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The purpose of this study was to explore the effects of 

parental divorce and family conflict during adolescence on 

young adult females' social support and psychological 

adjustment. The three areas explored were perceptions of 

relationship satisfaction and closeness, sources and amount 

of social support and adjustment. One hundred and forty-one 

female undergraduates, 53% from families in which their 

parents are still married and 47% from families in which a 

parental divorce occurred during adolescence, completed the 

following measures: the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 

1976), the Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific (Cutrona, 

1989), the Inventory of Common Problems (Hoffman & Weiss, 

1986), the Family Environment Scale (Moos & Moos, 1981), and 

the Sibling Relationship Questionnaire (Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985). All hypotheses were tested using a 2 (divorced vs. 

intact) x 3 (low, medium or high conflict) multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA). The MANOVA was followed by 

univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA)and post-hoc analyses 



to further explore results. There are four main ideas 

supported by this study. First, peer social integration was 

affected by the interaction of parental marital status and 

family conflict. Second, parental divorce profoundly 

affected the father-daughter relationship and sibling 

relationships. In contrast, family conflict had a more 

profound impact on participants' relationships with both 

parents. Third, family conflict had a significant effect on 

the amount of depression, anxiety and interpersonal problems 

reported by participants. And fourth, whether the "target" 

sibling was older or younger had a significant effect on 

participants' perceptions of that relationship. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study was to explore the effects of 

parental divorce and conflict during adolescence on young 

adult females' family and peer relationships, perceptions of 

social support and psychological adjustment. Amato and 

Keith's (1991) meta-analysis concluded that there is strong 

support for the idea that parental divorce has lasting 

implications for young adult children's quality of life and 

it calls for further research of children of parental 

divorce as they make the transition to adulthood. 

It has been suggested that one area in which children 

of parental divorce are most likely to experience long-term 

consequences is interpersonal relationships. Research 

examining the effects of divorce on adolescent and young 

adult relationships has given some support to the assertion 

that parental divorce has long-term consequences for 

children of divorce in their relationships both inside and 

outside of the family (Booth, Brinkerhoff, & White, 1984; 

Johnston & Thomas, 1996; Jones, 1992; Wallerstein, 1985; 

White, Brinkerhoff, & Booth, 1985). A consistent finding is 



that parent-child relationships are profoundly affected by 

divorce well into adulthood (Furstenberg & Teitler, 1994; 

Lopez, Campbell, & Watkins, 1988; Quinn & Campbell, 1995; 

Webster & Herzog, 1995; White, Brinkerhoff, & Booth, 1985). 

In addition, children of divorce tend to have more romantic 

relationships although they may be less satisfactory (Booth, 

Brinkerhoff, & White, 1984; Hetherington, 1979; Moore & 

Hotch, 1982). Unfortunately, this research has been very 

limited in scope. The effects of divorce have been explored 

extensively in children, but only recently has attention 

turned to studying adolescents who are attempting to 

disengage from the family and develop relationships outside 

of the home. 

There are three prominent theories regarding the 

reasons that parental divorce may lead to negative outcomes 

for children (Amato & Keith, 1991). First, the parental 

absence theory (Booth, Brinkerhoff, & White, 1984; Greenberg 

& Nay, 1982; Parish, 1981) assumes that decrements in child 

functioning following divorce result from the loss of one 

parent as a source of support, identification and 

attachment. The second theory is the economic disadvantage 

perspective (Guidubaldi, Cleminshaw, Perry, & McLoughlin, 

1983) which assumes that children of divorce exhibit 

difficulties due to hardship related to living in a single 



parent family with fewer financial resources. The third 

theory is the family conflict perspective (Booth et al., 

1984; Emery, 1982) which suggests that children in intact 

families exhibit similar problems if they also live in a 

family which engages in a great deal of conflict. This 

theory suggests that family conflict results in negative 

adjustment for children and divorce does not add to this 

appreciably. 

Amato and Keith (1991) explored these three theories in 

their meta-analysis. They concluded that the theory best 

supported by evidence currently available is the family 

conflict perspective. This conclusion was based on their 

findings that children from low-conflict divorce homes were 

better adjusted in most areas than children from high-

conflict intact homes. Thus, it seems quite important for 

studies to explore the issue of conflict in addition to 

parental marital status. 

Research supports the idea that parental divorce and 

conflict tend to negatively impact young adult 

relationships; however, research has not explored the social 

support network as a whole. It may be that parent-child 

relationships are negatively impacted but relationships with 

siblings or friends are strengthened by adversity. Sibling 

relationships, in particular, have been relatively ignored 



in older children of divorce and only one study (Jones, 

1992) has explored the effect of parental divorce and 

conflict on friendship networks. Thus, there is much work 

to be done in determining how parental divorce and conflict 

affects children as they begin to build their own lives. 

The Impact of Parental Divorce on Young Adult Relationships 

Due to the rising rate of divorce in the United States, 

the effects of divorce on children have been studied 

extensively. Findings have been inconsistent ranging from 

minimal or no effect (Guttman, 1989; Muransky & DeMarie-

Dreblow, 1995) to serious psychological problems (Kessler & 

Magee, 1993; Raphael, Cubis, Dunne, Lewin, & Kelly, 1990). 

Amato and Keith (1991) conducted a meta-analysis of 92 

studies which explored the relationship between parental 

divorce and adjustment. They concluded that parental 

divorce is associated with poorer adjustment in children; 

however, the effect sizes were small. Furthermore, they 

proposed that there may be a "sleeper" effect in that some 

effects do not become evident until late adolescence and 

young adulthood. They called for more research on the 

effects of divorce on children as they enter adulthood, in 

particular in the areas of achievement and interpersonal 

relationships. 



In the area of achievement, research suggests that 

parental divorce is associated with poorer academic 

achievement. For example, Summers, Forehand, and Armistead 

(1996) found that parental divorce was associated with lower 

educational achievement. Furstenberg and Teitler (1994) 

found that individuals from divorced homes were less likely 

to complete high school and to attend college and more 

likely to be neither employed or in school as young adults. 

Grant, Smith, Sinclair, and Salts (1993) also found an 

association between parental divorce and educational 

achievement. However, they found that the age at the time 

of divorce was a significant factor. Those individuals 

whose parents divorced when they were in pre-school had the 

best adjustment. 

The stage of the child at the time of the divorce has 

been cited as an important variable in later life problems. 

Findings suggest that adolescent relationships may be 

profoundly affected by divorce contrary to the popular 

belief that it is easier for older children to deal with 

parental divorce due to their increased independence and 

ability to get along without steady attention from their 

parents (Cooney, Smyer, Hagestad, & Klock, 1986). Palosaari 

and Aro (1994) found in their sample of twenty-two year old 

males that depression was significantly more likely among 



those whose parents had divorced during latency than among 

those whose parents had divorced during adolescence or 

before school age. In contrast, females tended to have 

fewer problems and higher self-esteem if they were older 

when their parents divorced. 

Similar findings were reported by Amato and Keith 

(1991) who found that age was significantly associated with 

psychological and social adjustment. They found that 

children who were in junior high and high school tended to 

exhibit the most difficulty following parental divorce in 

the areas of psychological adjustment, social adjustment and 

parent-child relations. Wallerstein and Corbin (1989) found 

in their ten-year follow-up study that, in the oldest group 

who ranged from 9 to 13 at the time of parental divorce, 

over half (56%) of the women were extremely anxious about 

making commitments and were consciously preoccupied with 

fears of betrayal. Similarly, one-third of the mother-

daughter relationships which were mutually loving and 

supportive within the intact family deteriorated after 

divorce. In contrast, the youngest group, who were toddlers 

and pre-school aged at the time of their parents' divorce, 

had good relationships with peers and close mother-daughter 

relationships. Wallerstein and Corbin (1989) hypothesized 

that the reason that the older group of women was so 
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adversely affected by parental divorce was because the 

disruption of child-rearing functions in these homes often 

coincided with the daughter's adolescence. They suggested 

that this contributed to a sense in these girls of having 

been abandoned at a critical time in their lives. However, 

this study had no control group which makes its results 

difficult to interpret. In contrast to Wallerstein and 

Corbin (1989), other researchers (Franklin, Janoff-Bulman, & 

Roberts, 1990; Greenberg & Nay, 1982; White, Brinkerhoff, & 

Booth, 1985) have found that age at the time of divorce had 

little or no apparent effect on maternal or paternal 

attachment. 

Research has fairly consistently found that divorce 

negatively affects parent-child relationships. For example, 

Franklin et al. (1990) found that college students whose 

parents are divorced trusted their parents less than college 

students from intact homes. Parish (1981) also found that 

college students from divorced families evaluated their 

parents negatively more frequently than students from intact 

families. Similarly, Johnson, Wilkinson, and McNeil (1995) 

found that college students from divorced families report 

having less intimate and less satisfactory relationships 

with their parents than college students from intact 

families. Cooney et al. (1986) reported that when 



relationships deteriorated, fathers were generally the 

parent involved, and particularly at risk was the father-

daughter relationship. In Wallerstein and Corbin's ten-year 

follow-up of 63 females, post-divorce relationships were 

consistently better with mothers than with fathers whether 

they were the custodial parent or not. Lopez, Campbell, and 

Watkins (1988) also found relationships with fathers to be 

negatively influenced by divorce. Adolescents from divorced 

families reported more independence from their fathers than 

those from intact homes, but they also reported experiencing 

more angry and conflicted feelings about this independence. 

Several researchers (Wallerstein, 1985; Sessa & 

Steinberg, 1991) have discussed the deidealization of 

parents which often occurs during and after divorce and how 

this may lead to increased autonomy for adolescents. It is 

likely that some of this distance found in the parent-child 

relationship post-divorce is an expression of the child 

taking on more responsibility due to the changing needs of 

the family. However, a recent study suggests that poor 

parent-child relationships is a long-term effect of divorce, 

rather than a short-term one. Hetherington (1988) found 

that at six years after divorce mother-son relationships 

were particularly problematic. Mothers reported spending 

less time with their sons and feeling less close to them. 



These mothers tended to be ineffectual in their attempts to 

control their sons' behavior and had little follow through 

with discipline. Similarly, Webster and Herzog (1995) found 

that adult (aged 25 to 80) children of divorce reported 

having significantly less contact with their parents than 

adult children from intact families. They also were more 

likely to perceive their relationships with both parents to 

be of lower quality with a magnitude of effects which was 

almost twice as large for fathers. They also found that 

adult children from divorced homes were twice as likely to 

seek a surrogate mother relationship and thirteen times more 

likely to seek a father surrogate relationship than adult 

children from intact homes. 

Wallerstein (1985) has proposed that following divorce 

the parent-child relationship changes as the parent 

experiences a "diminished capacity to parent". She has found 

that following divorce many parents are less sensitive to 

their children's needs and give them less attention. 

Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1982) found that following 

divorce parents exhibited poor parenting. They tended to 

make fewer maturity demands, be less affectionate, exhibit 

marked inconsistency in discipline and provide fewer rewards 

for good behavior. The consistent finding following divorce 
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of poor parent-child relationships may reflect these 

declines in parenting abilities. 

It has been suggested that in situations in which 

parents can no longer adequately perform parenting duties, 

siblings may provide nurturance, companionship and support 

to each other and that this may facilitate their adjustment 

(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Jenkins, 1992). However, little 

research has been done on the impact of parental divorce on 

sibling relationships in this age group. James and Ponzetti 

(1995) explored the relationship between sibling 

relationships and loneliness in a college student population 

and found that the closeness and frequency of contact with 

siblings were significant predictors of loneliness. They 

found that participants who had contact with a "target" 

sibling once a week or more reported less loneliness than 

participants who had contact with a "target" sibling once a 

month or less. Buhrmester (1992) found that children with 

an older sibling report receiving almost as much tangible 

assistance from older siblings as they do from parents. 

This suggests that sibling relationships may play an 

influential role in later psychological adjustment. This is 

supported by Kempton, Armistead, Wierson, and Forehand 

(1991) which found that adolescents (aged 11 to 15) from 

divorced homes who had a sibling exhibited fewer adjustment 
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problems than adolescents from divorced homes who did not 

have a sibling. 

Research with younger samples has yielded conflicting 

results regarding the effect of parental divorce on sibling 

relationships. Dunn, Slomkowski, and Beardsall (1994) found 

that in the face of family adversity, children grew closer 

and more supportive. However, Hetherington (1988) and 

Jenkins (1992) have found that in the face of parental 

discord, children exhibit an increased level of conflict and 

hostility in sibling interactions. MacKinnon (1989) also 

found that sibling relationships within divorced families 

were more problematic than those from intact families. 

Hetherington (1988) found that family members characterized 

sibling relationships in intact families as exhibiting more 

warmth and involvement than those in divorced families. 

Furthermore, she found that sibling relationships which were 

characterized by low involvement, communication and warmth 

were associated with low achievement and poor peer 

relationships. This type of sibling relationship was most 

common among males from divorced families and females in 

remarried families. In contrast, sibling relationship 

characterized by moderate involvement, high warmth and 

companionship and low aggression was associated with 

positive peer relations, high achievement and high levels of 
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self-esteem. This pattern was most common with females from 

intact homes. 

Hetherington (1988) also found gender differences with 

regard to the effects of divorce on sibling relationships. 

Based on her findings, she has suggested that boys in 

divorced families exhibit more rivalry, aggression and 

aversive behaviors in their interactions with siblings than 

do girls. In fact, Hetherington (1988) reports that any 

sibling pair which included a male sibling was more troubled 

than those pairs with a female sibling. Thus, it may be 

that in the face of deteriorated parent-child relations due 

to parental divorce, siblings are an important source of 

support for females but not males. 

This deterioration of the parent-child relationship 

which has been found consistently in divorced families is 

problematic in that most early research suggests that 

individuals' who have good relationships with their parents 

have more satisfying peer relationships and are better 

adjusted. Bell, Avery, Jenkins, Feld, and Schoenrock 

(1985) found that secure parent-child attachments served to 

promote social competence and satisfying peer relationships 

during adolescence. Patterson, Vaden, and Kupersmidt (1991) 

found that children from divorced homes were more likely to 

be rejected by peers. Quinn and Campbell (1995) found that 
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college females who were from divorced low conflict homes 

had significantly more friends in their social support 

network than subjects from intact low conflict homes and 

more than women from divorced homes with low or moderate 

conflict. They suggested that this is a reflection of 

college women attempting to compensate for poor parent-child 

relationships through peer relationships. This is supported 

by Teja and Stolberg (1993) which found that peer support 

may protect children from pathogenic effects of divorce. 

They found that support from peers, not parents, was 

positively associated with adjustment. Lustig, Wolchik and 

Braver (1992) found that for children, aged 13 and older, 

support received from friendships was associated with fewer 

adjustment problems. Based on this finding, Lustig et al. 

(1992) suggest that the absence of a close, supportive 

friendship during the adjustment to parental divorce may 

have deleterious effects on older children. However, Allen, 

Stoltenberg, and Rosko (1990) found in their study of 160 

college freshman that, although adolescents from divorced 

families are more separated from their families than those 

from intact families, they tend to adjust to this situation 

in a manner that does not limit their academic functioning, 

self-esteem or sense of adequacy. 
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Although research has been fairly consistent about the 

effect of divorce on the parent-child relationship, it has 

been far from consistent about the effect that divorce and 

poor quality parent-child relationships have on romantic 

relationships. As stated earlier, previous research 

exploring the social relationships of children of divorced 

parents has focused on romantic relationships and not other 

peer relationships. The underlying assumption in these 

studies is that children of divorce may turn to romantic 

relationships to replace the lost parent. This assumption 

is consistent with a compensatory model (Gold & Yanof, 

1985) , and might be evident through a significant increase 

in romantic relationships. Thus far, this increase has been 

found in a number of studies; however, participants often 

have reported less satisfaction with their romantic 

relationships than their peers from intact families. 

Divorce and emotional separation have been found to be 

related to early courtship behavior (Moore & Hotch, 1982). 

Furstenberg and Teitler (1994) found in their study of young 

adults that participants from divorced homes initiated sex 

earlier, were more likely to become pregnant in their teens, 

more likely to cohabit and less likely to get married. 

Hetherington (1979) found that adolescent girls in father-

absent homes manifested an inability to interact 
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appropriately with males. It was also found that daughters 

of divorce spent a larger portion of time seeking out male 

company and engaging in sexual behaviors. In addition, 

Booth, Brinkerhoff and White (1984) found that persons with 

a deterioration in relations with their parents were more 

inclined to get married or cohabit but reported lower 

satisfaction with heterosexual relationships. Although 

adolescents from divorced families were dating more than 

their peers from intact families, those dating casually were 

having difficulty dating people with whom they felt they 

could become serious. 

Further insight of these processes may be gained from 

research which suggests that children from divorced families 

tend to have difficulty with issues of trust and intimacy. 

Franklin et al. (1990) found that college aged children of 

divorce reported less optimism about the success of their 

future marriages and were less likely to trust a future 

spouse. However, divorce only impacted marriage related 

beliefs and attitudes rather than generalized beliefs. This 

is supported by Johnston and Thomas (1996) which also found 

that undergraduates whose parents had divorced reported 

trusting their partners less than undergraduates from intact 

homes. Bolgar, Zweig-Frank, and Paris (1995) found that 

undergraduates from divorced homes had more difficulty with 
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intimacy and a greater tendency to be over-controlling in 

romantic and non-romantic relationships. 

One conclusion from these studies is that children from 

divorced families experience an increase in the number of 

romantic relationships and that these relationships may be 

less satisfactory for some adolescents. However, this 

research does not address whether it is the loss of the 

parent as an attachment figure or the family problems which 

accompany divorce (i.e. conflict) that lead to increased 

romantic interaction and less satisfaction in these 

relationships. 

Divorce and death are often examined simultaneously to 

distinguish the effects which are unique to divorce and 

those which are a result of parental absence or lack of 

adequate role-models. It has been suggested that parental 

loss results in two patterns of coping (Hepworth, Ryder, & 

Dreyer, 1984). The first pattern is characterized by an 

avoidance of intimacy which is believed to be exhibited more 

frequently in adolescents who lose a parent to death. The 

second pattern is characterized by an acceleration of 

courtship activity and an increased interest in 

relationships. This pattern is believed to be a common 

coping mechanisms used by children of divorce. This 

configuration was found by Hepworth et al. (1984) in their 
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study of 248 undergraduate students and 98 married couples, 

aged 18 to 28. They found that divorce-loss persons had 

more relationships than death-loss persons. They found no 

difference in the relationship quality of the two groups; 

however, they did find a difference in the commitment level 

of the two groups. Death-loss individuals were more likely 

to be in serious relationships or not involved at all. In 

contrast, divorce—loss individuals were more likely to be 

involved in some sort of relationship, either casual or 

serious. Further evidence is cited in the study by Booth et 

al.(1984) which found that children of divorce were more 

actively involved in the courtship process, more likely to 

be having premarital sex and to be cohabitating. 

However, not all research supports the hypothesis that 

parental divorce adversely affects adolescent romantic 

relationships. Greenberg and Nay (1982) found no difference 

between children of divorced parents and those from intact 

families in level or quality of dating behavior, attitudes 

toward marriage or conflict resolution skills. Similar 

findings were reported by Guttmann (1989) in his study of 

Israeli soldiers. He found that the distribution of 

intimacy responses was similar for divorced and intact 

groups. Parental divorce was also unrelated to the 
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frequency of making up or breaking up a relationship, or to 

the expectancy of becoming and staying married. 

It has been suggested in the literature that the 

variability between studies results from not taking 

interparental conflict into account. A growing body of 

research suggests that conflict, as a process rather than a 

single event, is a much more sensitive measure of the family 

processes which are affecting children's adjustment. Emery 

(1982) stated that "concomitant interparental conflict, 

rather than separation (from one parent) per se is the more 

salient factor in creating behavior patterns in children of 

divorce" (p.319). Similarly, Hetherington (1979) indicated 

that two years after parental divorce, the high-conflict 

group exhibited the most adjustment problems. Amato and 

Keith (1991) report that the family conflict perspective 

received the most support in their meta-analysis in 

comparison to modest support for the economic disadvantage 

and father-loss perspectives. This was based on their 

finding that children in high conflict intact families 

reported significantly more problems than children in low 

conflict intact homes, as well as more than children from 

low conflict divorced homes. Their study found that divorce 

was related to deficits in cognitive and social competence 
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while family conflict was related to deficits in academic 

achievement, social competence and behavior. 

