congregation, 69 of their mothers, and 24 of 

their fathers. Subjects were given a questionnaire designed 

to elicit responses about how their families deal with sex 

education in the home. Seventy-five percent of parents 

answered the questionnaire confirming that they had spoken 

to their daughters seriously in the past three years about 

sex, but only fifty percent of the daughters acknowledged 

that it was true. Swan also found that mothers rather than 

fathers were more likely to talk to their daughters about 

sex. This coincides with Fisher (1986) and Hepburn (1983). 

Fathers who did talk with their daughters about sex were 

more likely to rate themselves as liberal rather than 

conservative. Swan established that as a group, mothers and 

fathers tended to rate their spouses and children as more 

conservative than themselves. According to Swan, 

menstruation was the most discussed topic. He thinks that 

menstruation is least threatening of sex topics and can be 

talked about without regarding the daughter as a sexual 

being. Results showed that masturbation was the least 

likely to be discussed in these Catholic homes because it is 



still a taboo in most American homes and a sin which should 

be repented in Catholicism. The results indicated that 

thirty-eight percent of the parents talked with their 

adolescent daughters about the sexual theme on TV. Thirty-

nine percent of the daughters said that they talked with 

their parents about the sexual theme, but the majority of 

adolescents and parents reported that they use some non-

verbal strategy to avoid discussion about sex. 

Studer and Thornton (1987) studied adolescent 

religiosity and contraceptive usage and found that although 

religious adolescents might be less likely to engage in 

sexual activity, when they do, they are also less likely to 

use effective contraception. Studer and Thornton (1987) 

controlled for frequency of recent sexual activity, parental 

socioeconomic status, and parental stability. Results from 

their regression analysis showed that never married, 

sexually experienced teenage girls who regularly attended 

religious services were less likely to use effective, 

medical methods of contraception than those who rarely 

attended religious services. This may be related to 

ignorance to pregnancy risks and/or religious teachings 

against birth control from the church. Similarly to 

indications from Swan's study (1983), results may be related 

to greater censuring of discussion on sexual topics in the 

home. Fisher's study (1986) supports this notion in that 

children who receive their primary sex education from 
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parents tend to share their sexual attitudes as well as tend 

to begin having sex at a later age. 

Religious Orthodoxy 

The author found no studies examining the relationship 

between religious practice in the family of origin and 

ability to communicate sexually in adulthood. However, 

there are studies on the topic of adult religiosity and 

sexual attitudes. Studies show that religious adults tend 

to have different attitudes about sex than non-religious 

adults. Notzer, Levran, Mashiach & Soffer, (1984) gave an 

anonymous questionnaire on sexual attitudes to 482 Jewish 

freshman at Tel Aviv University in Israel. Students 

consisted of varying religious sects. The most religously 

observant students, the orthodox, left questions on sex 

blank or left the room before the questionnaire was 

administered. From the remaining sample, this study found 

that the majority of the more religious female students had 

never had any sexual relations. Religious males, however, 

had sexual experiences similar to secular students. 

Sexually active religious females were also less likely to 

use contraception than the secular group. In addition, the 

more religious the female student, the less preference she 

had for abortion. Nevertheless, less than half of the 

religious females condoned abortion. This study suggests 

that religious orthodoxy may restrict one's ability to 

communicate about sex. The study also indicates more 
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restrictive sexual behavior by religious females than 

religious males. 

Murstein and Holden (1979) conducted a study confirming 

these indications. They administered a questionnaire to 347 

undergraduate students (184 males, 163 females) at a 

northeastern college. The questionnaire included questions 

regarding physical attractiveness, philosophy of premarital 

sex, and the Favorableness of Perception Concerning Marriage 

Scale (Walters, Bowen, & Parke, 1972). Results showed that 

of the sample, 74.8 percent of females with a mean age of 

first coital experience at 17.69 and 82.6 percent of males 

with a mean age of first coital experience at 16.93 engaged 

in premarital sex. Religion in the family of origin 

inhibited pre-marital sexual experiences for women, but did 

not inhibit pre-marital sexual experiences for men. Also, 

males were not discouraged from sexual activity by a close 

relationship with either their mothers or their fathers. 

Females, on the other hand were less likely to engage in 

sexual activity if they were close to either of their 

parents. Lastly, women perceived that they had a 

significantly more developed relationship with their most 

recent sex partner than did men. 

Hendrick and Hendrick (1987) conducted two studies on 

love, sex attitudes and religious beliefs. They used Lee's 

(1973) typology of love styles: 1) eros (romantic love); 2) 

ludus (game-playing love); 3) storge (companionate love); 4) 
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mania {possessive love); 5) pragma (logical love); and 6) 

agape (selfless love). They also incorporated four sexual 

attitudes they had developed, which included: 1) 

permissiveness (casual sex), 2) sexual practices 

(responsible but non-judgmental sex), 3) communion 

(idealized sex), and 4) instrumentality (biological sex). 

The first study included 807 college students in Miami, 

Florida. They were given a questionnaire with 11 

demographic items, 42 love items, and 58 sexual attitude 

items in a 5-point Likert-type format. The second study 

included 567 college students in Lubbock, Texas. Subjects 

in the second study were given a derivation of the first 

questionnaire with 17 demographic items, 42 love items, and 

46 sexual attitude items in the same 5-point Likert-type 

scale. The results for the two studies were similar. 

Results showed that very religious subjects were higher on 

storge, pragma, and agape, and lower on ludus. Results for 

the sex scales showed that religious subjects were lower on 

permissiveness, instrumentality, and sexual practices. 

Anti-religious to moderately religious subjects scored the 

opposite from the religious subjects on most scales. As a 

whole, subjects who were more religious endorsed more 

"dependable" love styles, while the least religious subjects 

endorsed "game-playing" love styles. 

Another study examined religiosity and satisfaction 

with virginity among college men and women (Young, 1986) . 
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Subjects included 227 single freshman women and 262 single 

freshman men at a southern university. The sample consisted 

only subjects who had never been married. Religiosity was 

measured by Faulkner and De Jong's Five Dimensional 

Religiosity Scale (1966). Also included was a questionnaire 

designed to measure sexual behavior and satisfaction with 

virginity. Males' scores on evaluations indicated that 

satisfied virgins and regretful non-virgins had greater 

religious commitment than frustrated virgins and satisfied 

non-virgins. On the other hand, females who were regretful 

virgins indicated less religious commitment than the 

satisfied virgins did. Satisfied virgins appeared to be 

more ritualistic in their religious practice than regretful 

non-virgins, regretful virgins, and satisfied non-virgins. 

The majority of females and males reported being satisfied 

virgins (females 133, males 87). More females reported being 

satisfied non-virgins (54) than males (33), but it was the 

second largest category for both sexes. More males reported 

being frustrated virgins (27) than females (6), and more 

females reported to be regretful non-virgins (34) than males 

(15) . 

This literature confirms the differences in sexual 

attitudes and behaviors of 1) religious versus non-religious 

adults and 2) religious females versus religious males. 

According to the literature presented in the prior section, 

these differences are directly related to the sexual 
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behaviors and communications that parents model. One can 

speculate that differences between these groups exist 

regarding the ability to communicate with a sexual partner 

and that differences in the ability to communicate would be 

related to parental modeling. 

Parents model non-verbal communication as well as 

verbal. One non-verbal method of communication is 

affection. Some parents hug and kiss in front of their 

children. Other parents may not feel comfortable with 

physical affection at all, so instead of hugging their 

spouses and children, they communicate their feelings of 

affection by buying gifts or doing acts of kindness. 

Affection has a relationship with religiosity. For example, 

in the Orthodox sects of the Jewish religion, husband and 

wife do not touch at all during the menstruation period. 

The relationship between affection and sexual attitudes are 

explored in the following section. 

Parental Affection 

Studies report that physical affection received from 

parents during childhood is related to sexual expression as 

an adult. Wallace (1981) examined the relationship between 

affectional climate in the family of origin and the reported 

experience of adult sexual-affectional activities. Subjects 

were adult volunteers from a sex information switchboard (32 

males, 25 females). Ages ranged from middle twenties to 

late forties. Subjects answered parts of two 
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questionnaires: the Somatosensory Index of Affection and the 

Affectional History Questionnaire. The results of the study 

showed that parenting of the positive affectional nature is 

related to the positive experience of adult sexual 

expression. Wallace (1981) also found that the relationship 

between positive parental affection and positive adult 

sexual expression was greater with women than with men. 

Females in the study indicated that they both gave and 

received more affection in the family of origin than males 

in the study. In their current experience, female 

respondents indicated a greater tendency to express 

affection verbally, symbolically, or physically by telling 

their partner that they want to be held. Female respondents 

also reported greater tendencies to make physical contact 

with close friends while having a conversation. Males 

indicated that they would rather give a massage than receive 

one, while females indicated a preference to receive. 

Wallace said that the affectional climate in the family of 

origin is not only related to future expression of affection 

and to attitudes toward sexual expression, but that the 

three variables are interrelated in a complex manner with 

each other and with adult expressions of sexuality. 

Barber and Thomas (1986) conducted a study on 

dimensions of fathers' and mothers' supportive behavior with 

527 students from Bringham Young University. Supportive 

behaviors are praising, approving, encouraging, helping, 
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cooperating, expressing terms of endearment, and physical 

affection. Barber and Thomas (1986) analyzed ten 

measurements for questions pertaining to physical affection. 