Conflict also has a negative impact on parent-child 

relationships. Quinn and Campbell (1995) found that females 

from high conflict homes reported being significantly less 

attached to their mothers than subjects from low conflict 

homes. Franklin et al.'s (1990) study suggests that the 

interaction of divorce and conflict adversely affects the 

parent-child relationship. They found that in low conflict 

divorced homes children trusted their parents less than 

subjects from low conflict intact homes. And Fauber et al. 

(1990) found that in their divorced sample high levels of 

conflict between recently divorced parents was associated 

with more perceived maternal rejection of or distancing from 

the adolescent than in their intact sample. However, 

Fauber et al. (1990) only used mothers and their children in 

their sample, not both parents. It is hard to determine how 

this might have affected the results. 

Jenkins (1992) has suggested that sibling relationships 

may serve as a buffer against the harmful effects of marital 

conflict. She found that children (aged 9 to 12) in 

conflictual homes were more likely to develop hostile and 

aggressive relationships with their siblings than subjects 

who lived in harmonious homes. However, in situations in 
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which the children were able to form a close relationship 

with their siblings, they reported significantly fewer 

psychological and behavioral disturbances. In contrast, 

children with no close sibling relationship exhibited a very 

high level of symptomatology. For children from harmonious 

homes, close sibling relationships had no effect on their 

adjustment. 

Recent research suggests that parental conflict affects 

young adults' ability to trust others. This difficulty with 

trust may manifest itself in poor quality romantic 

relationships which have been found in previous studies. 

Franklin et al. (1990) found that college students' who had 

experienced continuous high levels of conflict perceived 

other people and the world to be less benevolent, suggesting 

that parental conflict affected generalized attitudes and 

beliefs rather than those specific to the marriage 

relationship. This was also found by Johnston and Thomas 

(1996) who found that high levels of conflict, regardless of 

parental marital status, was associated with perceived risk 

in dating. Booth et al. (1984) concluded that conflict 

during the divorce stimulates heterosexual activity but had 

little effect on the evaluation of these relationships, 

whereas post-divorce conflict adversely affected the quality 

of courtship relations, especially for males. They also 
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found that divorce had more consequences for courtship 

activity than poor-quality intact marriages, suggesting that 

although divorce may be the more salient variable, 

interactive effects of divorce and conflict are likely. 

A recent study (Jones, 1992) suggests that conflict 

affects friendships as well. Jones (1992) explored the role 

that parental divorce and conflict has on friendships. She 

found that parental divorce had a limited effect on the size 

and functioning of the friendship network. In contrast, 

family conflict had a detrimental effect on the friendship 

network of her college aged sample. She found that 

participants from high conflict homes had smaller friendship 

networks and reported being more lonely than participants 

from low conflict homes. She also found an interaction 

effect in that participants from high conflict divorced 

homes tended to have larger friendship networks and reported 

greater satisfaction with these friendships. In contrast, 

Dancy and Handal (1984) have found that people from high 

conflict homes report spending more time with peers but are 

less satisfied with peer relationships. However, Quinn and 

Campbell (1995) found that having more friends included in 

college women's support network was associated with low 

conflict divorced homes rather than high conflict ones. 
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Both Weiss (1974) and Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) 

suggest that one way that children deal with parental 

divorce is through disengaging from the family. Hetherington 

(1988) found that boys from divorced homes spend 

significantly less time at home with their parents and more 

time with peers than any other group. This is supported by 

studies which have found that children from broken homes 

have higher emotional separation scores than those from 

intact homes (Lopez et al., 1988; Marsh & Campbell, 1990) or 

deceased parent families (Proulx & Koulack, 1987). White et 

al. (1985) reported that students showed lower attachment 

scores to both parents when they perceived that their 

parents had an unhappy marriage. Once again, father-child 

relationships were particularly affected. Marsh and 

Campbell (1990) found that parental conflict was associated 

with less separation for participants from intact families 

and with more separation for participants from divorced 

parents. As in families of divorce with high levels of 

conflict, in intact families the relationship with the 

father was the most affected. As Marsh and Campbell's (1990) 

study suggests, findings are inconsistent when examining the 

effects of family status and conflict on adolescent 

adjustment which makes analyzing the interactive effects of 

divorce and conflict crucial. 
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Summary 

Studies support the conclusion that adolescent 

relationships are adversely affected by parental divorce, 

especially in high-conflict situations. The parent-child 

relationship is the most consistently and adversely 

affected. These relationships are characterized by more 

distance and hostile feelings on the part of the child than 

relationships in intact homes. However, there is also some 

support for the idea that close, supportive sibling 

relationships may mediate the impact of parental divorce and 

conflict (Jenkins, 1992; Kempton et al., 1991). 

There is also some support for the idea that children 

from divorced homes approach romantic relationships in a 

different way and are not as satisfied with these 

relationships. Children from divorced families may have more 

romantic relationships, characterized by less satisfaction, 

than their peers from intact homes. Fauber et al. (1990) 

found that the effects of divorce have an indirect effect 

through the deterioration of parent-child relationships. It 

may be that children of divorced families may attempt to 

replace attachment relationships lost through divorce with 

romantic relationships. If this does occur, it is not 

surprising that these relationships are not satisfying. 
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The research which compares death-loss and divorce-loss 

participants suggests that different coping styles are used 

as a function of the type of loss that they experienced. 

Since death is a complete loss of the parent, these children 

may be using avoidance to protect themselves from 

experiencing the unavoidable pain of loss which accompanied 

the death of their parent. In contrast, children of divorce 

often experience a gradual loss of the parent which may 

cause them to increase their contact with peers as the non-

custodial parent gradually withdraws from their life. It is 

unfortunate that more is not known about the changes which 

occur in adolescent peer relationships after divorce. 

Studies such as Wallerstein and Kelly's (1980) which found 

that adolescent boys often seek refuge from divorce related 

stress in their friend's social network give researchers a 

small glimpse of the processes which may be occurring. 

Jones (1992) also adds to our understanding with her finding 

that the interaction of divorce and conflict may have 

positive effects on the friendship network. This area is one 

which needs further systematic study in order to know how 

children cope with divorce. 

There are methodological issues which are important in 

this body of research. For example, level of conflict has 

been largely neglected thus far, but its effects seem to be 
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serious as suggested in findings by Marsh and Campbell 

(1990), Lopez et al. (1988), and White et al. (1985). Many 

studies have shown a significant increase in the number of 

romantic relationships and friendships, suggesting that 

adolescents are attempting to get their needs previously met 

by the parents fulfilled outside the homes. Another 

methodological issue is that studies often tend to lump 

participants who experienced divorce at different stages of 

the life cycle together despite the fact that this may 

confound divorce effects and developmental effects. 

Finally, studies often consider the adolescent's 

relationship with parents and/or romantic relationships and 

ignore others in the individual's support system. The 

adolescent's relationship with a particular person may be 

very poor; however, high quality relationships could exist 

with many other people. Previous research has not looked at 

adolescent's social network in a holistic way. 

The Composition and Provisions of Social Support 

Social support has received a great deal of research 

interest in the past decade as a factor which mediates the 

impact of stressful life events (Caplan, 1974). It is 

believed that social support is a multidimensional construct 

(Pierce, Sarason, & Sarason, 1990); however, it continues to 

be measured in a unidimensional way due to differences in 
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definitions of social support. These many definitions of 

social support have led to inconsistencies and confusion 

regarding the role of social support (Pierce, Sarason, & 

Sarason, 1990). Pierce et al. (1990) have suggested that 

the many conceptualizations which are prominent in social 

support research fall into three categories: (1) structural 

characteristics of social networks, (2) social support as 

functional components, and (3) social support as a 

generalized perception. Structural characteristics refer to 

descriptions of a social network in terms of network size 

and/or network density. The functional components approach 

refers to conceptualizing social support in terms of the 

types of support that different relationships offer. A 

generalized perception of social support approach assesses 

the global perceptions of the availability of resources and 

satisfaction with available social support. These authors 

call for an integrative approach to the measurement of 

social support in which studies use more than one of the 

above approaches in their measurement of social support. 

Since parental divorce is a significant stressor, it 

can be expected that social support would be important to 

coping with this stressor. Support from sources other than 

parents may be particularly significant for children of 

divorce, since research indicates that the most predictable 
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result of divorce is the loss of an attachment relationship 

with at least one parent. According to the compensatory 

model of development (Gold & Yanof, 1985), the child would 

soon adapt to parental loss through other relationships. 

This compensation might be exhibited through a change in the 

composition of the social network. 

Studies attempting to describe the social network have 

primarily focused on people who have divorced and older 

adults. However, Kurdek (1988) has recently cited the need 

for more descriptive information regarding the kinds and 

sources of social support utilized by children of divorce. 

The divorce literature suggests that closeness and sources 

of social support may be areas which should be explored. It 

also seems important to determine if those who can not 

compensate for the loss of the parental relationships in 

relationships outside the home are having a difficult 

adjustment in other areas as well. 

Sources of support may change as people move in and out 

of an individual's life. The divorce literature has shown a 

fairly consistent deterioration in the quality of the 

parent-child relationship and an increase in the number of 

friendships. The few empirical studies (Jones, 1992; Quinn 

& Campbell, 1995) which have been done support this 

hypothesis of an increase in peer relationships. Wolchik et 
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al. (1989) found that parents are less central sources of 

support in divorced homes than they are for children from 

intact homes. Kurdek's (1988) study of the social support 

networks of children of divorce and their mothers found that 

friends were most frequently mentioned as the closest 

relationship for the sample of 35 white middle class 

children aged six to seventeen. Jones (1992) also found 

that friendship plays an important role in divorced high 

conflict homes. 

Weiss (1974) and Cutrona and Russell (1987) proposed 

that social relationships fill different needs in different 

situations and at different stages of the life cycle. 

Furthermore, the intensity of need for different types of 

social support varies with stress and stage of life. Weiss 

(1974) suggested that social relationships serve six 

functions or provisions: attachment, affiliation, 

nurturance, collaboration, persisting alliance and help 

obtaining. Studies have found that different provisions 

have been helpful in adjusting to various stressful 

occupations (Constable & Russell, 1986; Mallinckrodt & 

Fretz, 1988) but only one study (Quinn & Campbell, 1995) has 

extended this to children of divorce. Quinn and Campbell 

(1995) found that participants from divorced homes reported 

having less reliable alliance, attachment, guidance, and 
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reassurance of worth than participants from intact homes. 

Thus, in the case of divorce, the functions that 

relationships serve may be particularly important since 

certain types of support may be unavailable in the home 

during this time. 

It has been suggested that attachment relationships may 

play a special role in coping with parental divorce, 

providing a sense of security and stability which can 

counteract the numerous role changes occurring in the family 

(Quinn & Campbell, 1995). Mallinckrodt and Fretz (1988) 

found that lack of attachment support was the type of 

support most closely associated with depression and low self 

esteem. Campbell and Butcher (1993) found that reliable 

alliance, attachment and guidance were the types of social 

support most strongly associated with the parental role. It 

seems that these types of support are still filled by 

parents in adolescence, especially for college students who 

are still financially dependent on their parents. Quinn and 

Campbell (1995) found that women from divorced homes had 

less attachment in general and less attachment to both 

parents than women from intact homes. Thus, it might be 

expected that individuals who are unable to replace the 

parental attachment relationship with a new attachment 
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relationship will have a more difficult time adjusting to 

divorce. 

Research has also suggested that social support varies 

in effectiveness depending on its source (Hetherington & 

Camera, 1984; Wolchik, Ruehlman, Braver, & Sandler, 1989). 

Wolchik et al. (1989) found that the amount of social 

support was related to level of stress and adjustment. At 

high levels of stress, children with a lot of support from 

family and non-family adults reported fewer problems than 

did children with low support. However, at lower levels of 

stress, children with a lot of social support from nonfamily 

adults were more poorly adjusted than were children with 

little support. Hetherington and Camera (1984) found 

similar results and concluded that support from nonfamily 

adults in low-stress situations may be a threat to the 

child's autonomy and self-esteem leading to negative 

effects. In high stress situations, nonfamily adults may 

fill the educational and recreational roles previously 

provided by parents. They found that support from other 

children (both family and nonfamily) was not significantly 

associated with adjustment. This suggests that children may 

not be able to compensate for the loss of parental 

attachment through peer relationships. However, this 

finding may have been an artifact of the age of the sample 
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(mean age-11.5 years) who may have been too young to provide 

adequate support. 

Previous social support research (Pierce et al., 1990) 

suggests that the role of social support in mediating stress 

is much more complicated than originally assumed and that 

the source of support may be an important factor in 

mediating the effects of stress. Teja and Stolberg (1993) 

found that support from friends, not family, was associated 

with good adjustment. In contrast, Quamma and Greenberg 

(1994) found that family support was a predictor of 

adjustment. However, Kurdek (1988) found that children's 

adjustment was related to the degree of their perceived 

social support and to the size of their social support 

network. No particular source of support was found to be 

significant. As with other studies in this area, Kurdek's 

findings must be interpreted cautiously because there was no 

comparison group, the sample size was small and the sample 

was not representative even of other middle class families 

in the United States. 

Several issues need to be considered when reviewing 

literature in this area. One issue is that researchers have 

often used different definitions of social support without 

specifying how these differences may affect the individual 

and how they vary from other definitions of social support. 
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It is unclear whether different measurements of social 

support relate to real differences. Another problem is that 

researchers have focused on very narrow populations which 

limits generalizability. As a result, a great deal of 

information is available about the support networks of 

widows, new mothers, substance abusers and divorced persons, 

but there is almost no descriptive data on the social 

support networks of adolescents. This is ironic in that a 

major developmental task of adolescence is the development 

of satisfying relationships. There is also little data on 

what healthy adolescent relationship networks look like and 

the types of stressors which may result in unhealthy 

relationships. These are important questions because 

adolescence is a time of establishing patterns which may 

continue throughout life. If individuals have difficulty 

establishing satisfying relationships as adolescents, it is 

likely to cause them problems as adults. 

Rationale 

Based upon previous research, it would seem that 

several questions remain unanswered concerning the effects 

of parental divorce and family conflict on young adult 

female relationship networks. Research to date suggests 

that parental divorce and family conflict tend to interfere 

with attachments to parents which may affect other young 



33 

adult relationships as well. However, few studies have 

investigated the entire social support network and the role 

of the network in adjustment to parental divorce. In 

particular, the role of sibling relationships in adapting to 

parental divorce has been relatively ignored. 

Only a few studies have explored the social networks of 

children of divorce (Campbell & Butcher, 1992; Kurdek, 1988; 

Quinn & Campbell, 1995). Other studies have examined 

changes in particular types of relationships (e.g., parents, 

peers, romantic relationships) but have not considered the 

support network as a whole. Quinn and Campbell (1995) 

explored the many aspects of young adults' social network, 

however, their sample did not explore sibling relationships. 

Information describing social support networks of young 

adults from divorced and intact families, and from families 

with different levels of conflict would be helpful in 

several ways. First, it may facilitate understanding of the 

impact of these events on relationships and support 

available to young adults. Second, it may shed light on how 

young adults respond to family disruption. Three dimensions 

of social support which are important to address are 

perceptions of relationship satisfaction and closeness, 

sources and amount of social support and adjustment. 
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The first issue is perceptions of relationship 

satisfaction and closeness. Research (Booth et al., 1984; 

Hetherington, 1982) suggests that individuals who have 

experienced parental divorce and conflict tend to have more 

romantic and peer relationships but are less satisfied with 

these relationships than are individuals from intact homes. 

It may be that young adults from divorced high conflict 

homes have unrealistic perceptions and expectations of their 

relationships or that they may have difficulty getting what 

they need from relationships. Although research has explored 

the issue of satisfaction, the results have been anything 

but conclusive. This may be due to the fact that previous 

research has used subjects whose parents divorced at 

different points in the child's development. This study 

used subjects whose parents divorced during adolescence 

which is believed to be the stage in which children are 

beginning to form intimate relationships outside of the 

family. It may be that parental divorce and conflict during 

this stage may either facilitate the formation of 

relationships outside of the family or interfere with that 

process. 

The second issue of interest concerns what is provided 

by the young adult's social support network and the sources 

of specific types of support. Weiss (1974) proposed a model 
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of the six specific types of support provided by social 

relationships. Weiss has also suggested that relationships 

serve different functions at different stages of the life 

cycle and it may be that a family crisis such as parental 

divorce may affect the functions that different 

relationships serve. For example, an older sibling may 

serve an attachment or reliable alliance function following 

divorce. It is also possible that certain types of support 

may be unavailable to adolescents from divorced or 

conflictual homes. Thus, this study investigated whether 

the amount and the source of certain types of support 

available to the adolescent varied with parental divorce and 

conflict. 

This study also addressed the relationship of social 

support network characteristics and adjustment. Weiss 

(1974) proposed that healthy individuals are likely to have 

all six provisions provided in some way and he calls for 

research to explore this assertion. This is a provocative 

assumption because it may help explain why some children 

from divorced families experience difficulties while others 

do not. Some may be able to compensate for lost sources and 

types of social support following parental divorce whereas 

others may not. This difference could account for the 

conflicting results in previous research concerning the 
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relationship of parental divorce and adjustment (Greenberg & 

Nay, 1982; Guttman, 1989). 

The last issue addressed by this study is some of the 

methodological problems found in previous research. Many 

studies have put together participants who have experienced 

divorce at different stages of the life cycle despite the 

fact that this may confound divorce effects and 

developmental effects. For this reason, the divorced group 

was composed of individuals whose parents divorced when they 

were between the ages of 12 and 17. Also, previous research 

has studied only one type of relationship. This may ignore 

some of the changes the network is undergoing in response to 

this stress. This study attempted to examine many 

individuals that the adolescent deems important so that the 

entire configuration of social support was available for 

conceptualization. This may give some insight into how 

different aspects of social support either facilitate or 

inhibit adjustment. 

This study also explored the effects of parental 

divorce and conflict on young adults' interpersonal 

functioning. The perceptions of relationship satisfaction 

and closeness, sources of support and adjustment were 

explored. In addition, the functions of particular 

relationships in the network were investigated. 
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METHOD 

Participants 

Participants were 141 undergraduate females at the 

University of North Texas who were enrolled in psychology 

courses. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 23 years of 

age. The "intact" group consisted of students whose parents 

are currently married and the "divorced" group consisted of 

students whose parents divorced when they were between the 

ages of 12 and 17. Participants had to have at least one 

sibling to be included in this study. This study was 

approved by the Institutional Review Board for the Use of 

Human Subjects at the University of North Texas (No. 96-

043) . 

Procedure 

Participants were recruited through the subject pool at 

the University of North Texas and received extra credit for 

participation. Participants were asked to participate in a 

study about college students' peer and family relationships. 

Participants were asked to omit their names on the packets 

to ensure confidentiality and to increase the probability of 

candid responses to questions. They completed a packet with 
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the following measures: Demographic questionnaire, Social 

Provisions Scale-Source Specific, the Inventory of Common 

Problems, Sibling Relationship Questionnaire, the Family 

Environment Scale, and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. All 

instruments except the demographic questionnaire were 

counterbalanced to avoid order effects. 

Instruments 

nomographic: questionnaire. This is a 27-item 

questionnaire which asked participants about their age, 

grade-point average, religious affiliation and family 

characteristics. This questionnaire includes an item which 

determines whether participants were included in the 

"intact" or "divorced" group. 

Family Environment Scale (FES; Moos & Moos, 1981). This 

is a 90-item instrument with ten subscales which tap 

relationship, personal growth and system maintenance 

dimensions in families. The relationship dimensions include 

the subscales called cohesion, expressiveness and conflict. 

The personal growth dimensions include the following 

subscales: independence, achievement orientation, 

intellectual-cultural orientation, active-recreational 

orientation, and moral-religious emphasis. The system-

maintenance dimension assesses family structure, 

organization and roles. These are measured by the 
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organization and control subscales. The range of scores for 

each dimension is from 0 to 9. The total range is from 0 to 

90 with zero being a low level of each dimension. This 

study only used the conflict scale. Participants were 

divided into low (scale scores between 0 and 2), medium 

(scale scores between 3 and 5), and high levels of conflict 

(scale scores between 6 and 9). 

Internal consistency for the conflict subscale is .75 

and eight week test-retest reliability for the conflict 

subscale is .85 (Moos & Moos, 1976). Internal consistency 

for a college aged sample was .80 (Quinn & Campbell, 1995). 

One study (Moos, 1981) found that this measure was 

positively related to measures of dyadic and marital 

gicljustment. It was also found to be associated with 

adaptation to pregnancy and parenthood, and to childhood and 

adolescent adjustment to parental divorce. 

.Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific (SPS-SS; 

Cutrona, 1989). This is a 24-item scale developed to assess 

the six relational provisions identified by Weiss (1974). 

Respondents rated the degree to which particular 

relationships currently supply each of six types of social 

support. Each provision is assessed by four questions, two 

which are phrased in the positive direction and two in the 

negative direction. Respondents indicate on a Likert scale 
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ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (4) the 

extent to which, the statements apply to them. 

Labels and descriptions for the six types of provisions 

3.re the following: 1) attachment feelings of safety and 

security in a close emotional bond/ 2) social integration 

interests and concerns are shared by others; 3) reassurance 

of worth—having skills and abilities which are acknowledged 

by others; 4) reliable alliance—assurance that one can 

count on assistance being available if needed; 5) guidance 

availability of confidants or authoritative others to 

provide advice; 6) opportunity for nurturance—the sense of 

being needed in vital ways by others. This measure was 

adapted from the Social Provisions Scale (Russell & Cutrona, 

1984) to assess the amount of each provision the respondent 

receives from a particular relationship. The Russell and 

Cutrona scale (1984) assesses all support in the support 

network. Participants completed this instrument for the 

following five relationships: mother, father, closest 

friend, romantic relationship (optional) and closest sibling 

relationship. Total scores represent the amount of support 

each specific relationship provides when taking all the 

provisions into account and were found by summing responses. 

Subscale scores were also used. Internal consistency for a 

college sample (Quinn & Campbell, 1995) was .90 for the 
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mother attachment subscale and .93 for the father attachment 

subscale. 

Inventory of Common Problems (ICP; Hoffman & Weiss, 

1986). The ICP is a 24-item self-report symptom checklist 

to measure problems in adjustment which are common in 

college populations. The ICP was used in this study as a 

general measure of adjustment. This instrument consists of 

four questions for each symptom subscale (depression, 

anxiety, academic, interpersonal, physical health and 

substance abuse) which were rated on a five point Likert 

scale ranging from not at all (1) to very much (5) as to the 

extent that these problems have bothered the respondent in 

the last couple of weeks. Responses were summed to obtain 

scores on subscales and a total adjustment measure. Possible 

scores for each subscale range from 4 to 10, while the 

possible total score ranges from 24 to 120. 

Cronbach alpha estimates of internal consistency range 

from .45 for substance abuse to .75 for anxiety and 

depression. The Cronbach alpha for the total score is .85 

(Hoffman & Weiss, 1986). Internal consistency estimates for 

a college aged sample was .86 for the total scale and ranged 

from .78 on the depression scale to .33 for the substance 

abuse scale (Quinn & Campbell, 1995). A concurrent validity 

of .79 was found by correlating the ICP scores with the 
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Hopkins Symptom Checklist (HSCL; Derogatis, Rickels, 

Uhlenhuth, & Covi, 1974, cited in Hoffman & Weiss, 1986) 

which was sufficient to suggest that the two scales are 

measuring similar behaviors and feelings. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976). This is 

a 32 item measure designed to assess the quality of close 

dyadic relationships. This measure is comprised of the 

following four subscales: dyadic satisfaction, dyadic 

cohesion, dyadic consensus and affectional expression. 

Items will be answered using a Likert scale ranging from (1) 

always to (5) never. Responses were summed to obtain 

subscale scores. Spanier (1976) reports that this measure 

allows researchers to use subscales separately without 

losing reliability or validity. Respondents completed the 

entire measure for romantic relationships and the dyadic 

satisfaction and dyadic cohesion scales for parents, best 

friend and closest sibling. Items were slightly modified to 

fit the relationship being explored. 

Spanier (1976) exhibited that this measure consistently 

differentiated married and divorced couples. It also was 

highly correlated with the Locke- Wallace Marital Adjustment 

Scale (Locke & Wallace, 1959). He also found that the DAS 

internal consistency for the total scale was .96. Subscale 
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internal consistency ranged from .73 for affectional 

expression to .94 for dyadic satisfaction. 

Sibling Relationship Questionnaire (SRQ; Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985). This is a 48 item measure of the 

following four aspects of sibling relationships: (1) 

warmth/closeness—assesses intimacy, companionship, 

admiration and affection in sibling relationships (2) 

relative power—how much siblings help and direct each 

other, (3) conflict—the amount of fighting, antagonism and 

competition in the relationship, and (4) sibling rivalry— 

the amount of parental partiality. Participants were asked 

to rate a "target" sibling which represented their closest 

sibling relationship. Participants rated each aspect of the 

sibling relationship using a five-point Likert scale. 

Hypotheses 

Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific 

(1) Interactive effects of parental divorce and 

conflict will be found for sources of support. 

Participants from high conflict divorced homes will 

report receiving less reliable alliance and guidance 

from their parents than participants in low conflict 

intact homes. 

(2) Interactive effects of parental divorce and 

conflict will be found for sibling relationships. 
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Participants from low conflict divorced homes would 

report more attachment and more guidance from siblings 

than participants from high conflict divorced homes or 

intact homes. 

(3) Interactive effects of divorce and conflict 

will be found for reliable alliance. Participants from 

high conflict divorced homes will report having less 

reliable alliance from all sources than will 

participants from low conflict intact homes. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

(1) Interactive effects of divorce and conflict 

will be found for dyadic satisfaction. Participants 

from high conflict divorce homes will report having 

less dyadic satisfaction in romantic relationships and 

friendships than participants from low conflict intact 

homes. 

(2) Interactive effects of divorce and conflict 

will be found for dyadic closeness. Participants from 

high conflict divorce homes will report having less 

dyadic closeness in all relationships than will 

participants from low conflict intact homes. 

Sibling Relationship Questionnaire 

(1) Interactive effects of divorce and conflict 

will be found for sibling conflict and relative power. 
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Participants from high conflict divorce homes will 

report experiencing more conflict and relative power 

than participants from low conflict intact homes. 

(2) Interactive effects of parental divorce and 

family conflict will be found for sibling 

warmth/closeness. Participants from low conflict intact 

homes will report more warmth/closeness than 

participants from high conflict divorce homes. 

Inventory of Common Problems 

(1) Interactive effects of divorce and conflict 

will be found for adjustment. Participants from high 

conflict divorce homes will report experiencing more 

problems than participants from low conflict intact 

homes. 

Analysis 

Data were analyzed using a 2 (marital status-intact vs. 

divorced) x 3 (conflict-high, medium and low) multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA). Follow-up analyses were 

performed using univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 

post-hoc analyses. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Description of Total Sample 

The sample consisted of 141 females who were enrolled 

in undergraduate psychology courses at the University of 

North Texas. Participation was voluntary and extra credit 

was given. Table 1 presents relevant descriptive data for 

the total sample. The racial distribution was consistent 

with the racial distribution of the general population. 

Participants ranged in age from 17 to 23 years. The mean 

age was 20.43 years (£D=1.49). Participants were evenly 

distributed across class groups. The sample was 

predominantly Protestant (£=41.9%). Catholics represented 

21.3% of the group and 20% of the group reported being 

"other". Participants were primarily single (£=94.3%) with 

45% reporting that they are in a long-term relationship and 

25.5% reporting that they are actively dating. Twenty-three 

percent reported that they are not actively dating. The 

majority (£=58.3%) report paying less than 25% of their 

college expenses. The majority (£=87%) also report living 

outside of their parents' home either alone or with others. 

Among participants living outside of their parents' home. 
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the majority report seeing their mother (£=91%)and their 

father (£=83%) once every few months or more. Mean 

education for participants' fathers was 14 years (SD=2.80) 

and for participants' mothers was also 14 years (SD=2.39). 

The median number of siblings was 2. The mean grade point 

average for the entire sample was 2.95 (SD=.53). 

Description of the Parental Marital Status Groups 

Table 1 also presents relevant descriptive data for the 

two marital status groups. Seventy-five participants 

(£=53.2%) were from families in which their biological 

parents are still married. Sixty-six participants (£=46.8%) 

were from families in which their biological parents had 

divorced when the participants were aged 12 to 17. The 

amount of time since the divorce ranged from two years to 

twelve years with a mean of 6.77 years (SD=2.30) and a 

median of 7.00 years. Fifty-four percent of the divorced 

group report that one or both parents had remarried. 

Overall, the groups were fairly similar with a few 

differences noted. There were no participants of Asian 

background in the divorced group compared to 10% of the 

intact group. Regarding religious affiliation, 32% of the 

intact group was Catholic compared to 9% of the divorced 

group and 27% of the divorced group endorsed "other" 

compared to 15% of the intact group. There was also a small 
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difference in the amount of expenses being paid by the 

student with 51% of the divorced group paying a quarter or 

more of their expenses compared to 34.2% of the intact 

group. Furthermore, a larger portion of the divorced group 

(£=18.2%) lived with a parent than did in the intact group 

(P=8%). A larger percentage of the divorced group report 

seeing their father (£=23.4%) once a year or less compared 

to 7.5% of the intact group. 

Chi-square analysis revealed that these differences 

were not significant with the exception of living 

arrangements, X2 (4,N=141)=18.70, £<.05. A significantly 

higher proportion of participants from divorced families 

lived with their parents than participants from intact 

families. 

Description of the Conflict Level Groups 

Table 2 presents relevant descriptive data for these 

groups. The Family Environment Scale (FES) was used to form 

three conflict levels. Fifty participants (£=35.5%) fell in 

the low conflict level, fifty-seven participants (£=40.4%) 

fell in the medium conflict level and thirty-four 

participants (£=24.1%) fell in the high conflict level. 

Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations and 

percentages of the sample for each conflict level. 
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The three conflict levels were very similar with a few 

differences noted. A larger percentage of the low conflict 

group were upper class students (£=64%) compared to the 

medium conflict group (£=54%) and the high conflict group 

(£=52%). Thirty-five percent of the high conflict group 

endorsed "other" for religious affiliation compared to 12.2% 

of the medium conflict level group and 20.6% of the low 

conflict group. The percentage of students from the high 

conflict group (£=59%) who paid over one quarter of their 

college expenses was greater than from the other two groups 

(medium conflict, £=40%; low conflict, £=34%). 

Chi-square analysis revealed that these differences 

were not significant with the exception of religious 

affiliation, X2 (14,N=141)=34.52, £<.05, and expenses paid by 

the participant, X2 (8,N=139)=18.16, £<.05. A significantly 

higher proportion of participants from high conflict 

families endorsed "other" religious affiliation than did 

participants from low and medium conflict homes. In 

addition, a significantly higher proportion of participants 

from high conflict homes paid a quarter or more of their 

expenses than did participants from low or medium conflict 

homes. 

To test independence of the independent variables, 

marital status and conflict level, a Chi-square analysis was 
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performed. There was a larger percentage of participants 

from the intact group in the low conflict level, however, 

the chi square analysis, X2(2, N=141)=3.84, £>.05, was not 

significant. Table 4 presents the results of the Chi-square 

analysis. 

Description of Dependent Variables 

Four dependent measures (Inventory of Common Problems, 

Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific, Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale, and the Sibling Relationship Questionnaire) were used 

in this study. Table 5 presents means, standard deviations 

and ranges for the four dependent measure for the entire 

sample. 

Participants were asked to rate six social support 

provisions for particular relationships: mother, father, 

closest sibling, closest friend, and romantic relationship. 

Table 5 presents the mean scores for each relationship 

category. Participants reported that their primary source 

of all social support provisions, except guidance, was 

received from their romantic relationship. Participants 

reported that their closest friend was their primary source 

of guidance (M=14.08). Romantic relationships were the 

second highest source of guidance (M=14.06). For reliable 

alliance (M=14.30) and social integration(M=ll.26), mothers 

were the second highest providers of these support 
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functions. Closest friends were the second highest source 

of the other two functions (Attachment M=13.71; Reassurance 

of Worth M=13.68). Fathers were rated the lowest source of 

support for all areas rated. It is important to note with 

these results that individuals were able to choose whether 

to include a romantic relationship or not. It may be that 

only those participants in a happy, satisfying romantic 

relationship chose to include their relationship. However, 

Chi-square analysis indicates that there is no significant 

association between engagement in a romantic relationship 

and parental marital status, Xi(l,N=141)=.33, £>.05. There 

was also no association between the seriousness of the 

relationship and parental marital status, £(1,106)=.95, 

E>. 0 5) . 

These results highlight the important role that friends 

and romantic relationships play in young adults' lives and 

the lessening role of parents in providing support. Siblings 

also did not play a prominent role in social support for 

participants. 

Table 6 presents correlations for all dependent 

measures. It is important to note that since there are 

quite a few correlations in this study, a certain number of 

correlations will be significant by chance alone. Using a 

probability of .05, five percent will be significant due to 
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chance. In the present study, there were 2916 correlations 

performed with 316 (£=11%) significant at the .05 level and 

727 (£=25%) significant at the .01 level. The number of. 

significant correlations far exceeds that expected by chance 

alone suggesting that there are significant relationships 

within the dependent variables. However, it is still 

important to interpret these correlations with caution given 

the large number of correlations performed. 

The following are some of the significant correlations 

found. The Inventory of Common Problems (ICP) was 

negatively correlated with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

(DAS), the sibling conflict and the sibling nurturance 

subscales of the Sibling Relationship Questionnaire (SRQ), 

and the father Reassurance of Worth Scale on the Social 

Provisions Scale-Source Specific (SPS-SS). The ICP 

depression scale was also significantly correlated with the 

romantic guidance subscale of the SPS-SS, and the father 

reliable alliance and guidance subscales of the SPS-SS. The 

ICP interpersonal problems scale was associated with the 

mother social integration scale, mother reassurance of worth 

scale, and romantic reliable alliance and guidance scales of 

the SPS-SS. The ICP substance abuse scale was associated 

with the romantic and friend nurturance subscales of the 

SPS-SS. The DAS was associated with the romantic SPS-SS 
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scales as would be expected. The DAS for mother was 

significantly correlated with sibling warmth/closeness on 

the Sibling Relationship Questionnaire (SRQ), the mother 

SPS-SS scales, father reliable alliance, and sibling SPS-SS 

scales. The father DAS was significantly correlated with 

sibling warmth/closeness on the SRQ, the father SPS-SS 

scales as would be expected, and the romantic and sibling 

social integration subscales on the SPS-SS. The friend DAS 

was associated with the friend SPS-SS subscales and the 

sibling reliable alliance subscale of the SPS-SS. The 

sibling DAS was significantly associated with the sibling 

warmth/closeness scale and the sibling conflict scale on the 

SRQ, the SPS-SS for romantic relationship except the 

nurturance scale and the SPS-SS for siblings. The SRQ was 

associated with the SPS-SS for parents and siblings. 

Maior Findings 

To explore the effects of parental marital status and 

family conflict, the data were analyzed using a 2 (marital 

status- intact vs. divorced) x 3 (conflict level-low, medium 

or high family conflict) Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA). The dependent variables were social support 

provisions (attachment, guidance, nurturance, reassurance of 

worth, reliable alliance, and social integration; 5 

relationships measured for each provision), relationship 
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satisfaction and relationship closeness (5 relationships 

measured), affection and consensus in romantic 

relationships, sibling relationship factors 

(warmth/closeness, relative power, conflict and rivalry) and 

adjustment (academic problems, anxiety, depression, somatic 

complaints, interpersonal problems and substance abuse). A 

MANOVA was used because the dependent variables contain 

multiple, related subscales and the MANOVA takes into 

account the correlations among dependent variables. An 

exploratory approach was used and dependent variables were 

further explored using univariate Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) and post-hoc analyses. The results of the 

univariate ANOVA are presented in Table 7 with means and 

standard deviations presented in Table 8. Analyses of 

Homogeneity of Variance were performed to assure that each 

analysis met this assumption of the MANOVA. Linearity of 

variables was also explored and is noted when significant. 

There were several hypotheses about the effects of 

parental divorce and family conflict on social support. The 

MANOVA performed on the social support variables (Social 

Provisions Scale-Source Specific for parents, closest 

sibling, closest friend and romantic relationship) was not 

significant, F(60, 104)=.99, £>.05. The Homogeneity of 

Variance Analyses for these variables were not significant 
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except for the mother reliable alliance subscale, Cochran's 

C(17,6) = .37, g=.003. This suggests that results relative 

to mother reliable alliance must be regarded with caution 

due to not meeting the MANOVA assumption of homogeneity of 

variance. 

The first hypothesis predicted that participants from 

high conflict divorced homes would report receiving less 

reliable alliance and guidance from their parents than 

participants from low conflict intact homes. The ANOVA also 

revealed no interactive effects of parental marital status 

and family conflict for the provision of reliable alliance 

and guidance within the parent-child relationship, however, 

main effects were found for parental marital status and 

family conflict (Table 7). Table 8 presents means and 

standard deviations for each dependent variable. 

Parental marital status had a significant effect on 

maternal reliable alliance and all paternal social support 

provisions. The ANOVA revealed significant results for 

maternal reliable alliance, paternal total social support, 

paternal reliable alliance, paternal attachment, paternal 

guidance, paternal nurturance, and paternal social 

integration. Examination of means (Table 8) revealed that 

participants from intact homes reported receiving more 

maternal reliable alliance (M=14.95) than participants from 
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intact homes (M=13.58; Table 8). Furthermore, participants 

from intact homes also reported receiving more total social 

support (M=71.81 vs. M=60.32), more reliable alliance 

(M=14.07 vs. M=11.80), more attachment (M=11.99 vs. M=9.36), 

more guidance (M=12.57 vs. M=10.23), more nurturance (M=9.15 

vs. M=7. 85) , and more social integration (M=10.63 vs. 

M=8.98) from their fathers than participants from divorced 

homes. 

Post-hoc analysis revealed that conflict level had a 

significant effect on all maternal and paternal social 

support provisions except for maternal and paternal 

nurturance. To understand the results, a Tukey HSD was 

performed. Means and standard deviations are presented in 

Table 8. Participants from the low, medium, and high family 

conflict groups (HSD =3.35; £<.05) were significantly 

different in total social support received from mothers. As 

family conflict increased, the amount of total social 

support provided by mothers decreased (low conflict M=82.16; 

medium conflict M=76.18; high conflict M=67.50). A similar 

pattern of increasing conflict associated with less social 

support was found for maternal reliable alliance (low 

conflict M=15. 44; medium conflict M=14.16; high conflict M 

=12.88), maternal attachment (low conflict M=14.82; medium 

conflict M=13.33; high conflict M=11.24), and maternal 
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social integration (low conflict M=12.48; medium conflict 

M-11.21; high conflict M=9.53). For maternal guidance, the 

high conflict group was significantly different from the low 

and medium conflict groups. Participants in the high 

conflict group reported that they receive less guidance from 

their mothers than participants in the other two groups (low 

conflict M=14.30; medium conflict M=13.09; high conflict 

M=11.47). For paternal social support, low conflict was 

associated with more social support. The low conflict group 

was significantly different from the medium and high 

conflict groups for total social support (low conflict 

M=72.18; medium conflict M=64.12; high conflict M=61.85), 

paternal reliable alliance (low conflict M=14.42; medium 

conflict M=12.35; high conflict M=12.03), paternal 

attachment (low conflict M= 12.18; medium conflict M=10.00; 

high conflict M=9.94), and paternal guidance (low conflict 

M-12.86; medium conflict M=11.04; high conflict M=10.18). 