Then they combined three questionnaires to measure four 

dimensions of parental support: general support (was there 

when I needed him or her), physical affection (kissed me 

goodbye), companionship (shared activities with me), and 

sustained contact (let me sit on his or her lap). They 

found that daughters reported significantly more expressions 

of physical contact from their fathers than did sons. No 

difference was reported about mothers' expressions of 

physical affection. More companionship was reported from 

same sex parents by both sons and daughters. Daughters 

reported more sustained contact from both their mothers and 

fathers than sons reported. The regression analysis in this 

study revealed that daughters' self-esteem is best predicted 

by their mothers' general support and their fathers' 

physical affection. Similarly, sons' self-esteem seems to 

be best predicted by mothers' companionship and fathers' 

sustained physical contact. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The social learning theory of sexual development 

explains that parents teach their children through modeling 

not only the circumstances appropriate to making sexual 

responses but also discrimination between appropriate and 

inappropriate behaviors. 
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Studies involving parental modeling of communication on 

sex topics reveal differences between communication to 

daughters versus sons and communication in religious versus 

secular families. Subjects related to restraining sexual 

interest and activity are the most likely sexual topics to 

be discussed between parents and daughters. This may 

explain why in a university sample, females from religious 

families are significantly less likely to have had pre-

marital sexual intercourse than males from religious 

families, and daughters with a close relationship to either 

parent are less likely to engage in sexual intercourse than 

daughters without a close relationship. It may also be 

correlated to the fact that females tend to have a higher 

level of information about sex than males. 

Among the sexual topics discussed in religious homes 

the most widely addressed between mothers and daughters is 

menstruation. The least discussed sexual topic in religious 

homes is masturbation. Mothers appear to have the primary 

role in disclosing specific information about sex to their 

daughters, while fathers generally transmit socio-sexual 

values. For sons, sex education is more evenly distributed 

between parents. Accuracy of information on sex, use of 

contraception, and sexual activity do not appear to depend 

on which parent provides sexual information. 

In religious homes, up to one-third of parents who say 

that they have seriously discussed sex with their daughters 
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are too vague for their daughters to confirm it to be true. 

Studies show that the use of birth control has a positive 

correlation with an open style of communication from 

parents. Religious homes tend to be less open in 

communication about sex than secular families. 

This may be related to the fact that although teenage 

girls who frequently attend church are less likely to have 

sex, when they do they are also less likely to use medical 

methods of birth control than girls who do not regularly 

attend church services. Parents who do talk to their 

children about sex have more highly correlated sexual 

attitudes with both their sons and daughters than parents 

who do not. In addition, when parents are the primary sex 

educators, children tend to be less promiscuous and have 

their first coital experience at a later age. 

Studies on adults regarding the relationship between 

religion and attitudes about sex show that religious adults 

tend to believe in more dependable love styles. They also 

tend to be more satisfied with virginity than non-religious 

adults. 

Physical affection received from parents has been shown 

to be directly related to adult sexual expression. The 

relationship between positive parental affection and adult 

sexual expression has been found to be stronger in females 

than in males. Studies also indicate that females both gave 
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and received more physical affection in the home of origin 

than males. 

These studies indicated several points. First of all, 

it is evident that parents communicate to their children 

about sex and that this communication influences children's 

sexual attitudes and behaviors through adulthood. Secondly, 

the quality and quantity of verbal and non-verbal (such as 

affection) communication is influenced by religious 

orthodoxy. 

Purpose and Hypothesis 

The purpose of this study is to determine if there are 

differences between adults who feel free to discuss sexual 

likes and dislikes with their sexual partners (high ease of 

communication) and those who do not feel free to discuss 

sexual likes and dislikes with their sexual partners (low 

ease of communication) with respect to religious orthodoxy 

and parental affection. In addition, differences between 

males and females on each factor are explored. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1. Subjects in the High Ease of 

Communication Group (HECG) would have higher scores than the 

Low Ease of Communication Group (LECG) on the Expressiveness 

subtest of the Family Environment Scale. Expressiveness is 

defined as "the extent to which family members are 

encouraged to act openly and to express their feelings 

directly." (Moos & Moos, 1986). 
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Hypothesis 2. Subjects in the HECG would have higher 

scores on the Affectional History Questionnaire (AHQ) than 

subjects in the LECG. 

Hypothesis 3. Females would have higher scores than 

males on the Affectional History Questionnaire (AHQ). 

Hypothesis 4. The HECG would have lower scores on the 

Christian Orthodoxy Scale (COS) than would the LECG. 

Hypothesis 5. The HECG would rate their fathers lower 

on the Christian Orthodoxy Scale - Father Mother (COS-FM) 

than the LECG would rate their fathers. 

Hypothesis 6. The HECG would rate their mothers lower 

on the COS-FM than the LECG would rate their mothers. 

Limitations 

There were several potential challenges with this 

study. One was the fact that it was retrospective in 

nature. Direct observation of parents and their children 

may be the ideal way of studying parental influences with 

offspring behavior. However, several authors argue that 

children's perceptions of parental attitudes and behavior 

may be more important than parental attitudes and behaviors 

per se (Heilbrun, 1960; Ausubel, Balthazar, Rosenthal, 

Blackman, Schpont & Welkowitz, 1954). Self-report bias was 

also a concern. To minimize this bias, the Balanced 

Inventory of Desirable Responding (Paulus, 1988), a social 

desirability, scale was incorporated into the test packet, 

and questionnaires were answered anonymously. The Balanced 
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Inventory of Desirable Responding includes an impression 

management scale as well as a self-deception scale. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Subjects include 264 undergraduates, 108 males and 156 

females, recruited from psychology and marketing classes at 

the University of North Texas. The sample consisted of 225 

White, 18 Black, 15 Hispanic, and four Asian students. 

Internal consistency was maintained by limiting the sample 

population to subjects who identified themselves as: 1) 

Christian or raised by at least one Christian parent; 2) 

between the ages of 18 and 30; and 3) either currently in a 

sexual relationship or having had sexual intercourse within 

the last month. Subjects were offered extra credit for 

participation in the study. Demographic data is presented 

in Appendix E. 

Instruments 

The following paper and pencil measures were included 

in the questionnaire. 

Demographics Questionnaire. A demographics 

questionnaire designed by the author was included. A 

complete copy may be found in Appendix H. 

Family Environment Scale (FES) (Moos & Moos, 1986) . The 

Family Environment Scale was administered to measure 
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expressiveness, the extent to which family members in the 

subject's family of origin were encouraged to act openly and 

to express their feelings directly. Other subscales 

administered measure family cohesion, conflict, 

independence, achievement orientation, intellectual-cultural 

orientation, moral-religious emphasis, organization, and 

control. Instructions were modified to indicate that 

"family" refers to "the family in which you grew up." There 

are nine questions in each of the 10 sub-scales for a total 

of 90 questions. Questions are designed in a true-false 

format. The FES compares individuals or families to a 

normative group. The internal consistencies of the FES 

range from moderate to substantial. Test-retest 

reliabilities range from a low of .68 to a high of .86. 

Test-retest reliabilities were calculated for stability with 

a mean 4-month profile of .78. Content and face validity 

were built into the questionnaire by defining specific 

constructs from the outset. Items were chosen according to 

item intercorrelations, item sub-scale correlations, and 

internal consistency analysis. Construct validity was found 

between moral-religious emphasis and the measure of 

religious participation (r =.62). A complete copy may be 

found in Appendix H. 

Affectional History Questionnaire (AHQ) (Lieber, et al. 

1976). This questionnaire provides information about the 

affectional climate in the family of origin and includes the 
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affectional quality of parent-child, parent-parent, and 

child-parent transactions. The AHQ includes questions on 

five forms of Affection: telling, hugging, kissing, gift 

giving, and doing things for each other. The 20 items on 

the scale are scored on a five-point Likert-type scale 

ranging in agreement. The AHQ showed a co-efficient alpha 

of .94. A complete copy may be found in Appendix H. 

Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships 

Inventory (PAIR) (Schaefer & Olson, 1981) . This assessment 

was included to measure the validity of the Sexual Intimacy 

Questionnaire. The PAIR Inventory includes 36 questions 

providing information on five types of intimacy: 1) 

emotional intimacy {experiencing a closeness of feelings), 

2) social intimacy (the experience of having common friends 

and similarities in social networks), 3) intellectual 

intimacy (the experience of sharing ideas), 4) sexual 

intimacy (the experience of sharing general affection and/or 

sexual activity), and 5) recreational intimacy (shared 

experiences of interests in hobbies, mutual participation in 

sporting events). The PAIR has built in a conventionality 

scale to detect a "faking good" response. A 5-point Likert 

scale is used to determine agreement and disagreement. The 

reliability for the sexual intimacy factor of the PAIR is 

.77. A coefficient alpha performed on this sample indicated 

a reliability factor of .94. Concurrent validity was found 
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between the PAIR and the Waring Intimacy Questionnaire (r = 

.77; > .01) . A complete copy may be found in Appendix H. 

The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) 

(Paulus, 1988). The BIDR will be incorporated in the 

questionnaire to control for the self-report bias. It 

measures both positively biased self-reports, called self-

deceptive enhancement (SDE), and deliberate presentation of 

self, called impression management (IM). Internal 

consistency studies report a coefficient alpha range from 

.68 to .80 for the SDE and from .75 to .86 for the IM scale. 

Test-retest correlations for a five-week period reported .69 

and .65 for the SDE and IM scale. Concurrent validity is 

reported correlating the SDR with the Marlowe-Crowne scale 

at .71 and with the Multidimensional Social Desirability 

Inventory (Jacobson, et al., 1977) at .80. The BIDR has 40 

items and is rated by agreement with each statement on a 

seven-point scale. A complete copy may be found in Appendix 

H. 

Sexual Intimacy Questionnaire (SIQ) (Broodo, 1992). 

The SIQ is a 15 question sexual intimacy questionnaire 

designed by the author to measure freedom to discuss sexual 

preferences. The questions are scored on a 5 point Likert 

type scale. The coefficient alpha for the questionnaire was 

determined to be .90. A complete copy may be found in 

Appendix H. 
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Christian Orthodoxy Scale (COS) (Fullerton & 

Hunsberger, 1982). The Christian Orthodoxy Scale is a 

unidimensional measure of religiosity which purports to 

measure the acceptance of well defined, central themes of 

the Christian religion. The 24 items on the questionnaire 

are scored on a seven point scale (+3 to -3). The COS has 

proven to be both valid and reliable across various sects of 

Christianity as well as Christians outside of the United 

States. Mean inter-item correlations range from .57 to .70. 

Cronbach's alpha was .97 to .98 and higher than .61 for the 

24 items of the scale loaded in all analyses. The COS shows 

concurrent validity factors of .84 with a five-point item 

assessing God, .85 with an item assessing Jesus, and 

correlated .76 with a 4-item scale to measure orthodoxy 

(Stark & Glock, 1968). A complete copy may be found in 

Appendix H. 

COS-FM (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 1982). This scale is 

an adaptation of the COS developed for this research. 

Instructions are changed to require the subjects to answer 

in the degree they believe their mothers and fathers would 

agree with the statements. Scores were calculated for each 

parent individually and combined, for a total parent score. 

A complete copy may be found in Appendix H. 
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Procedure 

When possible, subjects were tested in groups. Often 

intact classes were asked to participate. Specific 

instructions are presented in Appendix G. 

Design 

Subjects were divided by gender and scores on the 

Sexual Intimacy Questionnaire. Ease of communication groups 

were formed from high scores, the top third, and low scores, 

the bottom third. Those who scored at or above the 65th 

percentile on the Sexual Intimacy Questionnaire were placed 

in the High Ease of Communication Group (HECG) and those who 

scored at or below the 34th percentile were placed in the 

Low Ease of Communication Group (LECG). All scores were 

intercorrelated and a measure of social desirability was 

added. The dependent measures were subjected to a 2 

(Gender) x 2 (Ease of Communication) Multivariate Analysis 

of Variance (MANOVA). Co-efficient alphas were calculated 

for the PAIR and SIQ. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Results of the correlational analysis for the total 

sample revealed that the relationship between the dependent 

measures and the social desirability response measures was 

not of a sufficient magnitude to justify consideration as a 

covariate in further statistical analysis (See Appendix C). 

The IM and SDE subscales of the BIDR had the highest 

correlation with each other (r = .36). The highest 

correlations of all were among the PAIR subscales. Appendix 

A contains ANOVA Tables for specific hypothesis and Appendix 

B contains means and standard deviations for males, females, 

and the total for this group. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that subjects in the High Ease of 

Communication Group (HECG) would have higher scores than the 

Low Ease of Communication Group (LECG) on the Expressiveness 

subtest of the Family Environment Scale (FES). Results of 

the 2 X 2 (Gender by Ease of Communication) analysis of 

variance showed no main effects for Expressiveness in 

neither gender nor Ease of Communication. Nor was there an 

interaction effect. Means and standard deviations are 

presented in Table 1 (Also see Table 15, Appendix A). 

Hypothesis 2 stated that subjects in the HECG would 

have higher scores on the Affectional History Questionnaire 
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(AHQ) than subjects in the LECG. Results of the 2 X 2 

analysis of variance showed a main effect for ease of 

communication F(28.66), p < .001 (See Table 16, Appendix A). 

Table 1 

Expressiveness means and Standard Deviations for Gender and 

Ease of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 47.66 12.83 52.33 11.98 48.53 13.53 

Female (N = 48,48) 47.69 13.92 49.78 15.74 49.79 14.37 

Total (N = 83,79) 47.67 13.41 50.80 14.34 49.27 14.02 

As may be seen in Appendix B, the HECG scored significantly 

higher on affectional climate in the family of origin (M = 

78.41) than the LECG (M = 59.18), F(l,l) = 27.82, £ < .001. 

There were no main effects nor interaction effects for 

gender. Means and standard deviations are presented in 

Table 2 (Also see Table 16, Appendix A). 

Hypothesis 3 stated that females would have higher 

scores than males on the AHQ. The 2 X 2 MANOVA showed no 

main effects nor interactions (See Table 16, Appendix A). 
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Table 2 

Affectional means and Standard Deviations for Gender and 

Ease of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 56.47 25.09 77.94 19.59 69.15 22.67 

Female (N = 48,48) 61.09 25.28 78.72 18.16 71.68 22.31 

Total (N = 83,79) 59.18 25.17 78.41 18.64 70.64 22.45 

Specific questions on Giving and Receiving affection were 

extracted from the questionnaire and t tests were performed 

on the two domains. Although there were no differences 

between gender on the total score, when the AHQ was divided 

into these subtests, daughters (M = 14.55) gave 

significantly more affection in the family of origin than 

sons (M = 13.21), t(258) = -2.07, e < -05. Means and 

Standard deviations are presented in Table 2 (Also see Table 

17, Appendix A). 

Hypothesis 4 stated that the HECG would have lower 

scores on the Christian Orthodoxy Scale (COS) than the LECG. 

A 2 X 2 analysis of variance showed no main effects nor 

interaction effects for gender or ease of communication. 
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Means and Standard Deviations are presented in Table 3 (Also 

see Table 18, Appendix A). 

Table 3 

COS means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Ease of 

Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 130.47 35.48 139.83 32.15 133.57 34.99 

Female (N = 48,48)141.96 24.45 138.94 31.07 141.46 26.59 

Total (N = 83,79) 137.22 29.87 139.3 31.33 138.25 30.47 

Note. Female total N = 137; Male total N = 95. 

Hypothesis 5 stated that the HECG would rate their 

Fathers lower on the Christian Orthodoxy Scale - Father 

Mother (COS-FM) than the LECG would rate their Fathers. 

Analysis of variance showed no main effects nor interaction 

effects for gender or ease of communication. Means and 

standard deviations are presented in Table 4 (Also see Table 

19, Appendix A). 

Hypothesis 6 stated that the HECG would rate their 

mothers lower on the COS-FM than the LECG would rate their 

mothers. Analysis of variance showed no main effects nor 
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interaction. Means and standard deviations are presented in 

Table 5 (Also see Table 20, Appendix A). 

Table 4 

COSF Means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Ease of 

Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 112.11 18.11 115.14 17.99 112.58 18.57 

Female (N = 48,48) 113.58 19.01 115.27 15.66 114.63 17.33 

Total (N = 83,79) 112.95 18.53 115.22 16.54 113.79 17.84 

Table 5 

COSM Means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Ease of 

Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 135.78 20.19 142.91 17.31 138.73 18.41 

Female (N = 48,48) 138.30 20.04 137.55 17.94 137.97 18.29 

Total (N = 83,79) 137.24 20.02 139.68 17.79 138.28 18.31 
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Supplemental Analysis 

Since the data were available, in addition to the 

analyses of scales conducted for purposes of testing and the 

hypotheses, scales associated with the study were analyzed. 

ANOVA Tables are available in Appendix D. Although the 

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) did not 

serve as a covariate, analysis of Variance on Deceptive 

Enhancement (See Table 24, Appendix D) showed main effects. 

On the Self-Deceptive Enhancement (SDE) sub-test of the 

BIDR, males scored significantly higher than females, F(l,l) 

= 5.60, JD < .05, and the HECG scored significantly higher 

than the LECG, F(l,l) = 9.98, p <.05. There were no 

interaction effects. Means and standard deviations are 

presented in Table 6 (Also see Table 24, Appendix D). 

Table 6 

SDE means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Ease of 

Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 6 .45 3 .03 7 .86 3 . 05 7 . 17 3 . 19 

Female (N = 48,48) 5 . 04 2 . 93 6 . 89 3 . 32 5 . 65 3 .10 

Total (N = 83,79) 5 .62 3 . 04 7 .28 3 .24 6 .27 3 .22 
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In order to maintain validity, questionnaires were given 

in their complete forms. Noteworthy results surfaced from 

the Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships 

Inventory (PAIR). The PAIR was included to measure the 

validity of the Sexual Intimacy Scale (SIQ). A coefficient 

alpha performed on this sample indicated a reliability index 

of .94. 

A 2 (Gender) X 2 (Ease of Communication) analysis of 

variance showed significant main effects for each of the five 

subscales as well as the conventionality scale (See Appendix 

D) . 

The HECG scored significantly higher on Emotional 

Intimacy than the LECG, £(1,1) = 14.94, e < -001. Means and 

standard deviations are presented in Table 7 (Also see Table 

25, Appendix D). 

Table 7 

Emotional Means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Ease 

of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 20 . 00 5 .44 23 .56 5 . 76 22 . 09 5 .43 

Female (N = 48,48) 21 .41 6 .14 24 .61 4 .49 22 . 97 5 .43 

Total (N = 83,79) 20 . 83 5 . 88 24 .19 5 .03 22 .61 5 .43 
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Two main effects occurred on the Social Intimacy sub-

scale, females scored higher than males, F(l,l) = 16.35, £ < 

.001, and the HECG scored higher than the LECG, F(l,l) = 

12.07, e < .001. Means and standard deviations are 

presented in Table 8 (Also see Table 26, Appendix D). 

Table 8 

Social Means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Ease of 

Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 19. 95 4 .51 21 .56 5 .51 20 .89 4 .81 

Female (N = 48,48) 21. 83 4 .25 25 .19 4 .25 23 .21 4 .45 

Total (N = 83,79) 21. 05 4 .32 23 .73 5 .09 22 .26 4 .73 

Two main effects occurred on the 2 X 2 analysis of 

variance for the Sexual Intimacy sub-scale. Females scored 

higher than males, F(l,l) = 15.17, p < .001, and the HECG 

scored higher than the LECG, F(l,l) = 47.57, p < -001. 

Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 9 (Also 

see Table 27, Appendix D). The correlation found between 

the Sexual Intimacy Questionnaire and the Sexual Intimacy 
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subscale of the PAIR was r = .43, £ < .01 (see Table 22, 

Appendix C). 

Table 9 

Sexual Means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Ease of 

Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 20. 95 4 .47 25 .44 4 .37 23 .47 4 .71 

Female (N = 48,48) 22. 93 5 .15 27 .70 2 .60 25 .18 4 .54 

Total (N = 83,79) 22. 11 4 .95 26 .80 3 .57 24 .48 4 .68 

Two main effects occurred on the 2 X 2 analysis of 

variance for the Intellectual Intimacy sub-scale. Females 

scored higher than males, F(l,l) = 8.22, e < .01, and the 

HECG scored higher than the LECG, F(l,l) = 19.94, £ < .001. 

Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 10 

(Also see Table 28, Appendix D). 

Two main effects occurred on the 2 X 2 analysis of 

variance for the Recreational Intimacy sub-scale. Females 

scored higher than males, F(l,l)= 6.06, e < -05, and the 

HECG scored higher than the LECG, F(l,l) = 7.30, £ < .01. 
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Means and Standard deviations are presented in Table 11 

(Also see Table 29, Appendix D). 

Table 10 

Intellectual Sexual Means and Standard Deviations for Gender 

and Ease of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 20.55 4.75 23.11 5.07 22.22 4.80 

Female (N = 48,48) 21.81 5.22 25.89 3.75 23.78 4.86 

Total (N = 83,79) 21.29 5.04 24.78 4.51 23.14 4.89 

Table 11 

Recreational Sexual Means and Standard Deviations for Gender 

and Ease of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 22 00
 

to
 

4 .43 23 .83 5 .19 23 .39 4 . 87 

Female (N = 48,48) 23 .44 5 .42 26 .67 3 .40 24 .71 4 .61 

Total (N = 83,79) 23 . 18 5 . 02 25 .53 4 .41 24 .17 4 .76 
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One main effect occurred on the 2 X 2 analysis of 

variance for the Conventionality sub-scale. The HECG scored 

higher than the LECG, F(l,l) = 14.50, E < .001 (see Table 12 

and also see Table 30 in Appendix D). 

Table 12 

Conventionality Sexual Means and Standard Deviations for 

Gender and Ease of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 18.29 4.67 21.47 5.96 20.17 5.50 

Female (N = 48,48) 19.93 6.28 23.39 5.45 21.41 5.89 

Total (N = 83,79) 19.25 5.70 22.62 5.71 20.90 5.75 

On the Family Environment Scale, two sub-tests showed 

main effects for the high ease of communication group. The 

HECG scored significantly higher on Intellectual-Culture 

Orientation (F{1,1) = 6.45, p < .01 (see Table 13 and also, 

see Table 31 in Appendix D). 

The HECG also scored significantly higher than the LECG 

on Active-Recreational Orientation, (F(l,l) = 4.94, E < .03 

(see Table 14 and also, Table 32 in Appendix D). 
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Table 13 

Intellectual-Culture Orientation Means and Standard 

Deviations for Gender and Ease of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 43.84 12.87 49.39 13.04 47.54 12.98 

Female (N = 48,48) 46.83 14.27 51.13 12.46 49.62 13.35 

Total (N = 83,79) 46.60 13.72 50.43 12.65 48.77 13.21 

Table 14 

Active-Recreational Orientation Means and Standard 

Deviations for Gender and Ease of Communication Groups 

Gender LECG HECG Total 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Male (N = 35,31) 48.42 9.71 52.78 8.10 49.74 9.12 

Female (N = 48,48) 46.87 11.74 49.44 10.02 48.77 11.02 

Total (N = 83,79) 47.51 10.92 50.78 9.39 49.17 10.28 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

It was predicted that people who are able to speak more 

freely about their sexual likes and dislikes with a sexual 

partner would have been reared in more affectionate and 

expressive and less religious family environments than those 

who are not free to discuss their sexual likes and dislikes 

with a sexual partner. As hypothesized, subjects with 

higher levels of affection expressed in the family of origin 

found it easier to discuss intimate sexual issues than 

subjects whose family of origin were less expressive in 

their affection. These results support previous research 

which showed that affection received from parents during 

childhood is related to adult sexual expression. 

The analysis of questions on giving affection to 

parents and receiving affection from parents indicated that 

females gave significantly more affection than males in the 

family of origin. These results also concur with the past 

research presented in this study. 

The affectional climate in a family includes the extent 

to which parents display affection for each other, the 

degree to which parents approve of affection displayed by 

40 
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married couples in a social environment, parental affection 

displayed toward the child, and how the child expresses 

affection toward its parents. Subjects whose parents 

modeled open displays of affection may find it more natural 

to talk about sexual issues than those subjects whose 

parents did not model physical affection. Affection may be 

seen on a spectrum with intimacy as an intervening variable. 

For example, A smile may be at one end of the spectrum and 

sex on the other. If sex is an intimate form of affection, 

it is logical that the level of comfort with affection may 

generalize to level of comfort with sex. 

More research is needed in this area, but it has been 

found that prosocial parental affection is related to 

positive adult sexual expression. This study has 

demonstrated the relationship between parental affection and 

adult sexual discussion. Future research might explore 

whether the ability to communicate freely about sex 

increases satisfaction in the quality of a sexual 

relationship. 

Previous research cited in this paper involves family 

support, but also includes measures of direct discussion 

between parents and their children on the topic of sex. 

These studies relating parent-child sexual discussion to 

adult sexual expression include use of effective birth 

control, age of first coital experience, similarity of 

sexual attitudes between parents and their children, and 
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permissiveness. They do not include, however, ability to 

discuss intimate sexual issues with ones sexual partner. 

It was believed that being encouraged to act openly and 

express feelings directly would generalize to adult ability 

to discuss sexual issues with a sexual partner. Although 

the measure of expressiveness used in this study did not 

include questions relating specifically to sexual discussion 

in the home, it did measure the degree of family support for 

expressiveness. Results of this study, however, did not 

support the hypotheses. 

Future research might include a more direct measure of 

sexual discussion in the family of origin. For example, 

correlating parental sexual discussion directly with subject 

sexual communication. It may be that the expressiveness 

subscale of the Family Environment Scale was not appropriate 

for this purpose. 

It was believed that religion was an area in which 

modeling in the family might impact the ease with which 

subjects could communicate about sex. It was postulated 

that subjects who found it easier to discuss imtimate sexual 

issues would rate themselves and their parents as less 

religious than subjects who were not comfortable discussing 

sex. 

Subjects participating in this study rated themselves 

considerably higher on Christian orthodoxy than did college 

students described in previous research. Subjects in this 
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study were also less variable. Failure for the expected 

differences to materialize with respect to religion may have 

been due to the fact that the sample was religiously 

homogenious regardless of gender or ease of communication. 

In addition, research on the relationship between 

religiosity and sex suggests that religious people are less 

likely to use birth control, are more satisfied with pre-

marital virginity; have less permissive sexual attitudes, 

and have less preference for abortion. The only two studies 

found that relate religiosity directly to communication 

about sex involve Jewish students in Israel and girls from a 

middle class Catholic congregation. It is possible that the 

individuals in those two samples may differ substantially 

from the population used in this study. By the nature of 

the current study, the most observantly religious students 

would not have qualified as part of the sample, especially 

religious females, since all virgins and subjects not in a 

current sexual relationship were screened out. Lastly, the 

questions were such that the subject would, perhaps, not 

have had the detailed knowledge of his parents' beliefs. 

Supplemental analysis revealed that those subjects who 

found it easier to discuss intimate sexual issues with a 

sexual partner grew up in families more involved in 

political, social, intellectual, recreational, and cultural 

activities than those subjects who did not feel free to 

discuss intimate sexual issues with a sexual partner. In 
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addition, subjects able to communicate about sexual issues 

felt more intimacy in various aspects of their relationships 

than those subjects not able to discuss sexual issues. They 

experienced feeling freedom to share openly; having common 

friends and interests; and sharing general affection with 

their sexual partners. 

Males and females did not differ on their experience of 

closeness in relationships, but females did report 

experiencing more common friends, general affection, shared 

ideas and hobbies than males reported in their 

relationships. Males in general, as well as subjects able 

to freely discuss sexual isssues with their partners, 

reported more self-confidence in their judgements and 

rationalities. They seemed to have a higher self-esteem 

than those subjects not able to discuss sexual issues. It 

should be noted that although significant differences were 

found between the two groups on scales detecting responses 

that are socially desirable and express overconfidence, mean 

scores found in this study were lower than those cited in 

previous studies. 

The supplementary analysis supports, in general, the 

main findings of the study in demonstrating ability to 

freely discuss sexual issues would be reflected throughout 

the relationship and not simply restricted to the sexual 

relationship, which was the topic under study in this 

research. The relationship among affection expressed, and 
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family participation and approval of intellectual and 

cultural activities in the family of origin, and adult 

intimacy experienced in relationships, supports the notion 

that modeling and early experience in the family of origin 

results in greater ease of communication in every aspect of 

the relationship. 
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Table 15 

Analysis of Variance of Expressiveness Scores for Gender and 

Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

F Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 36.00 1 36.00 .19 .66 

Group 328.29 1 328.29 1.77 .19 

2-Way Interaction 117.30 1 117.30 .63 .43 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communi c at i on) 

Residual 29286.71 178 185.36 

Total 29286.30 181 



Table 16 

Analysis of Variance of AHO for Gender and Ease of 

Communication 
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Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

F Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 693.40 1 693.40 1.37 .24 

Group 14534.50 1 14534.50 28.66 .00 

2-Way Interaction 81.41 1 81.41 . 16 .69 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 80134.83 178 507.21 

Total 15317.45 181 
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Table 17 

Means. Standard Deviations and t values of Giving and 

Receiving Affection 

Affection Mean SD t value DF Prob. 