For paternal social integration, the low conflict group 

(M-10.62) was significantly different from the high conflict 

group only (M=8.91). Participants from low conflict homes 

reported feeling more socially integrated with their fathers 

than participants from high conflict homes. 

The second hypothesis regarding the provision of social 

support was that participants from low conflict divorced 
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homes would report more attachment and more guidance from 

siblings than participants from high conflict divorced 

homes. The ANOVA revealed no interactive effects of 

parental divorce and family conflict for social support from 

siblings, however, main effects were found for parental 

marital status (Table 7) . No main effects were found for 

conflict level. 

The ANOVA revealed significant results for sibling 

reliable alliance, sibling attachment, sibling guidance, 

sibling social integration, and sibling reassurance of 

worth. Examination of means (Table 8) revealed that 

participants from intact homes reported more total social 

support (M=76.54 vs. M=70.08), more reliable alliance 

(M=13.84 vs. M=12.76), more attachment (M=13.11 vs. 

M=ll.89), more guidance (M=13.11 vs. M=11.61), more social 

integration (M=12.00 vs. M=10.74), and more reassurance of 

worth (M=13.68 vs. M=12.67) from siblings than participants 

from divorced homes. 

Exploratory analysis revealed that the interaction of 

parental marital status and family conflict significantly 

affected how socially integrated participants feel with 

friends (social integration). An Analysis of Homogeneity of 

Variance for friend social integration was not significant 

suggesting that it meets this assumption of the ANOVA. 
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Further exploration using a simple effects analysis revealed 

that marital status had a significant effect at the medium 

level of conflict (p<.05). At medium levels of conflict, 

participants from intact homes had more social integration 

from friends than participants from divorced homes (Figure 

1) • 

The third hypothesis about the effects of the parental 

marital status and family conflict on the provision of 

social support was that participants from high conflict 

divorce homes would report less reliable alliance from all 

sources than participants from low conflict intact homes. 

This prediction was not supported by the ANOVA (Table 7). 

No interaction effects were found. Main effects were found 

for parental divorce and conflict level on parental and 

sibling relationships as discussed above, however, no main 

effects for parental divorce or family conflict level were 

found for reliable alliance provided in romantic 

relationships or friendships. These results must be 

interpreted with caution because the Analysis of Homogeneity 

of Variance was significant for mother reliable alliance, 

Cochran's C(17,6)=.37, ^=.00, and romantic reliable 

alliance, Cochran's C (17,6)=.53, £=.00, suggesting that 

these two measures do not meet this assumption of the ANOVA. 
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The second set of hypotheses addressed the effects of 

parental divorce and family conflict on the amount of 

closeness and satisfaction in relationships using the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale. The MANOVA on the Dyadic Adjustment Scales 

(DAS) for parents, closest sibling, closest friend and 

romantic relationship was not significant, F(20, 106)=.61; 

£>.05. These results should be interpreted with caution due 

to a significant result on the Analysis of Homogeneity of 

Variance, friend satisfaction Cochran's C(17,6)=.38, £=.00 

and romantic satisfaction Cochran's C (17,6)=.63, £=.00. 

The first hypothesis predicted that interactive 

effects of parental divorce and family conflict on dyadic 

satisfaction would be found. It was predicted that 

participants from high conflict divorced homes would report 

less satisfaction in their romantic relationship and their 

closest friendship than participants from low conflict 

intact homes. This hypothesis was not supported. The ANOVA 

was not significant for interactive or main effects (Table 

7) . 

Exploratory analysis using an ANOVA revealed main 

effects of parental marital status and family conflict on 

participants' satisfaction with their relationships with 

their parents. Main effects for parental marital status was 

found for participants' satisfaction in their relationship 
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with their mother and their father (Table 7). Participants 

from intact homes reported being more satisfied with their 

relationship with their mother (M=31.23 vs. M=29.00) and 

their relationship with their father (M=31.71 vs. M=27.77) 

than participants from divorced homes (Table 8). However, 

the results for satisfaction in the relationship with mother 

should be interpreted with caution due to a significant 

result on the Analysis of Homogeneity of Variance, mother 

satisfaction Cochran's C(17,6)=.43, £=.00. 

Main effects for conflict level were found for 

participant's satisfaction with their relationship with 

their mothers but not their fathers. Subsequent analyses 

using the Tukey HSD revealed that the high conflict group 

was significantly less satisfied with their relationship 

with their mothers (M=26.94) than participants in the low 

conflict (M=32.10) and medium conflict groups (M=30.43). 

The second hypothesis regarding dyadic satisfaction and 

closeness predicted that interactive effects of parental 

divorce and family conflict would be found for dyadic 

cohesion (closeness). It was predicted that participants 

from high conflict divorced homes would report having less 

cohesion in all relationships measured than participants 

from low conflict intact homes. Analysis of Homogeneity of 

Variance for these variables were not significant suggesting 
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that they meet this assumptions of the ANOVA, except for 

romantic cohesion, Cochran's 0(17,6)=.49, £=.00, which was 

significant and should be interpreted with caution. This 

hypothesis was not supported by the ANOVA (Table 7), 

however, main effects were found for the effect of marital 

status on cohesion with fathers. Examination of means (Table 

8) revealed that participants from intact homes report more 

cohesion with their fathers (M=12.24) than participants from 

divorced homes (M= 9.35). No main effect was found for 

conflict level. 

The third set of hypotheses addressed the effects of 

parental divorce and family conflict on sibling 

relationships. Participants were asked to rate a "target" 

sibling relationship on all sibling measures. They also 

reported the gender of the sibling and whether the sibling 

was older or younger than them. Forty-eight percent (n=68) 

rated their relationship with a sister and 52% (n=73) rated 

a relationship with a brother. Forty-eight percent (n=68) 

rated a relationship with an older sibling, 50% (n=70) rated 

a relationship with a younger sibling and there were two 

sets (£=1.4%; n=2) of twins. 

A MANOVA was performed on the Sibling Relationship 

Questionnaire to determine the effect of parental marital 

status and family conflict on sibling relationships. The 
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MANOVA for the effects of parental marital status and family 

conflict on sibling conflict, relative power, and sibling 

rivalry was not significant, F(8, 140)=.99; £>.05. The 

Analyses of the Homogeneity of Variance were not significant 

for sibling rivalry and sibling power. However, the 

Analysis of Homogeneity of Variance was significant for 

sibling conflict, Cochran's C(17,6)=.32; £=.03, suggesting 

that this variable does not meet the assumptions of the 

MANOVA and should be interpreted with caution. 

The first hypothesis regarding sibling relationships 

was that interactive effects of parental divorce and family 

conflict would be found for sibling conflict and relative 

power on the Sibling Relationship Questionnaire (SRQ). It 

was predicted that participants from low conflict intact 

homes would report less conflict, less rivalry, and less 

relative power than participants from high conflict divorced 

homes. No interactive effects or main effects of parental 

marital status and family conflict were found for sibling 

conflict, sibling power or relative power (Table 7). 

The second hypothesis regarding the effects of parental 

divorce and family conflict on sibling relationships was 

that interactive effects of parental marital status and 

family conflict would be found for sibling warmth/closeness. 

It was predicted that participants from low conflict intact 
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homes would report more sibling warmth/closeness than 

participants from high conflict divorced homes. No 

interactive effects were found for sibling warmth/closeness, 

however, main effects for marital status were found (Table 

7) . No main effects were found for family conflict. The 

Analysis of Homogeneity of Variance was not significant for 

this variable. 

The ANOVA revealed significant results for sibling 

warmth/closeness. Examination of means (Table 8) revealed 

that participants from intact homes reported having more 

sibling warmth/closeness with a "target" sibling than 

participants from divorced homes (M=58.09 vs. M=50.98). 

An exploratory analysis was performed on the sibling 

relationship variables (SRQ) to determine if they were 

affected by the gender of the sibling or whether the sibling 

is older or younger than the participant. An ANOVA revealed 

no interactive effects of parental marital status and family 

conflict on gender and family ranking, F(24, 138)=.41, 

£>.05, however, main effects were found for family ranking. 

Further analysis using the Tukey HSD revealed that if the 

participant rated a younger sibling rather than an older 

sibling or a twin, they reported more sibling conflict, 

F(2,137)=7.29, £=.001; twins M=9.00; older sibling M=10.04; 

younger sibling M=14.16, more relative status/power, 
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F(2,137)=32.47, £>.00; twins M=.00; older sibling M=-1.78; 

younger sibling M=3.74, and being more nurturing in the 

relationship, F(2,137)=8.74, £>.00; twins M=9.00; older 

sibling M=9.74; younger sibling M=11.69, than participants 

who rated an older sibling. 

The last set of hypotheses addressed the issue of the 

effect of parental divorce and family conflict on adjustment 

using the Inventory of Common Problems (ICP). It was 

predicted that interactive effects of parental divorce and 

conflict would be found for adjustment. Participants from 

high conflict divorced homes were predicted to have more 

adjustment problems than participants from low conflict 

intact homes. The total score on the ICP was found to be 

linearly dependent to the subscale scores. Therefore, it 

was not used in further analyses. 

The MANOVA on the Inventory of Common Problems 

subscales (academic problems, anxiety, depression, 

interpersonal problems, somatic complaints and substance 

abuse) revealed no interactive effects of parental divorce 

and family conflict on adjustment, F(12, 141)=1.32, £>.05. 

However, on the ANOVA, main effects for family conflict were 

found (Table 7). These results should be interpreted with 

caution because the ICP anxiety scale, Cochran's C 

(17,6)=.36, £=.00, the ICP interpersonal problems scale, 
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Cochran's C(17,6)=.38, £=-002, and the ICP somatic 

complaints scale, Cochran's C(17,6)=.33, g=.02, were 

significant on a test of Homogeneity of Variance suggesting 

that they do not meet this assumption of the ANOVA. 

To understand the results of the main effects for 

family conflict, a Tukey HSD test was performed. The high 

conflict group was significantly different from the low and 

medium conflict groups (HSD=3.35; £<.05) on measures of 

anxiety, depression, and interpersonal problems (Table 8). 

Participants from high conflict homes reported experiencing 

more symptoms of anxiety (low conflict M=7.26; medium 

conflict M=7.75; high conflict M=9.79), more symptoms of 

depression (low conflict M=7.50; medium conflict M=7.60; 

high conflict M=9.55), and more interpersonal problems (low 

conflict M= 6.86; medium conflict M=7.67; high conflict 

M=9.50) than participants from low and medium conflict 

homes. 

Summary of Results 

The results of this study suggest that the interactive 

effects of parental divorce and family conflict have a 

minimal effect on young adult females' social support 

network, relationship satisfaction, relationship closeness, 

and adjustment. In contrast, the effects of parental 

divorce and family conflict individually had a profound 
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effect on participants' perceptions of social support, 

relationship satisfaction and closeness, as well as 

psychological adjustment. This study suggests that there are 

four important areas in which parental divorce and family 

conflict affect young adult female social development and 

adjustment. 

First, the only area affected by the interaction of 

parental divorce and family conflict was social integration 

with friends. At a moderate level of conflict, participants 

from intact homes reported feeling more socially integrated 

with their friends than participants from divorced homes. It 

may be that participants from medium conflict intact homes 

learn conflict resolution skills which facilitate their 

relationships with peers which were not learned by 

participants from medium conflict divorced homes. 

Second, parental divorce and conflict had a significant 

impact on family relationships. Parental marital status 

profoundly impacted the father-daughter relationship and 

sibling relationships and to a lesser extent participants' 

relationship with their mothers. However, parental marital 

status had no effect on friendships or romantic 

relationships. In divorced families, participants rated 

their relationship with their father more negatively in all 

areas measured than participants from intact homes. 
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Participants from divorced homes reported receiving less 

total social support, less reliable alliance, less 

attachment, less guidance, less nurturance, less social 

integration, less relationship satisfaction and less 

closeness with their father than participants from intact 

homes. In sibling relationships, participants from divorced 

homes reported having less reliable alliance, less 

attachment, less guidance, less social integration, less 

reassurance of worth, and less warmth/closeness than 

participants in intact homes. In addition, participants 

from divorced homes reported having less reliable alliance 

and less relationship satisfaction with their mothers than 

participants in intact homes. 

In contrast, family conflict had a more profound effect 

on participants' relationship with both parents. However, 

family conflict had no effect on sibling relationships, 

friendships or romantic relationships. Regarding the mother-

daughter relationship, increasing levels of family conflict 

were associated with less total social support, less 

reliable alliance, less attachment, and less social 

integration. Furthermore, high conflict was related to less 

relationship satisfaction and guidance within the mother-

daughter relationship. Regarding the father-daughter 

relationship, at low levels of conflict, participants 
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reported more total social support/ more reliable alliance, 

more attachment, more guidance, and more social integration. 

The third important finding of this study is that 

family conflict had a significant effect on adjustment. 

Participants from high conflict homes reported experiencing 

more symptoms of anxiety and depression and more 

interpersonal problems than participants from low and medium 

conflict homes. 

Finally, whether the "target" sibling was older or 

younger than the participants had a significant effect on 

participants' perceptions of that relationship. 

Participants who rated a younger sibling reported having 

more sibling conflict, more relative status/power, and 

giving more nurturance in that relationship than if the 

"target" sibling was older or a twin. 

Thus, this study suggests that main effects of marital 

status and family conflict have a greater impact on young 

adult female social development and adjustment than the 

interaction of parental marital status and family conflict. 

Family conflict, in particular, is often overlooked as an 

important variable. However, this study suggests that 

conflict may have an impact on a broad set of variables due 

to its effect on adjustment. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to explore the effects of 

parental divorce and family conflict during adolescence on 

young adult females' social support and psychological 

adjustment. This study explored the following three areas: 

perceptions of relationship satisfaction and closeness, 

sources and amount of social support and adjustment. 

Previous research has focused on parent-child relationships, 

friendships or romantic relationships separately (Bolgar, 

Zweig-Frank, & Paris, 1995; Booth, Brinkerhoff, & White, 

1984; Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline, & Russell, 1994; 

Jones, 1992; Webster & Herzog, 1995). This study attempted 

to examine females' social support network as a whole in 

terms of the number, type and aspects of relationships 

measured, relationship satisfaction, and relationship 

closeness. 

The first area of interest in this study was the 

effects of parental divorce and family conflict on the 

social support provisions received in the father-daughter 

relationship, mother-daughter relationship, relationships 

with friends, romantic relationships and sibling 
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relationships. The first hypothesis regarding social 

support provisions was that participants from high conflict 

divorce homes would report receiving less reliable alliance 

and guidance from their parents than participants from low 

conflict intact homes. This hypothesis was not supported. 

The interaction of marital status and family conflict did 

not affect the amount of reliable alliance and guidance 

participants reported receiving from their parents. 

However, the amount of reliable alliance and guidance 

participants received from parents did vary as a function of 

parental marital status and family conflict individually. 

Participants from divorced homes report receiving less 

reliable alliance from their mother and less reliable 

alliance, less attachment, less guidance, less nurturance, 

and less social integration from their fathers than 

participants from intact homes. Regarding family conflict 

level, as conflict increased, the amount of total social 

support, reliable alliance, attachment, and social 

integration received within the mother-daughter relationship 

decreased. Furthermore, participants from high conflict 

homes reported receiving less guidance from their mothers 

than participants from low conflict homes. In the father-

daughter relationship, low family conflict levels was 

associated with more total social support, more reliable 
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alliance, more attachment, more guidance and more social 

integration. 

The second hypothesis regarding the provision of social 

support was that participants from low conflict divorced 

homes would report more attachment and guidance within their 

relationship with a "target" sibling than participants from 

high conflict divorced homes or intact homes. This 

hypothesis was not supported. The interactive effects of 

parental marital status and family conflict did not affect 

the amount of attachment and guidance participants reported 

receiving in their relationships with siblings. However, 

the amount of attachment and guidance received from siblings 

varied as a function of parental marital status. 

Participants from intact homes reported receiving more 

reliable alliance, more attachment, more guidance, more 

social integration, and more reassurance of worth from their 

siblings than participants from divorced homes. 

The last hypothesis regarding the provisions of social 

support was that participants from high conflict divorced 

homes would report having less reliable alliance from all 

sources than participants from low conflict intact homes. 

This hypothesis was not supported. The interactive effects 

of parental marital status and family conflict did not 

influence the amount of reliable alliance participants 
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report receiving within all relationships measured. 

However, the amount of reliable alliance received within 

family relationships did vary as a function of parental 

marital status and family conflict. Participants from 

divorced homes reported receiving less reliable alliance 

from their parents and siblings but not from friends or 

romantic relationships than participants from intact homes. 

In addition, participants from low conflict homes received 

more reliable alliance from their parents than participants 

from high conflict homes. However, family conflict did not 

affect the social support provisions received from friends 

or romantic relationships. 

In contrast, the amount of social integration received 

from friends varied as a function of parental marital status 

and family conflict. Participants from medium conflict 

intact homes reported receiving more social integration from 

friends than participants from medium conflict divorced 

homes. 

The second area of interest in this study was the 

effect of parental marital status and family conflict on the 

closeness and satisfaction participants report having in 

their relationships. The first hypothesis was that 

participants from high conflict divorced homes would report 

having less satisfaction within their romantic relationships 
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and friendships than participants from low conflict intact 

homes. This hypothesis was not supported. Neither the 

interactive effects nor the main effects of parental marital 

status and family conflict affected the amount of 

satisfaction participants reported receiving within their 

relationships with romantic partners or friends. However, 

exploratory analysis revealed that participants' 

satisfaction with their relationship with their parents 

varied as a function of parental marital status and family 

conflict. Participants from intact homes reported being 

more satisfied with their relationship with their parents 

than participants from divorced homes. In addition, 

participants from high conflict homes reported being 

significantly less satisfied with their relationship with 

their mothers, but not their fathers, than participants from 

intact homes. 

The second hypothesis in this area was that 

participants from high conflict divorced homes would report 

having less closeness within their relationships than would 

participants from low conflict intact homes. This 

hypothesis was not supported. The interactive effects of 

parental marital status and family conflict did not affect 

the amount of closeness participants reported having in 

their relationships. However, the amount of closeness 
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participants reported having within the father-daughter 

relationship did vary as a function of marital status. 

Participants from intact homes reported being closer to 

their fathers than participants from divorced homes. 

The third area of interest of this study was the effect 

of parental marital status and family conflict on sibling 

relationships. The first hypothesis was that participants 

from high conflict divorced homes would report experiencing 

more conflict and more relative power with siblings than 

participants from low conflict intact homes. This was not 

supported. Neither the interactive effects of parental 

marital status and family conflict nor the main effects 

affected the amount of conflict and relative power within 

sibling relationships. 

The second hypothesis regarding the effects of parental 

marital status and family conflict on sibling relationships 

was that participants from low conflict intact homes would 

report having more warmth/closeness with siblings than 

participants from high conflict divorced homes. This was 

not supported. The interactive effects of parental marital 

status and family conflict did not affect the amount of 

warmth/closeness participants reported receiving within 

sibling relationships. However, main effects were found for 

arital status. Participants from intact homes reported 
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having more warmth/closeness in their sibling relationships 

than participants from divorced homes. 

In addition, exploratory analysis revealed that whether 

participants rated a relationship with an older or a younger 

sibling affected the amount of sibling conflict, relative 

power and nurturance participants reported within that 

relationship. if participants rated a relationship with a 

younger sibling, they reported more sibling conflict, more 

relative status/power and being more nurturing within the 

sibling relationship than when they rated a relationship 

with an older sibling. Gender of the "target" sibling had 

no effect on these measures. 

The last area of interest in this study was the effect 

of parental marital status and family conflict on 

adjustment. It was hypothesized that participants from high 

conflict divorced homes would report having more adjustment 

problems than participants from low conflict intact homes. 