Receive Affection 

Sons 17.67 6.18 -1.82 260 .07 

Daughters 19.06 6.03 -1.82 260 .07 

Give Affection 

Sons 13.21 5.00 -2.07 258 .04 

Daughters 14.55 5.26 -2.07 258 .04 
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Table 18 

Analysis of Variance of Christian Orthodoxy for Gender and 

Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of DF Mean F Signif 
Squares Square of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 987.18 1 987.18 1.14 .29 

Group 79.08 1 79.08 .09 .763 

2-Way Interaction 259.07 1 259.07 .30 .59 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 137277.57 174 868.53 

Total 138552.90 177 
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Table 19 

Analysis of Variance of Fathers' Christian Orthodoxy for 

Gender and Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

F Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 113.29 1 113.29 .37 .54 

Group 51.86 1 230.46 .74 .39 

2-Way Interaction 18.56 1 18.56 .06 .81 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 51715.66 174 311.54 

Total 51991.26 177 
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Table 20 

Analysis of Variance of Mothers' Christian Orthodoxy for 

Gender and Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of DF Mean F Signif 
Squares Square of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 7 .41 1 7 .41 .02 .88 

Group 189 .68 1 189 .68 .55 .46 

2-Way Interaction 559 . 97 1 559 .97 1.63 .20 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 54432.09 174 344.51 

Total 55189.15 177 
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Table 21 

Means and Standard Deviations for Males, Females, and the 

Total Sample 

Subtest Males 
M SD 

Females 
M SD 

Total 
M SD 

FES 

Cohesion 52 .24 15 .07 49 .54 16 .82 50 . 64 16 .15 

Express 48 .53 13 .53 49 .79 14 .37 49 .27 14 .02 

Conflict 48 . 04 12 .34 50 .79 12 .46 49 .66 12 .46 

Indepenc 55 . 01 12 .34 52 .79 13 .29 53 .70 12 .93 

Intel/Cult 47 .54 12 .98 49 .62 13 .35 48 .77 13 .21 

Active/Rec 49 .74 9 .12 48 .77 11 .02 49 . 17 10 .28 

Moral/Relig 54 .79 11 .15 53 .40 10 .49 53 .97 10 .76 

Organiz 53 .84 9 .14 50 .78 11 .67 52 . 02 10 .79 

Control 49 .94 12 .05 50 .62 13 .54 50 .34 12 . 93 

AHO 69 .15 22 .67 71 .68 22 .31 70 .64 22 .45 

COS 

COS 133 .57 34 .99 141 .46 26 .59 138 .25 30 .47 

COSF 112 .58 18 .57 114 .63 17 .33 113 .79 17 .84 

COSM 138 .73 18 .41 137 .97 18 .29 138 .28 18 .31 

BIDR 

SDE 7 .17 3 .19 5 .65 3 . 10 6 .27 3 .22 

IM 4 .51 3 .27 5 .42 3 .09 5 . 05 3 .19 

(Table Continues) 
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Subtest Males Females Total 
M SD M SD M SD 

PAIR 

Emotion 22.09 5.43 22.97 5.43 22.61 5.43 

Social 20.89 4.81 23.21 4.45 22.26 4.73 

Sex 23.47 4.71 25.18 4.54 24.48 4.68 

Intell 22.22 4.80 23.78 4.86 23.14 4.89 

Recreat 23.39 4.87 24.71 4.61 24.17 4.76 

Convention 20.17 5.50 21.41 5.89 20.90 5.75 

SIPS 40.98 11.80 41.50 12.08 41.29 11.95 

N = 95 N = 145 N = 247 
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Table 22 

Correlation Coefficients for the Total Sample 

Coh Exp Cfl Ind Int Act Mor Org Ctl AHQ SIQ COS 

Coh X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Exp .55 X X X X X X X X X X X 

Cfl -.49 -- .27 X X X X X X X X X X 

Ind .23 .28 --.17 X X X X X X X X X 

Int .45 .37 -- .24 .09 X X X X X X X X 

Act .40 .32 --.15 .12 .52 X X X X X X X 

Mor .25 .11 --.19 .05 .16 .18 X X X X X X 

Org .37 .08 -• .32 . 18 .23 .31 .12 X X X X X 

Ctl -.28 -• .40 .26 - .24 - .09 - .03 .15 .16 X X X X 

AHQ .35 .28 -• .29 .15 .25 .20 .12 . 18 - .15 X X X 

SIQ .14 .11 -.07 - .02 .17 .15 .06 .11 - .04 X X X 

COS .09 .07 -. 01 - .02 - .14 -.00 .47 - . 04 .11 .06 .01 X 

COF .22 .12 -.22 .01 - .03 .05 .45 - .02 .00 .14 . 04 .56 

COM .03 -. 01 -.07 -.02 - .19 -.05 .47 - .06 .17 .08 .03 .66 

SDE .30 .15 -.27 .12 .15 .10 . 11 .10 - .11 .10 .15 .02 

IM .25 .18 -.11 - .02 .06 .02 .19 - .02 -.17 . 14 .07 .25 

Emo .23 .16 -.13 .11 .13 .07 .15 .11 - .03 .23 .31 . 14 

Soc .23 .23 -.12 .11 .12 .14 .17 .09 - .06 .20 .21 .26 

Sex .23 .14 -.11 -- .05 . 16 . 07 . 10 . 02 . 02 .26 .43 . 11 

Itl .21 .16 -. 13 .11 .12 . 04 .12 .10 - .05 .27 .33 .17 

Rec .26 .11 -.19 . 12 .15 .14 .16 .22 -.04 .25 .23 .19 

Cnv .26 .12 -.17 .04 .08 . 04 .22 .08 . 05 . 16 .25 .21 
(Table continues) 



58 

Cof Com SDE IM Emot S o c S e x I n t Rec Cov 

Coh X X X X X X X X X X 

Exp X X X X X X X X X X 

C f l X X X X X X X X X X 

I n d X X X X X X X X X X 

I n t X X X X X X X X X X 

A c t X X X X X X X X X X 

Mor X X X X X X X X X X 

O r g X X X X X X X X X X 

C t l X X X X X X X X X X 

AHQ X X X X X X X X X X 

SIQ X X X X X X X X X X 

COS X X X X X X X X X X 

COF X X X X X X X X X X 

COM . 5 3 X X X X X X X X X 

SDE . 1 6 . 0 6 X X X X X X X X 

IM . 2 5 . 1 0 . 3 6 X X X X X X X 

Emo . 1 7 . 1 8 . 2 3 . 1 8 X X X X X X 

SOC . 1 7 . 1 9 . 1 5 . 1 4 . 5 1 X X X X X 

S e x . 1 5 . 2 0 15 . 0 2 . 5 4 . 4 5 X X X X 

I t l . 1 6 . 2 5 . 1 8 . 2 1 . 8 2 . 5 5 . 5 6 X X X 

R e c . 1 7 . 1 6 . 1 9 . 1 5 . 6 4 . 5 9 . 5 2 69 X X 

Cnv . 2 0 . 2 1 . 1 7 . 2 4 . 8 0 . 5 0 . 5 5 . 7 4 . 6 5 X 
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Note. Coh = Cohesion; Exp = Expressiveness; Cfl = Conflict; 

Ind = Independence; Int = Intellectual Cultural Orientation; 

Act = Activity Recreation Orientation; Mor = Moral Emphasis; 

Org = Organization; Ctl = Control; AHQ = Affectional History 

Questionnaire; SIQ = Sexual Intimacy Questionnaire; COS = 

Christian Orthodoxy Scale; COF = Christian Orthodoxy Scale 

Fathers; COM = Christian Orthodoxy Scale Mothers; SDE = 

Self-Deception; IM = Impression Management; Emo = Emotional 

Intimacy; Soc = Social Intimacy; Sex = Sexual Intimacy; Itl 

= Intellectual Intimacy; Rec = Recreational Intimacy; Cnv = 

Convent iona1i ty. 
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Table 23 

Analysis of Variance of Balanced Inventory of Desirable 

Responding (Impression Management) for Gender and Ease of 

Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

F Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 6.91 1 6.91 .61 .44 

Group 39.25 1 39.25 3.45 .07 

2-Way Interaction 8.09 1 8.09 .71 .40 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 1795.66 174 11.36 

Total 1849.91 177 
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Table 24 

Analysis of Variance of Balanced Inventory of Desirable 

Responding (Self-Deceptive Posivitv) for Gender and Ease of 

Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of DF Mean F Signif 
Squares Square of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 56.48 1 56.48 5.60 .02 

Group 100.58 1 100.58 9.98 .002 

2-Way Interaction 2.41 1 2.41 .24 .63 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 1592.71 174 10.08 

Total 1752.18 177 
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Table 25 

Analysis of Variance of Personal Assessment of Intimacy In 

Relationships Inventory (Emotional Intimacy) for Gender and 

Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of DF Mean F Signif 
Squares Square of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 64.76 1 64.76 2.16 .14 

Group 447.33 1 447.33 14.94 .00 

2-Way Interaction 4.07 l 4.07 .14 .71 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 4731.01 178 29.94 

Total 5247.17 181 
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Table 26 

Analysis of Variance of Personal Assessment of Intimacy In 

Relationships Inventory (Social Intimacy) for Gender and 

Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 

Group 

2-Way Interaction 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 

Total 

352.86 1 

260.49 1 

29.86 1 

3410.28 178 

4053.49 181 

352.86 16.35 .00 

260.49 12.07 .00 

29.86 1.38 .24 

21.58 
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Table 27 

Analysis of Variance of Personal Assessment of Intimacy in 

Relationships Inventory (Sexual Intimacy) for Gender and 

Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of DF Mean F Signif 
Squares Square of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 250.28 1 250.28 15.17 .00 

Group 785.16 1 785.16 47.57 .00 

2-Way Interaction 1.28 1 1.28 .08 .78 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 2607.65 178 16.50 

Total 3644.37 181 
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Table 28 

Analysis of Variance of Personal Assessment of Intimacy In 

Relationships Inventory (Intellectual Intimacy) for Gender 

and Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of DF Mean F Signif 
Squares Square of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 180.54 1 180.54 8.22 .01 

Group 437.90 1 437.90 19.94 .00 

2-Way Interaction 11.64 1 11.64 .53 .47 

{Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 3469.29 178 21.96 

Total 4099.37 181 
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Table 29 

Analysis of Variance of Personal Assessment of Intimacy In 

Relationships Inventory (Recreational Intimacy) for Gender 

and Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 130. 91 1 130. 91 6 . 06 .02 

Group 157. 50 1 157. 50 7. 30 .01 

2-Way Interaction 45. 05 1 45. 05 2. 09 .15 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 3411. 13 178 21. 59 

Total 3744 . 59 181 
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Table 30 

Analysis of Variance of Personal Assessment of Intimacy In 

Relationships Inventory (Conventionality) for Gender and 

Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

F Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 117.50 1 117.50 3 .65 .06 

Group 466.57 1 466.57 14.49 .00 

2-Way Interaction .16 1 .16 .00 . 95 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 5086.04 178 32.19 

Total 5670.27 181 
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Table 31 

Analysis of Variance of Intellectual-Cultural Orientation 

for Gender and Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

F Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 425.00 1 425.00 2 .43 .12 

Group 1126.47 1 1126.47 6.45 .01 

2-Way Interaction 17.22 1 17.22 .10 .75 

{Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 27596.83 178 174.66 

Total 28744.77 181 
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Table 32 

Analysis of Variance of Active-Recreational Orientation for 

for Gender and Ease of Communication 

Source of Variance Sum of 
Squares 

DF Mean 
Square 

F Signif 
of F 

Main Effects 

Gender 253.73 1 253.73 2 .46 .12 

Group 509.58 1 509.58 4.94 .03 

2-Way Interaction 52.08 1 52.08 .51 .48 

(Gender by Ease of 

Communication) 

Residual 16292.90 178 103.12 

Total 17108.29 181 



APPENDIX E 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

71 



72 

Demographic Data 

Age 

Gender 

Males 

Females 

Race 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Religion 

Agnostic 

Athiestic 

Christian 

Other 

Religious Importance 

"Very Important" 

"Important" 

"Minimally Important" 

"Not Important" 

Relationship Status 

Currently in Relationship 

Not in Relationship 

Mean 

2 2 . 6 3 

108 

156 

Percentages 

8 5 . 2 

6 . 8 

5 . 7 

1 . 5 

3 . 8 

1 . 9 

9 3 . 2 

1.1 

2 5 . 4 

4 9 . 2 

22 . 7 

2 . 7 

90 . 9 

8 . 7 
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Marital Status 

Married 

Separated 

Divorced 

Re-married 

Never Married 

Last Time Had Sex 

Less Than a Month 

1-6 Months 

Over 6 Months 

Class 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate 

Income 

19K or Less 

20-39K 

40-69K 

70-99K 

100K+ 

Prayer Before Meals 

Yes 

No 

15.5 

1.1 

1.5 

.4 

81.1 

95.5 

3.8 

. 8 

.8 

2.7 

18.9 

73 . 9 

3.8 

4.5 

23 .1 

40.2 

2 0 . 8 

11.0 

46.2 

53 .4 



Attend Religious Services 

Weekly 

Monthly 

Holidays 

Rarely 

Parents Divorced 

Parents Not Divorced 

Parents Religion 

Agnostic 

Christian 

Other 

74 

53 

15.9 

8.7 

22.3 

31.4 

67.8 

Mothers Fathers 

.4 2.7 

98.5 93.6 

1.1 1.5 
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USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

INFORMED CONSENT 

NAME OF SUBJECT: 

I here by give consent to Beth Broodo to perform or 

supervise the following investigational procedure: 

Administration of questionnaires 

I have heard a clear explanation of this research and 

understand the procedures which will be used. I will be 

asked to respond to questions of a personal nature 

concerning my family, religion, sexual issues and 

relationships. I understand that my response will be 

anonymous but that I may withdraw from the research at any 

time without prejudice or penalty. With my \inderstanding of 

this, and having received this information and satisfactory 

answers the questions I have asked, I voluntarily consent to 

this procedure. 

Date 

SIGNED: 
SUBJECT 

SIGNED: 
INVESTIGATOR 
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Procedure Instructions 

The instructions were modified appropriately for 

individual volunteers. When it was possible to test groups 

the instructions below were used. 

"I am seeking students to participate in a study which 

I am conducting under the supervisioiji of a faculty member in 

the psychology department. 

The study concerns intimate comrjuinication and will 

require you to respond to personal questions about your 

relationships, your family, sexual issues and religion. 

Since the questions are of a personal nature you will 

respond anonymously, so the researcher will have no way to 

identify you individually. 

Those of you who wish to participate may elect to 

receive credit in your course. If you choose to 

participate, you may withdraw at anytime with no penalty 

except the loss of extra credit. 

If you do not wish to participate, please leave now." 

Remaining subjects will be told the following. 

"The packets which I will pass out contain 

questionnaires and an informed consent form, which you may 

use as a cover sheet to cover your responses. The 

questionnaires will take between 30 and 45 minutes to 

complete. 
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Fill out the consent form first. In order to get extra 

credit I must have the consent form with your signature. 

This should be the only page you sign your name on. 

When you have finished your questionnaires, place them 

and your consent forms face down in the manilla folders at 

the front desk. 

It is important for the research that you answer the 

questions as candidly as possible. If you are uncertain 

about an answer, answer as best you can." 
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Demographics Questionnaire 

INSTRUCTIONS: On the line to the left of the statement, 

write the number that corresponds to the answer that best 

describes you. Please respond to all items. 

1) 

Sex. 

1. Male 

2. Female 

2) 

Age 

3) 

Race 

1. White 

2. Black 

3. Hispanic 

4. Asian 

5. Other 

4) 

Formal Education 

1. Under High School 

2. High School/GED 

3. Some College/tech 

4. Bachelors Degree 

5. Graduate 

5) 

Religious Affiliation 

1. Agnostic 

2. Atheistic 

3. Christian 

4. Jewish 

5. Moslem 

6. Other: 

6) 

How important are your 

religious beliefs? 

1. Very Important 

2. Important 

3. Minimally Important 

4. Not Important 
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7) Parents Religion: Mother Father 

1. Agnostic 

2. Atheistic 

3. Christian 

4. Jewish 

5. Moslem 

6. Other: 

8 ) Relationship Status 

1. Currently in a sexual relationship. 

2. Not currently in a sexual relationship. 

9) Marital Status 

1. Married 

2. Separated 

3. Divorced 

4. Widowed 

5. Re-Married 

6. Never Married 

10) How long has it been since you've been in a sexual 

relationship? 

1. In one now 2. Less than 6 months 

3. Less than one year 4. Over one year 
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11) Are both your parents living? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

12) If no, which parent is deceased? 

1. Mother Your age at death 

2. Father Your age at death_ 

3. Not applicable 

13) Were your parents divorced? 1. Yes 2. No 

14) If your parents were divorced, who received 

custody of you? 

1. Father 2. Mother 3. Grandparent 4. Aunt/Uncle 

5. Other 6. Not Applicable 

15) Did your mother remarry? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Not Applicable 

16) If yes, did you approve of the marriage? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Not applicable 
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17) Your age at the time of the remarriage (if 

applicable)? 

18) Did your father remarry? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Not Applicable 

19 ) If yes, did you approve of the marriage? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Not applicable 

20) Your age at the time of the remarrriage (if 

applicable) 

21) Were you reared by someone other than your 

biological parents? 

1. Adoptive parents 2. Foster parents 

3. Step parent 4. Close friend or relative 

5. Other 6. Not applicable 

22) What is your sexual preference? 

1. Male 2. Female 3. Both 
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23) Circle all members living with you in your house while 

you were growing up. 

1. Mother 2. Father 3. Sister(s) 

4. Brother(s) 5. Step-Mother 6. Step-Father 

7. Grandmother 8. Grandfather 9. Adopted Family 

24) When was the last time you had sexual 

intercourse? 

1. Within a month 2. 1 to 6 months 

3. Over 6 months 4. Never 

25) Are you a virgin? 1. Yes 2. No 

26) What year are you in? 

1. Freshman 2. Sophomore 3. Junior 

4. Senior 5. Graduate Student 6. Other 

27) What was your family's income bracket while you 

were growing up? 

1. $19,000 or Less 2. $20,000 to $39,000 

3. $40,000 to $69,000 4. $70,000 to $99,000 

5. $100,000+ 

28) Did your family say a prayer before eating 

dinner? 1. Yes 2. No 
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29) How often did your family go to religious 

services? 

1. Almost every Week. 2. About once a month 

3. Only on holidays 4. Rarely ever 
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Family Environment Scale (Moos & Moos, 1986) 

Here are some statements about families. You are to decide 

which of these statements are true of the family in which 

you grew up and which are false. If you think the statement 

is true or mostly true, mark an X in the box labeled T. If 

you think the statement is false or mostly false, mark an X 

in the box labeled F on the separate answer sheet. 