This was not supported. The interactive effects of parental 

marital status and family conflict did not influence 

adjustment. However, family conflict level did affect 

adjustment. Participants from high conflict homes reported 

experiencing more symptoms of depression, more symptoms of 

anxiety and more interpersonal problems than participants 

from low or medium conflict homes. 
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There appear to be four main ideas supported by this 

study which warrant further discussion. First, the only 

area of females' relationship development which was affected 

by the interaction of parental marital status and family 

conflict was social integration with friends. At moderate 

levels of conflict, participants from intact homes reported 

feeling more socially integrated with friends than 

participants from divorced homes. Second, the quality of 

family relationships were differentially affected by 

parental marital status and family conflict. Parental 

divorce profoundly affected the father-daughter relationship 

and sibling relationships and to a lesser extent, the 

mother-daughter relationship. m contrast, family conflict 

had a more profound impact on participants' relationships 

with both parents but had no effect on participants' 

relationships with siblings. Third, family conflict had a 

significant effect on the amount of depressive and anxious 

symptomology and interpersonal problems reported by 

participants. And fourth, whether the "target" sibling was 

older or younger than the participants had a significant 

effect on participants' perceptions of that relationship. 
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The Interactive Effects of Parental Marital .qt-3t,1g 

Family Conflict on Social Integration with FripnHs 

The results of this study suggest that the interaction 

of parental marital status and family conflict affects young 

adult females' development in the area of social integration 

with friends. At moderate levels of conflict, participants 

from intact homes reported feeling more socially integrated 

with friends than participants from divorced homes. These 

results are especially significant given the fact that 

participants only rated their relationship with their 

closest friend. 

Weiss (1974) defined social integration as 

companionship and the sharing of experiences. This type of 

social support is associated with the perception that one 

belongs somewhere and that there are people that one can 

rely on in times of need. In situations in which there is a 

lack of social integration, the person is likely to feel 

lonely and unsupported. Campbell and Butcher (1993) found 

that m college students, social integration is the primary 

function of friendships. 

This finding of a significant interaction of parental 

marital status and family conflict on peer social 

integration has not been found by previous research. One 

other study explored the effect of family variables on 
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social integration and found a main effect for conflict. 

Quinn and Campbell (1995) found that family conflict had a 

significant impact on social integration within the social 

support network as a whole, not peer social integration. 

One reason for this different result using similar measures 

may be that the divorced sample in the current study was 

composed of women whose parents divorced while they were 

adolescents while in Quinn and Campbell (1995) the divorced 

sample was composed of women whose parents divorced within 

the previous five years. 

Quinn and Campbell (1995) suggest that family conflict 

may result in poor social functioning through modeling of 

dysfunctional problem solving skills or through attitudes 

and expectations acquired in conflictual situations. This 

theory is supported by Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1982) 

which found that girls from divorced homes were rated as 

more aggressive, withdrawn, anxious and dependent in 

interactions with peers than girls from intact homes. In 

their sample of school aged girls, they found that peers 

tended to be more verbally hostile and to negatively 

terminate interactions more often with girls from divorced 

homes than those from intact homes. 

Since few studies have explored social integration 

directly, understanding of this study s results may be 
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enhanced by reviewing research which has studied the effects 

of parental divorce and conflict on peer rejection, social 

competence and trust. However, it is important to note that 

many of these studies were done with younger participants 

than those used in the present study. 

Patterns of peer interaction and peer relations are 

areas in which stress and difficulty in coping are often 

reflected (Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982) and parental 

divorce is a stressor which has been found to be associated 

with peer rejection. Cohn, Patterson, and Christopoulos 

(1991) found that children's experience of stressors such as 

poverty or parental divorce is associated with peer 

rejection. Similarly, Wallerstein and Corbin (1989) in their 

ten year follow-up of divorced families found that 35% of 

females from divorced homes reported feeling rejected by 

peers. Patterson, Vaden, and Kupersmidt (1991) also found 

that children from divorced homes were more likely to be 

rejected by peers. 

In contrast, conflict has consistently been found to be 

associated with social competence, intimacy, and ability to 

trust. Radovanovic (1993) found that chronic conflict was 

related to decreased feelings of social competence in 

females. Dancy and Handal (1984) suggest that a history of 

family conflict interferes with individuals' ability to get 
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their needs met with, friends. Jones (1990) found that 

greater family conflict was associated with increased 

loneliness and negative affect with friends. Several studies 

(Bolgar, Zweig-Frank, & Paris, 1995; Franklin, Janoff-

Bulman,& Roberts, 1990; Johnson, Wilkinson, & McNeil, 1995) 

have found that conflict is associated with difficulties 

with intimacy and trust in females. It is likely that these 

difficulties with trust and difficulty getting needs met may 

lead to feelings of dissatisfaction in friendships and an 

unwillingness to be vulnerable leading to limited intimacy. 

It has been suggested that the difficulties in peer 

relationships are secondary to problems in the parent-child 

relationship. Franklin et al. (1990) found that in intact 

families, negative relationships with either parent was 

associated with negative views of the trustworthiness of 

others. However, in divorced families, the more negative 

the relationship with one's mother and less frequent contact 

with one's father was associated with more negative views of 

others. Jones (1992) found that individuals from high 

conflict divorced homes had larger social networks. She 

concluded that participants from high conflict divorced 

homes compensate for poor family relationships by building 

larger peer social support networks. Bell, Avery, Jenkins, 

Feld and Schoenrock (1985) found that secure parent-child 
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attachments served to promote social competence and 

satisfying peer relationships during adolescence. Cohn et 

al. (1991) also suggest that connections exist between the 

quality of parent-child relationships and the nature of peer 

relationships and that attachment theory research has shown 

that the quality of the mother-child attachment relationship 

is associated with social competence throughout the first 10 

years of life. Holdnack (1992) has theorized that increased 

separation and distance in the parent-child relationship 

which often occurs secondary to parental divorce leads to 

increased responsibility. This increased responsibility may 

result in increased confidence in performing self-care tasks 

but less confidence about self—worth which interferes with 

the ability to establish and maintain intimate 

relationships. 

The present study suggests that moderate conflict in 

intact homes may facilitate social integration while 

moderate conflict may tend to interfere with social 

integration in divorced homes. Thus, it may be that females 

in divorced homes are learning problem-solving skills and 

attitudes which interfere with their peer relationships 

while females from intact homes are learning problem-solving 

skills and attitudes which allow them to turn to friends for 

support. It appears likely that social integration is 
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moderated by the parent-child relationship either through 

modeling or attitudes and perceptions of others learned in 

the home. It may be that females are behaving in 

dysfunctional ways modeled at home resulting in negative 

interactions with peers. Unfortunately, over time they may 

come to expect negative interactions with peers and thus are 

unable to allow themselves to fully participate in 

friendships. Future research should explore these pathways 

to allow a fuller understanding of these interaction 

patterns. 

The Differential Effects of Parental Marital Status and 

Family Conflict on Family Relationships 

The results of this study suggest that the quality of 

family relationships were differentially affected by 

parental marital status and family conflict. Previous 

research (Amato & Keith, 1991; Cooney, Smyer, Hagestad, & 

Klock, 1986; Fauber, Forehand, Thomas, & Wierson, 1990; 

Hetherington & colleagues, 1979,1982, 1984, 1988; Lopez, 

Campbell, & Watkins, 1988; Marsh & Campbell, 1990; Parish, 

1981; Quinn & Campbell, 1995; Wallerstein, 1985; Wallerstein 

& Corbin, 1989; Webster & Herzog, 1995) has documented the 

negative impact that parental divorce has on parent-child 

relationships. Father-child relationships are particularly 

affected. However, previous studies (Dunn, Slomkowski, & 
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Beardsall, 1994; Hetherington, 1988; Jenkins, 1992) have 

found conflicting results regarding the effect that parental 

divorce has on sibling relationships. Furthermore, previous 

research has found that parental divorce adversely affects 

the intimacy and satisfaction that children of divorce 

experience in their romantic relationships (Booth, 

Brinkerhoff, & White, 1984; Franklin et al., 1990; 

Furstenberg & Teitler, 1994; Johnston & Thomas, 1996; 

Hetherington, 1979) and friendships (Cohn et al., 1991; 

Wallerstein & Corbin, 1989). In the present study, parental 

divorce profoundly affected the father-daughter relationship 

and sibling relationships and to a lesser extent, the 

mother-daughter relationship. Negative effects of parental 

divorce on romantic relationships and friendships which have 

been found in previous studies were not supported by this 

study which found no differences in friendships or romantic 

relationships on measures of satisfaction, closeness or 

social support as a function of parental marital status. 

Previous research has suggested that it is conflict or 

the interaction of parental divorce and conflict which 

negatively affects parent-child relationships (Amato & 

Keith, 1991; Emery, 1982; Fauber et al., 1990; Franklin et 

al., 1990; Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982; Marsh & Campbell, 

1990; Quinn & Campbell, 1995). It has also been found that 
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high levels of conflict affect sibling relationships 

(Jenkins, 1992), romantic relationships (Booth et al., 1984; 

Franklin et al., 1990; Johnston & Thomas, 1996), and 

friendships (Dancy & Handal, 1984; Jones, 1990). The 

present study found that family conflict had a profound 

impact on participants' relationships with both parents but 

had no effect on participants' relationships with siblings, 

friends or romantic partners. 

Research has fairly consistently found that parental 

divorce negatively affects parent-child relationships and 

that the father—child relationship is the most adversely 

impacted. Webster and Herzog (1995) found that divorce, 

regardless of parental conflict which follows or precedes 

the divorce, reduces the frequency of contact that adult 

children of divorce have with their parents as compared to 

adult children from intact homes. Furthermore, parental 

divorce was associated with a decrease in the quality of 

father-child relations and frequency of contact with 

mothers. Parish (1981) found that college students from 

divorced homes rated their parents negatively more 

frequently than students from intact homes. Holdnack (1992) 

also found that parental divorce has long-term effects on 

family relationships. And Franklin et al. (1990) found that 

participants from divorced homes trusted their parents less 
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than participants from intact homes. Similarly, Johnson, 

Wilkinson, and McNeil (1995) found that college students 

from divorced families reported to have less intimate and 

less satisfactory relationships with their parents than 

college students from intact families. Cooney et al. (1986) 

and Lopez et al. (1988) found that when parent-child 

relationships deteriorated, father-daughter relationships 

were most frequently affected. Cooney and Kurz (1996) also 

found that parental divorce was associated with less father-

child closeness but was unrelated to mother-child closeness. 

Wallerstein and Corbin (1989) found, in a sample of females 

whose parents divorced during adolescence, that only 12% had 

a good relationship with their fathers at ten years post-

divorce . 

Some research has suggested that the mother-daughter 

relationship is enhanced by parental divorce. For example, 

White, Brinkerhoff, and Booth (1984) found that parental 

divorce was associated with greater attachment to mothers 

than was found in intact homes. Hetherington (1988) also 

found few differences between the mother-daughter 

relationships in intact and divorced homes. Daughters from 

divorced homes reported that their relationship with their 

mother was satisfactory. in addition, Wallerstein and 

Corbin (1989) found that post-divorce relationships with 
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mothers were consistently better than with fathers. In 

their ten year follow-up, they found that two-thirds of 

mother-daughter relationships were good compared to one-

quarter of father-daughter relationships. 

The present study supports previous findings that 

parental divorce negatively impacts the father-daughter 

relationship. Fathers were rated as providing less social 

support in all areas measured. Participants from divorced 

homes also reported being less close with their fathers and 

being less satisfied with their relationship with their 

fathers than participants from intact homes. However, it was 

not found that the mother-daughter relationship escaped 

unscathed by parental divorce. Participants from divorced 

homes report that they receive less reliable alliance from 

their mothers and are less satisfied with their relationship 

with their mothers than participants from intact homes. 

Parental conflict has also been found to negatively 

affect parent-child relationships, however, there are 

conflicting results regarding whether the mother-child or 

father-child relationship is most affected. Marsh and 

Campbell (1990) found that parental conflict was associated 

with distant, conflictual parent-child relationships. 

Webster and Herzog (1995) found that adults from divorced 

families feel less loved and listened to by both of their 
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parents, but especially their fathers, than adults from 

intact homes. It is important to note that most of the 

effects found in their study were better explained by 

parental marital conflict. In contrast, Quinn and Campbell 

(1995) found that females from high conflict homes were 

significantly less attached to their mothers than females 

from intact homes. 

In the present study, family conflict was associated 

with the quality of the relationship with both parents. 

P&^ticipants from high conflict homes reported receiving 

less social support from their mothers than participants 

from low and medium conflict homes. They also reported 

being less satisfied with their relationship with their 

mother than participants from low and medium conflict homes. 

Interestingly, these effects were stronger for mothers than 

for fathers. In contrast, participants from low conflict 

homes reported receiving more social support from their 

fathers than participants from medium or high conflict 

homes. However, they reported no differences in their 

closeness or satisfaction with their relationship with their 

fathers. 

This finding that parental conflict is associated with 

poorer relationships with mothers than fathers seems to be 

important to explore. Previous research (Marsh & Campbell, 
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1990; White et al., 1985) has primarily found that the 

father-child relationship is most affected by conflict not 

the mother-daughter relationship. Why would parental 

conflict, independent of parental marital status negatively 

impact the mother-daughter relationship more than the 

father-daughter relationship? It is possible that this 

result may be an artifact of the sample being entirely 

female. Previous research has not separated the effects of 

male and female children. Thus, it is difficult to know if 

this is a true change in the mother-daughter relationship or 

not. Some insight may be gained from Kline et al.'s (1991) 

finding that mothers' relationships with their children are 

negatively affected by the presence of chronic marital 

conflict after divorce. And Fauber et al.(1990) found, in 

their divorced sample, that high levels of conflict between 

recently divorced parents was associated with more perceived 

maternal rejection and distancing in the mother-adolescent 

relationship than was found in the intact group. However, 

they only used mothers in their study so it is difficult to 

determine how that may have affected the results. It is 

possible that these findings are reflecting a change which 

occurs in the mother-daughter relationship which does not 

occur in the father—daughter relationship. In our society, 

it is often believed that daughters are closer to their 
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mothers and sons to their fathers. Research supports the 

idea that daughters tend to communicate with their mothers 

more than their fathers (Buhrmester, 1992; Campbell, Adams, 

& Dobson, 1984). Given these findings, it is not much of a 

conceptual leap to suggest that the mother-daughter 

relationship would be negatively impacted when the mother 

must withdraw to deal with her own problems, possibly 

resulting in feelings of loss and abandonment in the child 

as suggested by research by Fauber et al. (1990). Therefore, 

further research on gender effects of parental conflict on 

parent-child relationships will help us better understand 

these phenomena. 

Previous research exploring the effect of family 

variables on sibling relationships have found associations 

between parental marital status and poor sibling 

relationships. Hetherington (1988) found that all family 

members viewed sibling relationship within the intact family 

as more involved, warmer and exhibiting more positive power 

than within divorced families. In contrast, within divorced 

families, sibling relationships were more rivalrous and less 

supportive. In addition, MacKinnon (1989) found that males 

in divorced families had more problematic sibling 

relationships than males in intact relationships. The 

present study found that parental divorce was associated 
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with less social support and less warmth from siblings. 

However, unlike parent-daughter relationships, parental 

divorce was not associated with the amount of closeness or 

satisfaction within the sibling relationship. 

Previous studies have found conflicting results 

regarding the association of family conflict and sibling 

relationships. Jenkins (1992), in her study of nine to 

twelve year old children, found that children in homes with 

a great deal of conflict were more likely to have hostile, 

aggressive relationships with siblings than children living 

in more harmonious households. In fact, the risk of having 

a poor sibling relationship was increased by a factor of 

eight in conflictual homes. However, Dunn, Slomkowski, and 

Beardsall (1994) found that in the face of family adversity, 

children grew closer and more supportive. 

The present study did not find that family conflict 

affected sibling relationships on measures of perceived 

social support, closeness, relationship satisfaction, 

warmth, conflict or relative power. These results may 

differ from previous studies due to the fact that this 

sample is older than those used in previous studies. 

Furthermore, participants in this study are attending 

college which may allow them some distance from the family 

of origin. 
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Research has also found conflicting results regarding 

the effect of parental marital status on romantic 

relationships. It has been theorized that children of 

divorce may turn to romantic relationships to replace the 

loss of the non-custodial parent (Booth, Brinkerhoff, & 

White, 1984). This theory has been supported by studies 

which have shown that parental divorce has been found to be 

related to early courtship behavior (Booth et al., 1984; 

Moore & Hotch, 1982; White et al., 1985). Furstenberg and 

Teitler (1994) found in their study of young adults that 

participants from divorced homes initiated sex earlier, were 

more likely to become pregnant in their teens, more likely 

to cohabit and less likely to get married. Hetherington 

(1979) found that adolescent girls in father-absent homes 

manifested an inability to interact appropriately with 

males. Furthermore, Franklin et al. (1990) found that 

college aged children of divorce were less likely to trust a 

future spouse. This is supported by Johnston and Thomas 

(1996) which found that undergraduates with divorced parents 

reported trusting their partners less than undergraduates 

from intact homes. 

However, other studies have not found a connection 

between poor romantic relationships and parental divorce. 

Quinn and Campbell (1995) did not find any support for the 
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idea that college women from divorced homes were more likely 

to have a romantic relationship in their social support 

network. Greenberg and Nay (1982) found no difference 

between children of divorced parents and those from intact 

families in level or quality of dating behavior, attitudes 

toward marriage or conflict resolution skills. Guttmann 

(1989) also found that parental divorce was unrelated to the 

frequency of making up or breaking up a relationship, or to 

the expectancy of becoming and staying married. The present 

study also found no association between parental marital 

status and perceptions of social support availability, 

relationship closeness, affection, or satisfaction within 

romantic relationships. However, it is important to note 

that the present results may have been affected by the fact 

that participants were able to choose whether to rate a 

romantic relationship or not. It may be that only those 

individuals who were relatively satisfied with their 

romantic relationship rated that relationship. 

Conflict has also been associated with problematic 

romantic relationships. Franklin et al. (1990) found that 

participants who had experienced continuous high levels of 

conflict perceived other people and the world to be less 

benevolent. They also found that parental conflict affected 

generalized attitudes and beliefs rather than only those 
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specific to the marriage relationship. This was also found 

by Johnston and Thomas (1996) who found that levels of 

conflict, regardless of parental marital status, was 

associated with perceived risk in dating. Booth et al. 

(1984) concluded that conflict during the divorce has little 

effect on the evaluation of romantic relationships while 

postdivorce conflict adversely affects the quality of 

courtship relations. However, the present study did not 

find any differences in the perceptions of social support 

availability, closeness, satisfaction, affectional 

expression or consensus in romantic relationships as a 

function of family conflict. 

Research suggests that parental marital status and 

conflict affect friendships as well. Hetherington (1988) 

found that boys from divorced homes spend significantly 

more time with peers than any other group. In contrast, 

Dancy and Handal (1984)found that people from high conflict 

homes report spending more time with peers but are less 

satisfied with them. However, Jones (1992) found that 

parental divorce had a limited effect on the size and 

functioning of the friendship network while family conflict 

had a detrimental effect on the friendship network of her 

college aged sample. She found that participants from high 

conflict homes had smaller friendship networks and reported 
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being lonelier than participants from low conflict homes. 

She also found an interaction effect in that participants 

from high conflict divorced homes tended to have larger 

friendship networks and greater satisfaction with these 

friendships than participants from low conflict intact 

homes. The present study found no difference in the amount 

of social support, closeness, or satisfaction in friendships 

as a function of parental marital status, family conflict or 

the interaction. This result may differ from previous 

studies due to measuring different aspects of social support 

than previous studies which were exploring the number of 

friends and time spent with friends, rather than the types 

of social support received within friendships. 

Wallerstein (1985) in her longitudinal study of 

families of divorce noted that parents often experience a 

"diminished capacity to parent" following the divorce. She 

noted that parents often give less physical care, spend less 

time with children, engage in less play and discussions and 

are more inconsistent in disciplining children. She also 

reports that parents tend to decrease in attentiveness and 

sensitivity to children, respond angrily to many events, and 

give less emotional support and nurturance. A similar 

phenomena was noted by Hetherington, Cox and Cox (1982). 

They report that divorced parents make fewer maturity 
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demands of children, communicate poorly with children, tend 

to be less affectionate and show marked inconsistency in 

discipline. Furthermore, mothers tend to use more negative 

sanctions, less positive reinforcement, are less attentive 

and more detached. Both researchers note that the 

"diminished capacity to parent" tends to resolve itself 

within two years of the divorce. 

Holdnack (1992) reports that college students from 

divorced homes viewed their families as more emotionally 

distant and more disorganized than college students from 

intact homes. It may be that this period of poor parenting 

long-term effects in the parent-child relationship. This is 

further supported by Wallerstein and Corbin (1989) finding 

that females whose parents divorced during adolescence often 

experienced a sense that they were abandoned during a 

critical time in their lives due to the disruption of 

parenting functions. This period of parental adjustment may 

have left their daughters feeling that their parents are 

unreliable. 

This is problematic in that Campbell and Butcher 

(1993) found in their sample of college students that the 

parental role was most associated with reliable alliance and 

with lesser roles in attachment and guidance. Lempers and 

Clark-Lempers (1992) also found that parents are an 
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important source of reliable alliance and affection. 

Reliable alliance is associated with the practical aspects 

of social support such as the person who would come to get 

you if your car broke down rather the emotional aspects of 

social support. Since females from divorced families report 

receiving less reliable alliance from both parents and their 

closest sibling, they may be left feeling that they must get 

these needs met outside of the family. The fact that the 

present study found no difference in the relationship 

satisfaction experienced in friendships and romantic 

relationships may suggest that these women are successfully 

getting their needs met outside of the family. 

Since this study is one of few to explore the effects 

of parental divorce and conflict on college students' 

sibling relationships, it seems important to explore the 

finding that parental divorce is associated with poor 

sibling relationships. It has often been theorized that 

during periods of family stress, siblings would use each 

other as sources of support (Jenkins, 1992). However, the 

present study does not support this theory in the area of 

parental divorce. Participants reported receiving less 

social support and having less warmth in their relationships 

with their closest sibling, however, they did not report 

feeling dissatisfied with the relationship or that the 
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relationship was not close. Hetherington (1988) found that 

the factor which had the most profound effect on sibling 

relationships was a disparity in treatment, rather than the 

actual amount of parental time and attention which had the 

most profound effect on sibling relationships. Thus, it may 

be that the "diminished capacity to parent" may result in 

preferential treatment being given to one child rather than 

another as alliances are being formed throughout the 

separation and divorce experience. These pressures for 

choosing sides and fighting for needed attention may result 

in conflictual sibling relationships. Interestingly, 

participants from divorced homes did not report feeling 

dissatisfied with sibling relationships or that their 

relationships were more distant than participants from 

intact homes. This may be a result of differing 

expectations of sibling relationships as compared to parent-

child relationships. It may be that young adults from 

divorced homes do not expect support from siblings due to 

long-standing conflict in the sibling relationship secondary 

to parental conflict. However, Buhrmester (1992) reports 

that siblings under normal circumstances are an important 

source of companionship, affection, reliable alliance, and 

intimacy into late adolescence. Furthermore, children with 

older siblings report relying on older siblings for reliable 
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alliance at a level similar to parents. Lempers and Clark-

Lempers (1992) also found that siblings are important 

sources of companionship, intimacy and nurturance. This 

rift in sibling relationships within divorced families is 

problematic due to research which suggests that good sibling 

relationships can serve as a buffer against later adjustment 

problems (Dunn, Slomkowski, & Beardsall, 1995; Jenkins, 

1992). 

Effects of Family Conflict on Adjustment 

The present study suggests that family conflict affects 

the amounts of depressive and anxious symptomology and 

interpersonal problems reported by female college students. 

However, adjustment did not vary as a function of parental 

marital status. Previous research suggests that both 

parental divorce (Bolgar et al., 1995; Kessler & Magee, 

1993; Kunz & Kunz, 1995; Palosaari & Aro, 1994; Wallerstein 

& Blakeslee, 1989) and conflict (Cooney & Kurz, 1996; David, 

Steele, Forehand, & Armistead, 1996; Forehand, Wierson, 

McCombs, Brody, & Fauber, 1989; Kessler & Magee, 1993; Marsh 

& Campbell, 1990; Radovanovic, 1993) affect adjustment. 

However, these findings are often contradictory and 

confusing. Nevertheless, many researchers (Cooney & Kurz, 

1996; Holdnack, 1992; Kline, Johnston, & Tschann, 1991; 

Marsh & Campbell, 1990; Wallerstein & Corbin, 1989) have 
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suggested that when individuals from divorced and high 

conflict homes have adjustment difficulties it is mediated 

through poor parent-child relationships. 

The present study found no differences in college 

student adjustment (academic problems, anxiety, depression, 

somatic complaints, substance abuse, and interpersonal 

problems) as a function of parental marital status. Previous 

studies have found an association between parental marital 

status and depression, however, these results have been 

inconsistent and at times, conflicting. Wallerstein and 

Blakeslee (1989) found that depression was common in young 

adults whose parents divorced. Kessler and Magee (1993) 

also found that parental divorce was associated with the 

incidence of major depression and was also significantly 

associated with the risk of recurrence of major depression. 

However, Palosaari and Aro (1994) found that depression was 

more prevalent among males whose parents divorced but was 

unrelated to parental divorce in females. Similarly, 

Furstenberg and Teitler (1994) found that depression was 

greater for males from divorced families than males from 

intact families and that this association was not present 

for females. In contrast, Cooney and Kurz (1996) found that 

there were no differences in rates of depression for males 

from divorced and intact families but females from recently 
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divorced homes were more depressed. Wallerstein and Corbin 

(1989), in their ten year follow-up of children of divorce, 

found moderate to severe depression in 35% of the women from 

divorced families. Thus, results at this point are far from 

definitive regarding the effect of parental marital status 

on depression. 

Parental marital status has also been found to be 

related to interpersonal problems. Patterson, Vaden, and 

Kupersmidt (1991) found that parental divorce was associated 

with peer rejection. Bolgar et al. (1995) also found that 

parental divorce was associated with interpersonal problems. 

In contrast, other studies (Grant, Smith, Sinclair, & Salts, 

1993; Lopez et al., 1988; Marsh & Campbell, 1990; Nelson, 

Allison, & Sundre,1992) have found no association between 

parental marital status and adjustment. Nelson et al. (1992) 

suggest that the reason their study found no difference in 

adjustment as a function of parental marital status was that 

in their sample the divorce was over two years past and 

their sample had been away from home for at least one year 

so that the effects may have faded. It is likely that these 

differences, in particular length of time since the divorce, 

may account for the lack of consistency in findings. It is 

also likely that the present study did not find an 

association between parental divorce and adjustment due to 
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the fact that the divorce occurred, for the most part, over 

two years ago, and the participants are attending college 

allowing them some distance from the family. 

The present study found that high levels of family 

conflict was associated with more symptoms of anxiety, more 

symptoms of depression, and more interpersonal problems than 

was found in low or moderate family conflict homes. 

Previous studies have consistently found an association 

between parental conflict and adjustment. Radovanovic 

(1993) found that children from families experiencing 

chronic conflict were three times as likely as the normative 

group to display symptoms which were frequent and severe 

enough to put them in the clinical range. Furthermore, 

longer parental separations were associated with decreased 

feelings of social competence, probably due to continued 

parental conflict. 

Several studies have found an association between 

family conflict and depression. Marsh and Campbell (1990) 

found that parental divorce was unrelated to adjustment but 

conflictual parent-child relationships was associated with 

significant amounts of depression, anxiety, academic 

problems, interpersonal problems and somatic complaints. 

Kessler and Magee (1993) found that family violence and 

parental marital problems was associated with depression and 



103 

that family violence was the only childhood adversity which 

continued to be associated with significant risk of onset of 

depression after age 20. Cooney and Kurz (1996) found that 

general family conflict in the past was associated with 

depression in males and females. They conclude that it is 

not parental divorce which threatens well-being but conflict 

which more directly predicts depression. David et al.(1996) 

found that exposure to overt conflict between parents 

increased internalizing (anxiety/withdrawal) problems in 

children. In addition, Forehand et al. (1989) found that 

children exposed to intense post-divorce conflict tended to 

be more inhibited. Therefore, it can be concluded that 

conflict appears to be much more strongly associated with 

adjustment difficulties than parental marital status, 

probably due to the fact that conflict is an ongoing 

phenomenon while parental divorce tends to occur over a 

discrete period of time. 

Several researchers (Cooney & Kurz, 1996; Cowen, Pedro-

Carroll, & Alpert-Gillis, 1990/ Forehand et al., 1989; 

Holdnack, 1992; Wallerstein & Corbin, 1989) have suggested 

that adjustment difficulties are likely to be secondary to 

problems within the parent-child relationship and may be 

more prevalent in young adult females. Wallerstein and 

Corbin (1989) found that poor father-daughter relationships 
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was significantly associated with adjustment at ten year 

follow-up. Cooney and Kurz (1996) found that intimacy with 

fathers, not mothers, was associated with depression and 

that this association was stronger for females. They 

conclude that females may be more affected by family 

disruption because females tend to maintain stronger ties to 

family as they move into adulthood than do males. Jenkins 

(1992) also found that parent-child relationships were 

important for the quality of children's adjustment, 

regardless of the amount of conflict within the home. 

Marsh and Campbell (1990) have suggested that parental 

conflict seems to have an indirect effect on late 

adolescent's adjustment via the parent-adolescent 

relationship. They found that parental divorce negatively 

impacts the parent-child relationship in ways similar to 

family conflict, however, divorce is not related to 

adjustment. Thus, both family conflict and parental divorce 

are likely to result in distant and conflictual parent-child 

relationships; however, when family conflict results in poor 

parent-child relationships it has a detrimental impact on 

adjustment. It is likely that this impact on adjustment 

then leads to further long-term difficulties in functioning. 

Marsh and Campbell (1990) further suggest that distant, 

conflictual parent-child relationships coupled with 
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adjustment problems suggests that premature detachment is 

occurring rather than healthy independence. The results of 

the present study and previous research indicating that 

family conflict consistently negatively impacts parent-child 

relationships and adjustment supports the idea that 

adjustment problems occur secondary to parent-child 

difficulties and that these results are long-term effects of 

conflict rather than short-term ones. 

Summary of Influences of Parental Marital Status and Family 

Conflict on Family Relationships and Adjustment 

In sum, it appears that there are differential effects 

of parental divorce and family conflict on young adult 

females' social support and adjustment. The negative 

effects of parental divorce appear to be isolated to family 

relationships unless enduring moderate conflict is also 

present. In contrast, conflict affects the parent-child 

relationships as well as adjustment. The fact that conflict 

affects adjustment suggests that its legacy may be long-

term, rather than a process of transition and adjustment. 

The present study and previous research suggests that 

parental divorce only negatively impacts family 

relationships, particularly the father-daughter 

relationship. Holdnack (1992) also found that parental 

divorce only appears to affect family relationships. It may 
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be that following divorce there is a period in which parents 

experience a "diminished capacity to parent" (Wallerstein, 

1985). This period of transition in conjunction with 

decreased contact with the non-custodial parent, usually the 

father, negatively impacts the parent-child relationships. 

This diminished capacity to parent and choosing of sides 

within the home may also lead to decreased warmth and 

support within sibling relationships. However, the good 

news is that the negative impact of parental divorce does 

not appear to affect relationships with friends or romantic 

relationships suggesting that there may be a compensatory 

process occurring. Individuals from divorced homes may be 

able to compensate for poor family relationships, possibly 

due to the fact that they report still having significant 

support from their mothers while individuals from high 

conflict homes report having almost no social support from 

either parent. It is important to note that this 

explanation is highly speculative since the "diminished 

capacity to parent" was not measured in this study and 

analyses which would help determine mediating variables were 

not performed. Future research is necessary to help 

validate this hypothesis. 

The one exception to the above theory that parental 

divorce only negatively impacts family relationship is when 
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a combination of parental divorce and moderate conflict is 

present. It appears that under these circumstances, young 

adult females from divorced homes have difficulty feeling 

that they are accepted and liked by their friends. It is 

likely that under these circumstances, females from divorced 

homes learn problem-solving skills and/or attitudes which 

interfere with their ability to form close, supportive 

relationships. This was also suggested by Jones (1992). 

In contrast, the influence of family conflict appears 

to be broader. While parental divorce only affects family 

relationships and the mother-daughter relationship to a 

limited extent, family conflict profoundly affects 

relationships with both parents and adjustment. It may be 

that young adult females can compensate for the loss of 

support of one parent but are unable to meet their social 

support needs when neither parent is emotionally available. 

This inability to compensate for support from parents may 

then lead to increased levels of anxiety and depression and 

interpersonal problems which is likely to have long-term 

consequences on functioning. 

Effects of Birth Order on Perceptions of Sibling 

Relationships 

Associations between sibling relationships and gender 

have been explored with conflicting results (Dunn et al., 
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1994; James & Ponzetti, 1995). However, previous research 

has consistently found an association between ratings of 

sibling relationships and birth order (Buhrmester, 1992; 

James & Ponzetti, 1995; Hetherington, 1988). The present 

study found no association between the quality of sibling 

relationships and gender of the sibling but did find an 

association between the quality of sibling relationships and 

birth order. 

Results regarding the relationship between sibling 

relationships and gender are conflicting. James and 

Ponzetti (1995) found no relationship between gender and 

sibling relationships. In contrast, Dunn et al. (1994) 

found that relationships with older sisters were rated as 

more intimate and warmer than relationships with older 

brothers. This finding was not supported in this study. It 

may be that gender effects were obscured by the fact that in 

this study participants were all females or by the fact that 

they were asked to rate their relationship with their 

closest sibling, rather than rating all sibling 

relationships. 

Previous research has consistently found that birth 

order (older or younger sibling) affects the rating of 

sibling relationships. Hetherington (1988) found that older 

siblings report having more status/power in their 
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relationships with younger siblings than vice versa. James 

and Ponzetti (1995) found that older siblings reported more 

conflict, more power and more rivalry when rating a younger 

sibling than when rating an older sibling. Buhrmester 

(1992) found that older siblings provided instrumental 

assistance approaching that of parents and were the most 

frequent sibling confidant. Furthermore, younger siblings 

reported more conflict and rivalry in their relationship 

with older siblings than older siblings report about their 

relationship with a younger sibling. They found that 

relative age accounted for 60% of the variance in children's 

perceptions of sibling relationships. 

The present study also, found an association between 

sibling relationships and birth order. Those rating a 

relationship with a younger sibling reported having more 

conflict, more relative status/power and providing more 

nurturance than those rating a relationship with an older 

sibling. The results of the present study and previous 

research suggest that individuals' perceptions of the role 

and responsibilities of an older sibling significantly 

affects perceptions of that sibling relationship. This is an 

important finding in helping us understand the importance of 

roles within families and the importance of sibling 

relationships in the lives of undergraduate females. 
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T,imitations 

Certain characteristics of this study may limit its 

generalizability to other populations. Only females were 

included in this study. Thus, the applicability of these 

results to males is quite questionable. A study using both 

males and females would allow for a broader analysis of the 

effects of parental marital status and family conflict on 

young adult social development and adjustment. 

Second, only college students were used in this study. 

This is especially a problem for individuals from divorced 

homes since previous research suggests that individuals from 

divorced homes tend to drop out of school at an earlier age 

(Furstenberg & Teitler, 1994; Summers, Forehand,& Armistead, 

1996; Tasker, 1992), have lower grade point averages 

(Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline,& Russell, 1994; Kunz & 

Kunz, 1995) and are less likely to attend college 

(Furstenberg & Teitler, 1994) than individuals from intact 

homes. Thus, it may be that the sample used in this study 

is more representative of higher functioning individuals. 

It is possible that young adults who are not enrolled in 

college due to financial or emotional reasons may present a 

different picture. 

Third, the conflict measure used in this study was a 

measure of general family conflict rather than parental 



Ill 

conflict. David, Steele, Forehand, and Armistead (1996) 

found that a measure of general family conflict was more 

predictive of internalizing and externalizing problems than 

a measure of parental marital satisfaction. However, since 

this is a general measure, it is difficult to ascertain who 

is involved in the conflict. It may be sibling conflict or 

parent-child conflict as well as parental conflict. 

Therefore, a more specific conflict scale used in 

conjunction with a general measure would be helpful to 

determine the most damaging aspects of conflict. 

Fourth, since this study is cross-sectional rather than 

longitudinal, it cannot be assumed that these relationships 

were not present prior to the divorce and family conflict. 

Furthermore, since divorce is a process rather than a one 

time event, it may be that these results are short-term 

effects rather than long-term ones. 

Fifth, this study limited participants to those whose 

parents divorced when they were aged 12 to 17. Thus, the 

time since the divorce was allowed to vary. It may be that 

time since divorce may have confounded these results. 

Sixth, this study used self-report measures and only 

used one source for information. The validity of self-

report measures has long been debated. Therefore, it may be 

that participants did not accurately represent family 
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conflict as well as social support measures. Although their 

perceptions of these events are important, an objective 

measure may add valuable information. It is also important 

in future studies to use more than one source of information 

to further strengthen results. 

Next, only individuals with at least one sibling were 

included in this study so that sibling relationships could 

be explored. As a result, the results may not apply to only 

children. Different dynamics may occur within families with 

only one child as suggested by Kempton, Armistead, Wierson 

and Forehand (1991). Furthermore, some participants may have 

rated step-siblings as they were not asked to rate only 

biological siblings. 

Next, not all participants rated a romantic 

relationship. Thus, only those participants who were 

satisfied with their romantic relationship may have 

completed the questionnaires related to romantic 

relationships. This may have inflated the values related to 

romantic relationships. 

Next, there were a large number of dependent variables 

in this study which increases the Type I error. Future 

studies should limit the number of dependent variables used 

to decrease the Type I error. 
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Last, fifty-four percent of the divorced sample 

reported that one or both parents had remarried making it 

difficult to determine which family they had rated when 

asked about family relationships. Also, it is difficult to 

determine how much post-divorce animosity between the 

parents may have affected their ratings of family conflict. 

Recommendations 

A larger and more varied population is needed in future 

studies. Future studies should include males to investigate 

their reactions to parental divorce and family conflict and 

to facilitate comparisons between males and females. 

Furthermore, young adults in the work force and/or community 

college, especially those living independent of their 

parents, should be included in future investigations of 

parental marital status and family conflict to determine if 

there are differences in coping and adjustment. 

Future studies should include both a general measure of 

family conflict and a specific measure of parental conflict 

to determine in what way(s) they each affect adjustment and 

social support. It may be that parent-child conflict is 

more damaging than parental conflict which is done behind 

closed doors. 



APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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INFORMED CONSENT 

This study is exploring college students' relationships. It 

is hoped that the results will increase our understanding of 

young adult development. Participation will involve 

completing questionnaires that will take approximately one 

hour and thirty minutes of your time. If you choose to 

participate in this study your answers will be kept 

confidential. There will be no risks or discomforts 

involved in the study. You may withdraw from the study at 

any time if you choose to do so. 
The questionnaires each contain instructions which are 

self explanatory. It is very important that you answer 

every question. Please be completely honest. Your answers 

are entirely confidential and will be useful only if they 

accurately describe you. To receive a summary of the 

results of this study send your request for study with a 

self-addressed stamped envelope to Theresa Quinn at the 

Psychology Department. 
If you are willing to participate please sign below. 

This form will be separated from your questionnaires upon 

receipt. 
Thank you for your participation. 

Ed watkins, Ph.D. Theresa Quinn 

Professor, Counseling Psychology Counseling Psychology 

University of North Texas University of North Texas 

Name (print) 

Signature 

Social Security # 

Date 
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PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE 
INSTRUCTIONS: In the space next t° the ^ e l°^ 1^ ^

S S 

enter the number that best answers the question. Fill 1 
information when requested in the spaces provided. Please 

answer every item. 