You may feel that some of the statements are true for 

some family members and false for others. Circle 1 if the 

statement is true for most members. Circle 2 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. Do give us your general impression of your 

family for each statement. 

T F 

1 2 1. Family members really help and support one 

another. 

1 2 2. Family members often keep their feelings to 

themselves. 

1 2 3. We fight a lot in our family. 

1 2 4. We don't do things on our own very often in our 

family. 
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1 2 5. 

1 2 6. 

1 2 7. 

1 2 8. 

1 2 9. 

1 2 10. 

1 2 11. 

1 2 12. 

1 2 13. 

1 2 14 . 

1 2 15. 

1 2 16 . 

1 2 17. 

1 2 18 . 

1 2 19. 

1 2 20. 

family. 

1 2 21. 

1 2 22 . 

whatever you do. 

We often talk about political and social 

problems. 

We spend most weekends and evenings at home. 

Family members attend church, synagogue, or 

Sunday school fairly often. 

Activities in our family are pretty carefully 

planned. 

Family members are rarely ordered around. 

We often seem to be killing time at home. 

We say anything we want to around the home. 

Family members rarely become openly angry. 

In our family, we are strongly encouraged to be 

independent. 

Getting ahead in life is very important in our 

family. 

We rarely go to lectures, plays, or concerts. 

We are generally very neat and orderly. 

upsetting somebody. 



1 2 23 . 

1 2 2 4 . 

1 2 25 . 

1 2 2 6 . 

1 2 2 7 . 

1 2 2 8 . 

1 2 2 9 . 

1 2 3 0 . 

1 2 3 1 . 

1 2 3 2 . 

1 2 33 . 

1 2 34 . 

1 2 3 5 . 

1 2 3 6 . 

89 

Family members get so angry they sometimes 

throw things. 

We think things out for ourselves in our 

family. 

How much money a person makes is not important 

to us. 

Learning about new and different things is 

important in our family. 

Nobody in our family is active in sports, 

Little League, bowing, etc. 

We often talk about the religious meaning of 

Christmas, Passover or other holidays. 

It is hard to find things when you need them in 

our household. 

There is one family member who makes most of 

the decisions. 

There is a feeling of togetherness in our 

family. 

We come and go as we want to in our family. 

win." 

activities 



1 2 3 7 . 

1 2 3 8 . 

1 2 3 9 . 

1 2 4 0 . 

1 2 4 1 . 

1 2 4 2 . 

1 2 43 . 

1 2 44 . 

1 2 4 5 . 

1 2 4 6 . 

1 2 4 7 . 

1 2 

CD 

1 2 4 9 . 

1 2 5 0 . 

1 2 5 1 . 

1 2 52 . 

1 2 53 . 

1 2 54 . 
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We often go to movies, sports events, camping, 

etc. 

We don't believe in heaven or hell. 

Being on time is very important in our family. 

There are set ways of doing things at home. 

We rarely volunteer when something has to be 

done at home. 

If we feel like doing something on the spur of 

the moment we just pick up and go. 

Family members often criticize each other. 

There is very little privacy in our family. 

We always strive to do things a little better 

the next time. 

We rarely have intellectual discussions. 

Everyone in our family has a hobby or two. 

Family members have strict ideas about what is 

right and wrong. 

People change their minds often in our family. 

There is a strong emphasis on following the 

rules in our family. 

Family members really back each other up. 

Someone usually gets upset if you complain in 

our family. 

Family members sometimes hit each other. 

Family members almost always rely on themselves 

when a problem comes up. 
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1 2 5 5 . 

1 2 5 6 . 

1 2 5 7 . 

1 2 5 8 . 

1 2 5 9 . 

1 2 6 0 . 

1 2 6 1 . 

1 2 6 2 . 

1 2 6 3 . 

1 2 6 4 . 

1 2 6 5 . 

1 2 6 6 . 

1 2 6 7 . 

1 2 6 8 . 

1 2 69 . 

promotions, school grades, etc. 

instrument. 

recreational activities outside work or school. 

to take on faith. 

There is little group spirit in our family. 

Money and paying bills is openly talked about 

in our family. 

If there is a disagreement in our family, we 

try hard to smooth things over and keep peace. 

Family members strongly encourage each other to 

stand up for their rights. 

In our family, we don't try hard to succeed. 

Family members often go to the library. 

Family members sometimes attend courses or take 

lessons for some hobby or interest (outside of 

school). 

In our family each person has different ideas 

about what is right and wrong. 

Each person's duties are clearly defined in our 

family. 



1 2 7 0 . 

1 2 7 1 . 

1 2 7 2 . 

1 2 73 . 

1 2 7 4 . 

1 2 

in 

1 2 7 6 . 

1 2 

00 
o 

1 2 7 9 . 

1 2 00
 

o 

1 2 8 1 . 

1 2 8 2 . 

1 2 

ro 
00 

1 2 84 . 

1 2 85 . 
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We can do whatever we want to in our family. 

We really get along well with each other. 

We are usually careful about what we say to 

each other. 

Family members often try ot one-up or out-do 

each other. 

Its hard to be by yourself without hurting 

someone's feelings in our household. 

"Work before play" is the rule in our family. 

Watching T.V. is more important than reading in 

our family. 

The Bible is a very important book in our 

family. 

Money is not handled very carefully in our 

family. 

Rules are pretty inflexible in our household. 

There is plenty of time and attention for 

everyone in our family. 

There are a lot of spontaneous discussions in 

our family. 

In our family, we believe you don't ever get 

anywhere by raising your voice. 

We are not really encouraged to speak up for 

ourselves in our family. 

Family members are often compared to others as 

to how well they do at work or school. 
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1 2 86. Family members really like music, art, and 

literature. 

1 2 87. Our main for of entertainment is watching T.V. 

or listening to the radio. 

1 2 88. Family members believd that if you sin you will 

be punished. 

1 2 89. Dishes are usually done immediately after 

eating. 

1 2 90. You can't get away with much in our family. 
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Affectional History Questionnaire (Lieber, et.al.,1976) 

Circle only one number at the left of each statement 

that best applies to your family. 

1. Agree strongly 2. Agree moderately 

3. Agree a little 4. Disagree a little 

5. Disagree moderately 6. Disagree strongly 

Agree Agree a Disagree 

Strongly little Strongly 

Your parents often showed their affection for each other by: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 1. Telling each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 2. Embracing/hugging. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 3. Giving each other gifts. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 4. Kissing each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 5. Doing things for each other. 

Your parents showed their affection for you by: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 6. Hugging you. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7. Kissing you. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 8. Doing things for you. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 9. Telling you. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 10. Giving you presents. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 11. Your immediate family openly expressed 

affection for each other. 

You showed affection for your parents by: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 12. Telling them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 13. Doing things for them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 14. Embracing/hugging them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 15. Kissing them. 

At a social gathering your parents would react with 

disapproval if they saw a married couple: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 16. Kissing. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 17. Embracing/hugging. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 18. Holding hands. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 19. Walking with arms around each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 20. Open displays of affection among family 

members and close friends were discouraged by your parents. 
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Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships 

{Schafer & Olson, 1981) 

Circle only one number at the left of each statement 

that best applies to your current relationship. 

Strongly 

Disagree 
+ 

1 

- + -

2 

Sometimes 

Agree 
+ 

3 

- + -
4 

Strongly 

Agree 
+ -

5 

1 2 3 4 5 1. 

1 2 3 4 5 2. 

1 2 3 4 5 3. 

1 2 3 4 5 4. 

1 2 3 4 5 5. 

1 2 3 4 5 6. 

1 2 3 4 5 7. 

1 2 3 4 5 8. 

1 2 3 4 5 9. 

1 2 3 4 5 10 

1 2 3 4 5 11 

1 2 3 4 5 12 

My partner listens to me when I need someone 

to talk to. 

We enjoy spending time with other couples. 

I am satisfied with our sex life. 

My partner helps me clarify my thoughts. 

We enjoy the same recreational activities. 

My partner has all the qualities I've ever 

wanted in a mate. 

I can state my feelings without him/her 

getting defensive. 

We usually "keep to ourselves". 

I feel our sexual activity is just routine. 

When it comes to having a serious discussion 

it seems we have nothing in common. 

I share in very few of my partner's interests 

There are times when I do not feel a great 
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deal of love and affection for my partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 13. I often feel distant from my partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 14. We have very few friends in common. 

1 2 3 4 5 15. I am able to tell my sexual partner when I 

want sexual intercourse. 

1 2 3 4 5 16. I feel "put-down" in a serious conversation 

with my partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 17. We like playing together. 

1 2 3 4 5 18. Every new thing that I have learned about my 

partner has pleased me. 

1 2 3 4 5 19. My partner can really understand my hurts and 

joys. 

1 2 3 4 5 20. Having time together with friends is an 

important part of our shared activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 21. I "hold back" my sexual interest because my 

partner makes me feel uncomfortable. 

1 2 3 4 5 22. I feel it is useless to discuss some things 

with my partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 23. We enjoy the out-of-doors together. 

1 2 3 4 5 24. My partner and I understand each other 

completely. 

1 2 3 4 5 25. I feel neglected at times by my partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 26. Many of my partner's closest friends are also 

my closest friends. 

1 2 3 4 5 27. Sexual expression is an essential part of our 

relationship. 



98 

1 2 3 4 5 2 8 . My partner frequently tries to change my 

ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 29. We seldom find time to do fun things together. 

1 2 3 4 5 30. I don't think that anyone could possibly be 

happier than my partner and I when we are with 

each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 31. I sometimes feel lonely when we're together. 

1 2 3 4 5 32. My partner disapproves of my friends. 

1 2 3 4 5 33. My partner seems disinterested in sex. 

1 2 3 4 5 34. We have an endless number of things to talk 

about. 