(7-8) A G E 

(9_10) YEAR OF BIRTH (e.g., 70 if born in 1970) 

(11) CLASS 
1. freshman 
2. sophomore 
3. junior 
4. senior 
5. graduate student 
6. other 

(12-14) GRADE POINT AVERAGE (e.g. 3.0) 

(15) ETHNIC/RACIAL BACKGROUND 
v 1. African American 

2. native American 
3. Caucasian 
4. Asian 
5. Hispanic 
6. other 

(i g) RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION 
1. Protestant 
2. Catholic 
3. Jewish 
4. Islam 
5. Eastern religions 
6. Baptist 
7. None . 
8. Other (please specify) 

(17) RELATIONSHIP STATUS 
1. currently married 
2. currently separated 
3. divorced 
4. widowed n ^ . 
5. single, long-term relationship 
6. single, actively dating 
7. single, not actively dating 

(18) CURRENT LIVING SITUATION 
1. with both parents at parents' home 
2. with one parent at parent's home 
3. alone in house/apt. 
4. with other(s) in house/apt. 
5. in residence hall 
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[iQ] MY PARENTS ARE: 
v 1. married, living together 

2. married, living apart 
3. divorced, not remarried 
4. divorced, one remarried 
5. divorced, both remarried 
6. both parents deceased 
7. mother deceased 
8. father deceased 

Answer the next two questions only if your parents are 
divorced. 

WHAT YEAR DID YOUR PARENTS DIVORCE? 
(e cr., 75 if 1975) 
HOW OLD WERE YOU AT THE TIME OF YOUR 
PARENT'S DIVORCE? 

(24) IF YOU DO NOT LIVE WITH YOUR FATHER HOW OFTEN 
DO YOU SEE HIM? 
1. about once a week 
2. about once a month 
3. about once every few months 
4. about once a year 
5. about once every few years 
6. never 

IF YOU DO NOT LIVE WITH YOUR MOTHER HOW OFTEN 
DO YOU SEE HER? 
1. about once a week 
2. about once a month 
3. about once every few months 
4. about once a year 
5. about once every few years 
6. never 

WHAT PERCENT OF YOUR LIVING EXPENSES DO YOU 
PAY? 
1. 0 % 
2. 1 - 25% 
3. 26 - 50% 
4. 51 - 75% 
5. 76 - 100% 

(27) FATHER1S OCCUPATION 
1. professional 
2. managerial 
3. sales 
4. trained worker 
5. laborer 
6. does not work outside the home 



118 

(28) MOTHER1S OCCUPATION 
1. professional 
2. managerial 
3. sales 
4. trained worker 
5. laborer 
6. does not work outside the home 

For the next two questions use the scale below to indicate 
highest year of education completed in numbers 

High School College Mast.sr's doctoral 
9 io 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20+ 

(29-30) FATHER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

(31-32) MOTHER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

For the next four questions, please place the 
appropriate number in the space. 

(33_34) HOW MANY SIBLINGS DO YOU HAVE? 

(35-36) HOW MANY OF THESE SIBLINGS ARE SISTERS? 

(37-38) HOW MANY OF THESE SIBLINGS ARE BROTHERS? 

(39-40) HOW MANY OF THESE SIBLINGS ARE HALF OR STEP 
BROTHERS OR SISTERS? 
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Inventory of Common Problems 
The following items represent common problems of college 
students. How much has each problem distressed, worried, 
bothered you in the past few weeks? Please write m the 
blank the number which best describes you. 

1 2 3 4 . 5 

Not at all Little bit Moderately Quite a bit ^Very 

(31) 1. Feeling depressed, sad, dejected? 

2. Blaming, criticizing, or condemning myself? 

3. Feeling discouraged or like a failure? 

4. Suicidal thoughts or concerns? 

5# Feeling irritable, tense, or nervous? 

6. Feeling fearful? 

7. Spells of terror or panic? 

8. Feel like I'm "going to pieces"? 

9. Academic problems? 

10. Difficulty caring about or concentrating on 

studies? 
11. Indecision or concern about choice of career 

or major? . 
12. Feeling like I'm not doing as well m school 

as I should? 
13. Problems with romantic or sexual 

relationships? 
14. Family problems? 

15. Difficulty getting along with others? 

16. Feeling lonely or isolated? 

17. Physical health problems? 

18. Headaches, faintness, or dizziness? 

19. Trouble sleeping? 

20. Eating, appetite, or weight problems? 

21. My use of alcohol? 

22. My use of marijuana? 

23. How many psychoactive drugs I use? 

(54) 24. How many prescribed drugs I use? 
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Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific Scale 

Using the scale below, rate how well each of the following 
statements describes your relationship with your mother. 

1 2 3 4 
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly 
Disagree A^ r e e 

(55) l.This is a person I can depend on to help me if I 
really need it. 

2.1 feel that I do not have a close personal 
relationship with this person. 

3.This is not a person I can turn to for guidance m 
times of stress. 

4.This is a person who depends on me for help. 
5.This is a person who enjoys the same social 
activities I do. 

6.This person does not view me as competent. 
7.1 feel personally responsible for the well-being 
of this person. 

8.This person shares my attitudes and beliefs. 
9.1 do not think this person respects my skills and 
abilities. 

10.If something went wrong, this person would not 
come to my assistance. _ 

11.I have a close relationship with this person that 
provides me with a sense of emotional security and 
well-being. , 

12.This is someone I could talk to about important 
decisions in my life. 

13.In this relationship my competence and skill are 
recognized. 

14.This is not someone who shares my interests and 
concerns. 

15.This is not someone who really relies on me for 
their well-being. 

16.This is a trustworthy person I could turn to for 
advice if I were having problems^ 

17.1 feel a strong emotional bond with this person. 
18.This is not someone I can depend on for aid if I 
really need it. 

19.This is not someone I feel comfortable talking 
about problems with. 

20.This is a person who admires my talents and 
abilities. 
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21.1 lack a feeling of intimacy with this person. 
22.This is not someone who likes to do the things I 
do. 

23.This is a person I can count on m an emergency. 
24.This is not someone who needs me to care for them 
anymore 
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Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific Scale 

Using the scale below, rate how well each of the 
statements describes your relationship with your father. 

1 2 3 4 
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly 
Disagree A^ r e e 

(55) l.This is a person I can depend on to help me if I 

really need it. 
2.1 feel that I do not have a close personal 

relationship with this person. 
3.This is not a person I can turn to for guidance in 

times of stress. 
4.This is a person who depends on me for help. 
5.This is a person who enjoys the same social 

activities I do. 
6.This person does not view me as competent. 
7.1 feel personally responsible for the well-being 

of this person. 
8.This person shares my attitudes and beliefs. 

9.1 do not think this person respects my skills and 

abilities. 
10.If something went wrong, this person would not 

come to my assistance. 
11.I have a close relationship with this person that 
provides me with a sense of emotional security and 

well-being. 
12.This is someone I could talk to about important 

decisions in my life. 
13.In this relationship my competence and skill are 

recognized. 

14.This is not someone who shares my interests and 

concerns. 
15.This is not someone who really relies on me for 
their well-being. 

16.This is a trustworthy person I could turn to for 
advice if I were having problems. 

17.1 feel a strong emotional bond with this person. 
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18.This is not someone I can depend on for aid if I 

really need it. 
19.This is not someone I feel comfortable talking 

about problems with. 
20.This is a person who admires my talents and 

abilities. 
21.1 lack a feeling of intimacy with this person. 

22.This is not someone who likes to do the things I 

do. 
23.This is a person I can count on in an emergency. 
24.This is not someone who needs me to care for them 

anymore. 
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Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific Scale 

Using the scale below, rate how well each of the following 

statements describes your relationship with your closest 

friend. 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly 

Disagree Agree 

(31) l.This is a person I can depend on to help me if I 

really need it. 
2.1 feel that I do not have a close personal 

relationship with this person. 
3.This is not a person I can turn to for guidance in 

times of stress. 
4.This is a person who depends on me for help. 
5.This is a person who enjoys the same social 

activities I do. 
6.This person does not view me as competent. 
7.1 feel personally responsible for the well-being 

of this person. 
8.This person shares my attitudes and beliefs. 
9.1 do not think this person respects my skills and 
abilities. 

10.If something went wrong, this person would not 

come to my assistance. 
11.I have a close relationship with this person that 

provides me with a sense of emotional security and 

well-being. 
12.This is someone I could talk to about important 

decisions in my life. 
13.In this relationship my competence and skill are 

recognized. 
14.This is not someone who shares my interests and 

concerns. 

15.This is not someone who really relies on me for 
their well-being. 

16.This is a trustworthy person I could turn to for 
advice if I were having problems. 

17.1 feel a strong emotional bond with this person. 
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18.This is not someone I can depend on for aid if I 

really need it. 
19.This is not someone I feel comfortable talking 

about problems with. 
20.This is a person who admires my talents and 

abilities. 
21.1 lack a feeling of intimacy with this person. 

22.This is not someone who likes to do the things I 

do. 
23.This is a person I can count on in an emergency. 

24.This is not someone who needs me to care for them 

anymore. 
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Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific Scale 

Using the scale below, rate how well each of the following 
statements describes your romantic relationship. If you do 
not have a romantic relationship, please leave this blank 
and go on to the next page 

1 2 3 4 
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1.This is a person I can depend on to help me if I 
— really need it. 
2. x feel that I do not have a close personal 

relationship with this person. 
3.This is not a person I can turn to for guidance in 
times of stress. 

4.This is a person who depends on me for help. 
5.This is a person who enjoys the same social 

activities I do. 
6.This person does not view me as competent. 
7.1 feel personally responsible for the well-being 

of this person. 
8.This person shares my attitudes and beliefs. 
9.1 do not think this person respects my skills and 

abilities. 
10.If something went wrong, this person would not 
come to my assistance. 

11.I have a close relationship with this person that 
provides me with a sense of emotional security and 
well-being. 

12.This is someone I could talk to about important 
decisions in my life. 

13.In this relationship my competence and skill are 

recognized. 

14.This is not someone who shares my interests and 

concerns. 
15.This is not someone who really relies on me for 
their well-being. 

16.This is a trustworthy person I could turn to for 
advice if I were having problems. 

17.1 feel a strong emotional bond with this person. 

18.This is not someone I can depend on for aid if I 
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really need it. 
19.This is not someone I feel comfortable talking 
about problems with. 

20.This is a person who admires my talents and 

abilities. 
21. I lack a feeling of intimacy with this person. 
22. This is not someone who likes to do the things I 

do. 
23. This is a person I can count on in an emergency. 

(78) 24. This is not someone who needs me to care for 
them anymore. 
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Social Provisions Scale-Source Specific Scale 

Using the scale below, rate how well each of the following 

statements describes your relationship with the brother or 

sister with whom you are closest to. 
List whether this is a brother or a sister here • 

1 2 3 4 
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly 

Disagree Agree 
(07) 1.This is a person I can depend on to help me if I 

really need it. 
2.1 feel that I do not have a close personal 
relationship with this person. 

3.This is not a person I can turn to for guidance in 

times of stress. 
4.This is a person who depends on me for help. 
5.This is a person who enjoys the same social 

activities I do. 
6.This person does not view me as competent. 
7.1 feel personally responsible for the well-being 

of this person. 
8.This person shares my attitudes and beliefs. 
9.1 do not think this person respects my skills and 

abilities. 
10.If something went wrong, this person would not 

come to my assistance. 
H.X have a close relationship with this person that 

provides me with a sense of emotional security and 

well-being. 
12.This is someone I could talk to about important 

decisions in my life. 
13.In this relationship my competence and skill are 

recognized. 
14.This is not someone who shares my interests and 

concerns. 

15.This is not someone who really relies on me for 

their well-being. 
16.This is a trustworthy person I could turn to for 
advice if I were having problems. 

17.1 feel a strong emotional bond with this person. 
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18.This is not someone I can depend on for aid if I 

really need it. 
19.This is not someone I feel comfortable talking 

about problems with. 
20.This is a person who admires my talents and 

abilities. 
21.1 lack a feeling of intimacy with this person. 

22.This is not someone who likes to do the things I 

do. 
23.This is a person I can count on in an emergency. 

(30) 24.This is not someone who needs me to care for them 
anymore. 
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

Most people have disagreements in their relationships. 
Please indicate below the approximate extent of disagreement 
in your romantic relationship. 

For the first section, use the following scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
Always Almost Frequently Occasionally Almost Always 
Disagree Always Disagree Disagree Always Agree 

Disagree Agree 

1. Handling finances 
2. Matters of Recreation 
3. Religious Matters 
4. Demonstrations of Affection 
5. Friends 
6. Sexual Relations 
7. Correct or Proper Behavior 
8. Philosophy of Life 
9. Ways of Dealing with Parents 
10. Aims, Goals and Things Believed Important 
11. Amount of Time Spent Together 
12. Making Major Decisions 
13. Household Tasks 
14. Leisure Time Interests and Activities 
15. Career Decisions 

For the next section, use the following scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
All the Most of More often Occasionally Rarely Never 
time the time than not 

16. How often do you discuss terminating the 
relationship or separating for a period of time? 

17. How often do you or your partner leave the house 
after a fight? 

18. In general, how often do you think that things 
between you and your partner are going well? 

19. Do you confide in your mate? 
20. Do you ever regret getting involved in this 

relationship? 
21. How often do you and your partner argue? 
22. How often do you and your partner "get on each 

other's nerves"? 
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Use the scale below. 
23. Do you kiss your partner? 

0-Never 1- Rarely 2- Occasionally 3- Almost every 4-every 
day day 

24. Do you and your partner engage in outside 
interests? 

O-None 1- Very Few 2- Some of 3- Most of 4-All of 
of Them of Them Them Them Them 

How often would you say the following events occur between you and your 
partner? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
Never Less than once Once or Once or Once More often 

a month Twice a Twice a day 
Month Week 

25. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas? 
26. Laugh together 
27. Calmly discuss something 
28. Work together on a project 

Respond yes or no if the following was a problem in your relationship in 
the last few weeks. 

29. Being too tired for sex. 
30. Not showing love. 

31. In the blank, place the number which best 
describes the degree of happiness, all things 
considered, in your relationship? 
0- Extremely unhappy 
1- Fairly unhappy 
2- A little unhappy 
3- Happy 
4- Very happy 
5- Extremely Happy 
6- Perfect 
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32. Place in the blank, the number which best describes how you 

feel about the future of your relationship. 
0- My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to 
keep the relationship going. 
1- It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am 
doing now to keep the relationship going. 
2- It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much more 
than I am doing now to help it succeed. 
3- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair 
share to see that it does. 
4- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all that I 
can to see that it does. 
5- I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to 
almost any length to see that it does. 

33. How serious is this relationship? 

1- not serious at all 

2- Been together for a short time and expect it to 

continue. 
3- Serious, long-term relationship 

4- Married 
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate 
below the approximate extent of disagreement in your relationship with 
your mother. 
For the first section, use the following scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
All the Most of More often Occasionally Rarely Never 
time the time than not 

1. How often do you discuss terminating the 
relationship or not talking for a period of time? 

2. How often do you or your mother leave the house 
after a fight? 

3. In general, how often do you think that things 
between you and your mother are going well? 

4. Do you confide in your mother? 
5. Do you ever regret that she is your mother? 
6. How often do you and your mother argue? 
7. How often do you and your mother "get on each 

otherfs nerves"? 
8. How often do you and your mother do things together? 

How often would you say the following events occur between you and your 
mother? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
Never Less than once Once or Once or Once More often 

a month Twice a Twice a a day 
Month Week 

9. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas? 
10. Laugh together 
11. Calmly discuss something 
12. Work together on a project 

13. In the blank, place the number which best 
describes the degree of happiness, all things 
considered, in your relationship with your mother? 
0- Extremely unhappy 
1- Fairly unhappy 
2- A little unhappy 
3- Happy 
4- Very happy 
5- Extremely" Happy 
6- Perfect 

14. Place in the blank, the number which best describes how you feel 
about the future of your relationship. 
0- My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to 
keep the relationship going. 
1- It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am 
doing now to keep the relationship going. 
2- It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I canrt do much more 
than I am doing now to help it succeed. 
3- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair 
share to see that it does. 
4- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all that I 
can to see that it does. 
5- I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to 
almost any length to see that it does. 
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate 
below the approximate extent of disagreement in your relationship with 
your father. 

For the first section, use the following scale. 

All the 
time 

Most of 
the time 

More often 
than not 

Occasionally 
4 
Rarely 

5 
Never 

1. How often do you discuss terminating the 
relationship or not talking for a period of time? 

2. How often do you or your father leave the house 
after a fight? 

3. In general, how often do you think that things 
between you and your rather are going well? 

4. Do you confiae in your father? 
"5. Do you ever regret that he is your father? 
"6. How often do you and your father argue? 
"7. How often do you and your father "get on each 

other's nerves"? 
8. How often do you and your father do things together? 

How often would 
father? 

you say the following events occur between you and your 

0 1 
Never Less than once 

a month 

2 
Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

Once or 
Twice 
Week 

4 
Once 
a day 

More often 

9. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas? 
10. Laugh together 
11. Calmly discuss something 
12. Work together on a project 

13. In the blank, place the number which best 
describes the degree of happiness, all things 
considered, in your relationship with your father? 
0- Extremely unhappy 
1- Fairly unhappy 
2- A little unhappy 
3- Happy 
4- Very happy 
5- Extremely Happy 
6- Perfect 

14. Place in the blank, the number which best describes how you feel about the 
future of your relationship. 

0- My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to 
keep the relationship going. 
1- It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am 
doing now to keep the relationship going. 
2- It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much more 
than I am doing now to help it succeed. 
3- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair 
share to see that it does. 
4- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all that I 
can to see that it does. 
5- I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to 
almost any length to see that it does. 
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate 
below the approximate extent of disagreement in your relationship with 
your best friend. 

For the first section, use the following scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
Most of More often Occasionally Rarely Never 
the time than not 

All the 
time 

1. How 

2. How 

3. In < 

4. Do ; 
5. Do ; 
6. How' 
7. How 

8. Do 

relationship or not talking for a period of time? 
often do you or your best friend leave the house 
after a fight? 
jeneral, how often do you think that things 
between you and your best friend are going well? 
rou confide in your best friend? 
Tou ever regret that he/she is your best friend? 
often do you and your best friend argue? 
often do you and your best friend "get on each 
other's nerves"? 

How often would you say the following events occur between you and your 
best friend? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
Never Less than once Once or Once or Once More often 

a month Twice a Twice a day 
Month Week 

9. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas? 
10. Laugh together 
11. Calmly discuss something 
12. Work together on a project 

13. In the blank, place the number which best 
describes the degree of happiness, all things 
considered, in your relationship with 
your best friend? 
0- Extremely unhappy 
1- Fairly unhappy 
2- A little unhappy 
3- Happy 
4- Very happy 
5- Extremely Happy 
6- Perfect 

14. Place in the blank, the number which best describes how you feel about the 
future of your relationship. 

0- My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to 
keep the relationship going. 
1- It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am 
doing now to keep the relationship going. 
2- It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much more 
than I am doing now to help it succeed. 
3- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair 
share to see that it does. 
4- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all that I 
can to see that it does. 
5- I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to 
almost any length to see that it does. 
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate 
below the approximate extent of disagreement in your relationship with 
your closest sister or brother. This person will be referred to as your 
sibling. 
For the first section, use the following scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
All the Most of More often Occasionally Rarely Never 
time the time than not 

1. How often do you discuss terminating the 
relationship or not talking for a period of time? 

2. How often do you or your sibling leave the house 
after a fight? 

3. In general, how often do you think that things 
between you and your sibling are going well? 

4. Do you confide in this sibling? 
5. Do you ever regret that he/she is your sibling? 
6. How often do you and your sibling argue? 
7. How often do you and your sibling "get on each 

other's nerves"? 
8. Do you and your sibling do things together? 

How often would you say the following events occur between you and your 
sibling? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
Never Less than once Once or Once or Once More often 

a month Twice a Twice a day 
Month Week 

9. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas? 
10. Laugh together 
11. Calmly discuss something 
12. Work together on a project 

13. In the blank, place the number which best describes the 
degree of happiness, all things considered, in your relationship with 
your sibling? 

0- Extremely unhappy 
1- Fairly unhappy 
2- A little unhappy 
3- Happy 
4- Very happy 
5- Extremely" Happy 
6- Perfect 

14. Place in the blank, the number which best describes how you feel about the 
future of your relationship. 

0- My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to 
keep the relationship going. 
1- It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am 
doing now to keep the relationship going. 
2- It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I canrt do much more 
than I am doing now to help it succeed. 
3- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair 
share to see that it does. 
4- I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all that I 
can to see that it does. 
5- I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to 
almost any length to see that it does. 
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Sibling Relationship Questionnaire 
Please think about the biological brother or sister which you have the 
closest relationship with. Use that relationship as a reference for all 
questions. This person will be a (sister or Brother) and 
is he or she older than you or younger than you . 