1 2 3 4 5 3 5 . I think that we share some of the same 

interests. 

1 2 3 4 5 36. I have some needs that are not being met by my 

relationship. 
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The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Resonding 

Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside 

each statement to indicate how much you agree with it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not Somewhat Very 

True True True 

_1. My first impressions about people usually turn out 

to be right. 

2. It would be hard for me to break any of my bad 

habits. 

3. I don't care to know what other people really 

think of me. 

_4. I have not always been honest with myself. 

_5. My solutions to problems are original and 

effective. 

_6. I don't know what my major strengths and 

weaknessess are. 

_7. Once I've made up my mind, other people can seldom 

change my opinion. 

_8. I am not a safe driver when I exceed the speed 

limit. 

_9. I am fully in control of my own fate. 
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10. It's hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. 

11. I never regret my decisions. 

12. I sometimes lose mout on things because I can't 

make up my mind soon enough. 

13. The reason I vote is because my vote can make a 

difference. 

14. My parents were not always fair when they punished 

me. 

15. I am a completely rational person. 

16. I rarely appreciate criticism. 

17. I always know why I like things. 

18 I have sometimes doubted my ability as a sex 

partner. 

19. It's alright with me if some people happen to 

dislike me. 

20. I don't always know the reasons why I do the 

things I do. 

21. I sometimes tell lies if I have to. 

22. I never cover up my mistakes. 

23. There have been occasions when I have taken 

advantage of someone. 

24. I never swear. 

25. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive 

and forget. 

26. I always obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get 

caught. 
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27. I have said something bad about a friend behind 

his or her back. 

28. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid 

listening. 

29. I have received too much change from a salesperson 

without telling him or her. 

30. I always declare everything at customs. 

31. When I was young I sometimes stole things. 

32. I have never dropped litter on the street. 

33. I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit. 

34. I never read sexy books or magazines. 

35. I have done things that I do not tell other people 

about. 

36. I never take things that don't belong to me. 

37. I have taken sick leave from work or school even 

though I wasn't really sick. 

38. I have never damaged a library book or store 

merchandise without reporting it. 

39. I have some pretty awful habits. 

40. I don't gossip about other people's business. 
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Sexual Intimacy Questionnaire 

Circle one number to the left of each statement that 

best describes your current relationship. 

Almost Always Sometimes Hardly Ever 

True True True 

1 2 3 4 5 1. I tell my sexual partner when I want to be 

kissed or hugged. 

1 2 3 4 5 2. I ask my partner to do things that I enjoy 

sexually. 

1 2 3 4 5 3. I find it difficult to ask my partner to 

engage in sexual activity. 

1 2 3 4 5 4. I tell my partner when I have enjoyed a sexual 

experience. 

1 2 3 4 5 5. It is difficult for me to tell my sexual 

partner when I do not want to engage in sexual 

activity. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 . If I don't feel like having sex when asked, I 

just say "no". 

1 2 3 4 5 7. It would be difficult for me to tell my sexual 

partner to, "Please go down on me." 
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1 2 3 4 5 8. I have told my sexual partner the sexual 

positions which I enjoy most. 

1 2 3 4 5 9. I don't feel comfortable talking about sex 

with my sexual partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 10. I tell my sexual partner when I do not want to 

receive a certain sexual favor. 

1 2 3 4 5 11. I do not tell my partner what I like sexually. 

1 2 3 4 5 12. I ask my partner when I want my genitals 

caressed. 

1 2 3 4 5 1. My partner and I discuss sexual preferences 

together. 

1 2 3 4 5 14. I tell my partner when I don't want to give a 

sexual favor. 

1 2 3 4 5 15. I can not talk about sex, but I communiate 

what I like and dislike in other ways. 
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The Christian Orthodoxy Scale (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 1982) 

This survey contains a number of statements related to 

specific religious beliefs. You will probably find that you 

agree with some of the statements, and disagree with others, 

to varying extents. Please mark your opinions on the line 

to the left of each statement, according to the amount of 

your agreement or disagreement by using the following scale: 

Write down a -3 in the space provided if you strongly 

disagree with the statement. 

-2 in the space provided if you moderately disagree with the 

statement. 

-1 in the space provided if you slightly disagree with the 

statement. 

Write down a +1 in the space provided if you slightly agree 

with the statement. 

+2 in the space provideed if you agree with the statement. 

+3 in the space provided if you strongly agree with the 

statement. 

If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an item 

write down a "0" in the space provided. 

1 - God exists as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

2 - Man is not a special creature made in the image of 

God, he is simply a recent development in the 

process of animal evolution. 

3. Jesus Christ was the divine Son of God. 
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4 . The Bible is the word of God given to guide man to 

grace and salvation. 

5 . Those who feel that God answers prayers are just 

deceiving themselves. 

6 . It is ridiculous to believe that Jesus Christ could 

be both human and divine. 

7 . Jesus was born of a virgin. 

8 . The Bible may be an important book of moral 

teachings, but it is no more inspired by God than 

were many other books in the history of man. 

9 . The concept of God is an old superstition that is no 

longer needed to explain things in a modern era. 

10 . Christ will return to the earth oneday. 

11 . Most of the religions in the world have miracle 

stories in their traditions; but there is no reason 

to believe any of them are true, including those 

found in the Bible. 

12 . God hears all of our prayers. 

13 . Jesus Christ may have been a great ethical teacher, 

as other men have been in history, but he was not 

the divine Son of God. 

14 . God made man of dust in his own image and breathed 

life into him. 

15 . Through the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, 

God provided a way for the forgiveness of man's 

sins. 
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16 . Despite what many people believe, there is no such 

thing as a God who is aware of man's actions. 

17 . Jesus was crucified, died and was buried, but on the 

third day He arose from the dead. 

18 . In all likelihood there is no sucvh thing as a God-

given immortal soul in man which lives on after 

death. 

19 . If there ever was such a person as Jesus of 

Nazareth, he is dead now and will never walk the 

earth again. 

20 . Jesus miraculously changed real water into real 

wine. 

21 . There is a God who is concrned with everyone's 

actions. 

22 . Jesus' death on the cross, as it actually occurred, 

did nothing in and of itself to save mankind. 

23 . There is really no reason to hold to the idea that 

Jesus was born of a virgin. Jesus' life showed 

better than anything else that he was exceptional, 

so we rely on old myths that don't make sense. 

24 . The Resurrection proves beyond a doubt that Jesus 

was the Christ or Messiah of God. 
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COS-FM 

This survey includes a number of statements related to 

specific religious beliefs which might have been held by 

your parents. As you know parents don't always believe in 

the same way in these matters. In the space provided below 

each statement, you masrk the degree to which you believe 

your mother and father may have agreed with each statement. 

Please use ther scale below to indicate the degree to which 

you believe your parents agreed with the statements. 

Write down a -3 in the space provided if you believe the 

parent strongly disagreed with the statement. 

-2 in the space provided if you believe the parent 

moderately disagreed with the statement. 

-1 in the space provided if you believe the parent slightly 

disagreed with the statement. 

Write down a +1 in the space provided if you believe the 

parent slightly agreed with the statement. 

+2 in the space provided if you believe the parent 

moderately agreed with the statement. 

+3 in the space provided if you believe the parent strongly 

agreed with the statement. 

If you believe the parent felt exactly and precisely neutral 

about an item write a "0" in the space provided. 

1. God exists as: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

Father Mother 
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2. Man is not la special creature made in the image of 

God, he is simply a recent development in the process of 

animal evolution. 

Father Mother 

3. Jesus Christ was the divine Son of God. 

Father Mother 

4. The Bible is the word of God given to guide man to grace 

and salvation. 

Father Mother 

5. Those who feel that God answers prayers are just 

deceiving themselves. 

Father Mother 

6. It is ridiculous to believe that Jesus Christ could be 

both human and divine. 

Father Mother 

7. Jesus was born of a virgin. 

Father Mother 

8. The Bible may be an important bood of moral teachings, 

but it is no more inspired by God than were many other 

books in the history of man. 

Father Mother 

9. The concept of God is an old superstition that is no 

longer needed to explain things in a modern era. 

Father Mother 

10. Christ will return to the earth someday. 

Father Mother 
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11. Most of the religions in the world have miracle stories 

in their traditions; but there is no reason to believe 

any of them are true, includingt those found in the 

Bible. 

Father Mother 

12. God hears all of our prayers. 

Father Mother 

13. Jesus Christ may have been a great ethical teacher, as 

other men have been in history, but he was not the 

divine Son of God. 

Father Mother 

14. God made man of dust in his own image and breathed life 

unto him. 

Father Mother 

15. Through the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, God 

provided a way for the forgiveness of man's sins. 

Father Mother 

16. Despite what many people believe, there is no such thing 

as a God who is aware of man's actions. 

Father Mother 

17. Jesus was crucified, died and was buried, but on the 

third day He arose from the dead. 

Father Mother 

18. In all likelihood there is no sucvh thing as a God-given 

immortal soul in man which lives on after death. 

Father Mother 
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19. If there ever was such a person as Jesus of Nazareth, he 

is dead now and will never walk the earth again. 

Father Mother 

20. Jesus miraculously changed real water into real wine. 

Father Mother 

21. There is a God who is concrned with everyone's actions. 

Father Mother 

22. Jesus' death on the cross, as it actually occurred, did 

nothing in and of itself to save mankind. 

Father Mother 

23. There is really no reason to hold to the idea that Jesus 

was born of a virgin. Jesus' life showed better than 

anything else that he was exceptional, so why rely on 

old myths that don't make sense. 

Father Mother 

24. The Resurrection proves beyond a doubt that Jesus was 

the Christ or Messiah of God. 

Father Mother 
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