1. Some siblings do nice things for each other a lot, while other 
siblings do nice things for each other a little. How much do you and 
this sibling do nice things for each other? 

0 1 2 3 4 Hardly 
Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely at all 

much 

2. Who usually gets treated better by your mother, you or your 
sibling? 

1. My sibling almost always gets treated better. 
2. My sibling often gets treated better. 
3. We get treated about the same. 
4. I often get treated better. 
5. I almost always get treated better. 

For the following questions, use this scale. 
0 1 2 3 4 

Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

3. How much do you show this sibling how to do things he or she 
doesn't know how to do? 
_4. How much does this sibling show you how to do things you don't 
know how to do? 
_5. How much do you tell this sibling what to do? 
_6. How much does this sibling tell you what to do? 

7. Who usually gets treated better by your father, you or your 
sibling? 
1. My sibling almost always gets treated better. 
2. My sibling often gets treated better. 
3. We get treated about the same. 
4. I often get treated better. 
5. I almost always get treated better. 

For the following questions, use this scale. 
0 1 2 3 4 

Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

8. How much do you and this sibling care about each other? 
9. How much do you and this sibling go places and do things 

together? 
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For the following questions, use this scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

10. How much do you and this sibling insult and call each other 
names? 

11. How much do you and this sibling like the same things? 
12. How much do you and this sibling tell each other everything? 
13. Some siblings try to out-do or beat each other at things a lotf 

while others try to out-do or beat each other a little. How 
much do you and this sibling try to out-do or beat each other 
at things? 

14. How much do you admire and respect this sibling? 
15. How much does this sibling admire and respect you? 
16. How much do you and this sibling disagree and quarrel with each 

other? 
17. How much do you and this sibling cooperate with each other? 
18. Who gets more attention from your mother, you or this sibling? 
1. My sibling almost always gets more attention. 
2. My sibling often gets more attention. 
3. We get about the same amount of attention. 
4. I often get more attention. 
5. I almost always get more attention. 

For the following questions, use this scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

19. How much do you help this sibling with things he or she can 
can't do by him or herself? 

20. How much does this sibling help you with things you can't do by 
yourself? 

21. How much do you make this sibling do things? 
22. How much does this sibling make you do things? 

23. Who gets more attention from your father, you or this sibling? 
1. My sibling almost always gets more attention. 
2. My sibling often gets more attention. 
3. We get about the same amount of attention. 
4. I often get more attention. 
5. I almost always get more attention. 

For the following questions, use this scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

24. How much do you and this sibling love each other? 
25. How much do you and this sibling play around and have fun 
together? 
_26. How much do you and this sibling mean to each other? 
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27. How much do you and this sibling have in common? 
For the following questions, use this scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all ™*ch 

28. How much do you and this sibling share secrets and private 
feelings? 

29. How much do you and this sibling compete with each other? 
30. How much do you look up to and feel proud of this sibling? 
31. How much does this sibling look up to you and feel proud of 

you? 
32. How much do you and this sibling get mad at and get into 

arguments with each other? 
33. How much do you and this sibling share with each other? 

34. Who does your mother usually favor, you or your sibling? 
1. My sibling almost always is favored. 
2. My sibling often is favored. 
3. Neither of us is favored. 
4. I am often favored. 
5. I almost always am favored. 

For the following questions, use this scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

35. How much do you teach this sibling things that he or she 
doesnft know? 

36. How much does this sibling teach you things that you don!t 
know? 

37. How much do you order this sibling around? 
38. How much does this sibling order you around? 

39. Who does your father usually favor, you or your sibling? 
1. My sibling almost always is favored. 
2. My sibling often is favored. 
3. Neither of us is favored. 
4. I am often favored. 
5. I almost always am favored. 

For the following questions, use this scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

40. How much is there a strong feeling of affection (love) between 
you and this sibling? 

41. How much free time do you and this sibling spend together? 
42. How much do you and this sibling bug and pick on each other in 

mean ways? 
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43. How much are you and this sibling alike? 

For the following questions, use this scale. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Hardly Not too much Somewhat Very much Extremely 
at all much 

44. How much do you and this sibling tell each other things you 
don't want other people to know? 

45. How much do you and this sibling try to do things better than 
each other? 

46. How much do you think highly of this sibling? 
47. How much does this sibling think highly of you? 
48. How much do you and this sibling argue with each other? 
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FES ANSWER SHEET 
For this section, you must get a questionnaire booklet from the 
examiner. PLEASE DO NOT MARK IN THE BOOKLET, put all answers on this 
answer sheet. Return the questionnaire booklet to the examiner when you 
finish this section so that others may use it. 

For each statement, circle 1 if you think the statement is True or 
mostly True for your family and 2 if you think the statement is False or 
mostly False for your family. 

(07) 

True False True False True Fal 

1 . 1 2 (38) 31. 1 2 (07) 61. 1 2 

2. 1 2 32. 1 2 62. 1 2 

3. 1 2 33. 1 2 63. 1 2 

4. 1 2 34. 1 2 64. 1 2 

5. 1 2 
L
O
 

00 1 2 65. 1 2 

6. 1 2 36. 1 2 66. 1 2 

7. 1 2 37. 1 2 67. 1 2 

8. 1 2 38. 1 2 68. 1 2 

9. 1 2 39. 1 2 69. 1 2 

10. 1 2 40. 1 2 70. 1 2 

11. 1 2 41. 1 2 71. 1 2 

12. 1 2 42. 1 2 72. 1 2 

13. 1 2 43. 1 2 73. 1 2 

14. 1 2 44. 1 2 74. 1 2 

15. 1 2 45. 1 2 75. 1 2 

16. 1 2 46. 1 2 76. 1 2 

17. 1 2 47. 1 2 77. 1 2 

18. 1 2 48. 1 2 78. 1 2 

19. 1 2 49. 1 2 79. 1 2 

20. 1 2 50. 1 2 80. 1 2 

21. 1 2 51. 1 2 81. 1 2 

22. 1 2 52. 1 2 82. 1 2 

23. 1 2 53. 1 2 83. 1 2 

24. 1 2 54. 1 2 84. 1 2 

25. 1 2 55. 1 2 85. 1 2 

26. 1 2 56. 1 2 86. 1 2 

27. 1 2 57. 1 2 87. 1 2 

28. 1 2 58. 1 2 C
O
 

C
O
 

1 2 

29. 1 2 59. 1 2 89. 1 2 

30. 1 2 (68) 60. 1 2 (37) 90. 1 2 
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Table 1 

nomographic Characteristics Of Total Sample and Parental 

Marital Status Groups 

Variable Total N (P) 
(N=141) 

Intact n(P) 
(n=75) 

Divorced n(P) 

(11=66) 

Ethnicity 
African-
American 20 (14.2%) 8 (10.7%) 12 (18, .2%) 

Native 
American 2 ( 1.4%) 1 ( 1.3%) 1 ( 1 .5%) 

Caucasian 94 (66.7%) 46 (61.3%) 48 (72 .7%) 

Asian 12 ( 8.5%) 12 (16.0%) 0 ( o .0%) 

Hispanic 7 ( 5.0%) 6 ( 8.0%) 1 ( 1 .5%) 

Other 6 ( 4.3%) 2 ( 2.7%) 4 ( 6 .1%) 

Class Ranking 
Freshman 28 (19.9%) 16 (21.3%) 12 (18 .2%) 

Sophomore 31 (22.0%) 17 (22.7%) 14 (21 .2%) 

Junior 45 (31.9%) 21 (28.0%) 24 (36 .4%) 

Senior 36 (25.5%) 21 (28.0%) 15 (22 .7%) 
Other 1 ( .7%) 0 ( 0.0%) 1 ( 1 .5%) 

Religious Affiliation 
Protestant 59 (41.9%) 29 (38.6%) 30 (45 .4%) 
Catholic 30 (21.3%) 24 (32.0%) 6 ( 9 .1%) 
Jewish 2 ( 1.4%) 1 ( 1.3%) 1 ( 1 .5%) 
Islam 2 ( 1.4%) 1 ( 1.3%) 1 ( 1 .5%) 
Eastern 
Religions 1 (.7%) 1 ( 1.3%) 0 ( o .0%) 

None 18 (12.8%) 8 (10.7%) 10 (15 .2%) 
Other 29 (20.6%) 11 (14.7%) 18 (27 .3%) 
Subject's Relationship Status 
Married 7 ( 5.0%) 4 ( 5.3%) 3 ( 4 .5%) 
Separated 1 ( .7%) 0 ( 0.0%) 1 ( 1 .5%) 
Single, long-term 
relationship 64 (45.4%) 31 (41.3%) 33 (50 .0%) 

Single, actively 
dating 36 (25.5%) 21 (28.0%) 15 (22 .7%) 
Single, not actively 
dating 33 (23.4%) 19 (25.3%) 14 (21 .2%) 

(table continues) 
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Variable Total N(P) 
(N=141) 

Intact n(P) 
(n=75) 

Divorced 
(n=66) 

n(P) 

Percent of Expenses Paid by Student1 

0-25% 81 (57.5%) 48 (65. 8%) 33 (49 .0%) 
26 - 50% 14 ( 9.9%) 7 ( 9. 6%) 7 (10 .6%) 
51 - 75% 15 (10.6%) 6 ( 8. 2%) 9 (13 .6%) 
76 - 100% 29 (20.6%) 12 (16. 4%) 17 (25 .8%) 

Current Living Situation 
Live with 
both parents 6 ( 4.3%) 6 ( 8. 0%) 0 ( o .0%) 
Live with 
one parent 12 ( 8.5%) 0 ( o. 0%) 12 (18 .2%) 
Live alone 14 ( 9.9%) 4 ( 5. 3%) 10 (15 .2%) 
Live with 
roommate 109 (77.3%) 65 (86. 7%) 44 (66 .7%) 

Frequency of Contact with Father2 

Once a week 30 (21.3%) 15 (37. 5%) 15 (25 .0%) 
Once a month 31 (22.0%) 16 (40. 0%) 15 (25 .0%) 
Once every 
few months 22 (15.6%) 6 (15. 0%) 16 (26 .7%) 
Once a year 8 ( 5.7%) 2 ( 5. 0%) 6 (10 .0%) 
Once every few 
years 5 ( 3.5%) 1 ( 2. 5%) 4 ( 6 .7%) 

Never 4 ( 2.8%) 0 ( o. 0%) 4 ( 6 .7%) 

Frequency of Contact with Mother3 

Once a week 29 (20.6%) 15 (37. 5%) 14 (36 .8%) 
Once a month 28 (19.9%) 16 (40. 0%) 12 (31 .6%) 
Once every few 
months 14 ( 9.9%) 6 (15. 0%) 8 (21 .1%) 

Once a year 2 ( 1.4%) 1 ( 2. 5%) 1 ( 2 .6%) 
Once every few 
years 4 ( 2.8%) 2 ( 5. 0%) 2 (5. 3%) 

Never 1 ( .7%) 0 ( o. ,0%) 1 ( 2 .6%) 

1 Data missing for two participants. 

2 Data for participants who do not live with their father. 

3 Data for participants who do not live with their mother. 
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Table 2 

Demographic Characteristics Of Parental Conflict Level 

Grpups 

Variable Low 
Conflict 
(n=50) 

Moderate 
Conflict 
(n=57) 

High 
Conflict 
(n=34) 

Ethnicity 
African American 8 (16.0%) 9 (15 .7%) 3 ( 8. 8%) 
Native American 2 ( 4.0%) 0 ( o .0%) 0 ( o. 0%) 
Caucasian 31 (62.0%) 38 (66 .6%) 25 (73. 5%) 
Asian 3 ( 6.0%) 6 (10 .5%) 3 ( 5. 5%) 
Hispanic 4 ( 8.0%) 3 ( 5 .2%) 0 ( o. 0%) 
Other 2 ( 4.0%) 1 ( 1 .7%) 3 ( 5 . 5%) 

Class Ranking 
Freshman 8 (16.0%) 12 (21 .0%) 8 (23. 5%) 
Sophomore 10 (20.0%) 13 (22 .8%) 8 (23. 5%) 
Junior 16 (32.0%) 16 (28 .1%) 13 (38. 2%) 
Senior 16 (32.0%) 15 (26 .3%) 5 (14. 7%) 
Other 0 (0.0%) 1 ( 1 .7%) 0 ( o . 0%) 

Religious Affiliation 
Protestant 22 (44.0%) 26 (45 .6%) 11 (32. 2%) 
Catholic 13 (26.0%) 14 (24 .5%) 3 ( 8. 8%) 
Jewish 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( o .0%) 2 ( 5. 9%) 
Islam 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( o .0%) 2 ( 5 . 9%) 
Eastern Religions 1 ( 2.0%) 0 ( o .0%) 0 ( o . 0%) 
None 4 ( 8.0%) 10 (17 .6%) 4 (11. 8%) 
Other 10 (20.6%) 7 (12 .2%) 12 (35. 2%) 

Subject's Relationship Status 
Married 1 ( 2.0%) 4 ( 7 .0%) 2 ( 5 . 9%) 
Separated 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( o .0%) 1 7%) 
Single, Long-Term 
Relationship 23 (46.0%) 26 (45 .6%) 15 (44. 1%) 
Single, actively 
dating 15 (30.0%) 13 (22 .8%) 8 (23. 5%) 
Single, not actively 
dating 11 (22.0%) 14 (24 .5%) 8 (23. 5%) 

(table continues) 



146 

Variable Low 
Conflict 
(n=50) 

Moderate 
Conflict 
(n=57) 

High 
Conflict 
(n=34) 

Percent of Expenses Paid by Student1 

0-25% 33 (66.0%) 34 (59.6%) 14 (41.1%; 

26 - 50% 7 (14.0%) 6 (10.5%) 1 ( 2.9%) 

51 - 75% 5 (10.0%) 3 ( 5.3%) 7 (20.5%) 

76 - 100% 5 (10.0%) 12 (21.0%) 12 (35.3%) 

Current Living Situation 

Live with 
both parents 3 ( 6.0%) 4 ( 7.0%) 1 ( 2.9%) 

Live with 
one parent 0 ( 0.0%) 7 (12.2%) 3 ( 8.8%) 

Live alone 4 ( 8.0%) 7 (12.2%) 3 ( 8.8%) 

Live with 
roommate 43 (86.0%) 39 (68.4%) 27 (79.4%) 

Frequency of Contact with Father2 

Once a week 13 (32.5%) 11 (31.4%) 6 (24.0%) 
Once a month 13 (32.5%) 11 (31.4%) 7 (20.5%) 
Once every few 

6 (24.0%) months 10 (25.0%) 6 (17.0%) 6 (24.0%) 
Once a year 0 ( 0.0%) 4 (11.4%) 4 ( 4.0%) 
Once every few 

( 0.0%) years 3 ( 7.5%) 2 ( 5.7%) 0 ( 0.0%) 
Never 1 ( 2.5%) 1 ( 2.8%) 2 ( 8.0%) 

Frequency of Contact with Mother3 

Once a week 12 (38.7%) 13 (50.0%) 4 (19.0%) 
Once a month 13 (41.9%) 7 (26.9%) 8 (38.0%) 
Once every few 

(28.5%) months 4 (12.9%) 4 (15.3%) 6 (28.5%) 
Once a year 0 ( 0.0%) 1 ( 3.8%) 1 ( 4.7%) 
Once every few 

( 9.5%) years 2 ( 6.5%) 0 ( 0.0%) 2 ( 9.5%) 
Never 0 ( 0.0%) 1 ( 3.8%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

1 Data missing for two participants. 

2 Data for participants who do not live with their father. 

3 Data for participants who do not live with their mother. 
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Table 3 

Composition of Conflict Level Groups 

FF.S Conflict Score 

Group N Percent Range M £D 

Low 

Conflict 50 35.5% 0-2 1.10 .79 

Medium 

Conflict 57 40.4% 3-5 3.86 .81 

High 
Conflict 34 24.1% 6-9 7.38 1.18 

Note. FES= Family Environment Scale. 
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Table 5 

Srnrss of Total Sample on Dependent Measures 

Scale M SD Possible Range of 
Range sample 

Social Provisions Scale-•Mother 
Reliable 
Alliance 14.30 2.58 4-16 5-16 

Attachment 13.35 3.13 4-16 4-16 
Guidance 13.13 3.03 4-16 4-16 
Nurturance 10.44 2.64 4-16 4-16 
Social 

Integration 11.26 2.84 4-16 4-16 
Reassurance of 
Worth 13.72 2.63 4-16 4-16 

Social Provisions Scale--Father 
Reliable 
Alliance 13.01 3.04 4-16 5-16 

Attachment 10.76 3. 84 4-16 4-16 
Guidance 11.48 3.52 4-16 4-16 
Nurturance 8.54 2.86 4-16 4-16 
Social 

Integration 9.86 2.70 4-16 4-16 
Reassurance of 
Worth 12.79 2.46 4-16 6-16 

Social Provisions Scale--Closest Friend 
Reliable 
Alliance 13.98 2.15 4-16 7-16 

Attachment 13.71 2.21 4-16 7-16 
Guidance 14.08 2.09 4-16 8-16 
Nurturance 10.86 2.62 4-16 5-16 
Social 
Integration 13.54 1.90 4-16 5-16 

Reassurance of 
Worth 13.68 1.99 4-16 8-16 

Social Provisions Scale -Closest Sibling 
Reliable 
Alliance 13.33 2.84 4-16 6-16 

Attachment 12.54 2.99 
Guidance 12.40 3.22 
Nurturance 10.68 2.95 
Social 

Integration 11.41 2.87 

4-16 7-16 
4-16 4-16 
4-16 4-16 

4-16 4-16 
(table continues) 
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Scale M £D Possible 
Range 

Range of 
Sample 

Social Provisions Scale-Romantic Relationship 
Reliable 

Alliance 14.42 2.00 4-16 9-16 
Attachment 14.41 2.19 4-16 7-16 
Guidance 14.06 2.17 4-16 9-16 
Nurturance 11.87 2.95 4-16 4-16 
Social 

Integration 13.77 2.03 4-16 8-16 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
68-140 Total 112.43 16.29 0-151 68-140 

Af fectional 
Expression 9.10 2.21 0-12 0-12 
Dyadic 

27-65 Consensus 48.45 6.42 0-65 27-65 
Dyadic 

0-24 Cohesion 16.86 3.94 0-24 0-24 
Dyadic 

17-49 Satisfaction 38.07 7.07 0-49 17-49 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale--Mother 
Dyadic 

5-22 Cohesion 12.83 3.66 0-25 5-22 
Dyadic 

13-38 Satisfaction 30.18 4.30 0-46 13-38 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale--Father 
Dyadic 

4-21 Cohesion 10.89 4.00 0-25 4-21 
Dyadic 

10-39 Satisfaction 29.87 5.58 0-46 10-39 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale--Closest Friend 
Dyadic 

6-21 Cohesion 14.55 3.57 0-25 6-21 
Dyadic 

16-37 Satisfaction 30.24 3.46 0-46 16-37 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale -Closest Sibling 
Dyadic 
Cohesion 11.65 3.75 0-25 3-23 
Dyadic 

15-37 Satisfaction 30.52 3.50 0-46 15-37 

(table continues) 
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Scale M 5JD Possible Range of 
Range sample 

Sibling Relationship Questionnaire 
Warmth/ 

Closeness 54.77 15.62 0-84 0-84 
Relative Power/ 

Status .99 4.84 -24-24 -9-19 
Conflict 12.13 6.72 0-36 0-36 
Rivalry .26 3.30 -18-18 -10-12 

Inventory of Common Problems 
Total Score 47 .53 13. 04 24-120 
Academic 10 .98 3. 89 4-20 
Anxiety 8 .07 3. 07 4-20 
Depression 8 .04 2. 87 4-20 
Interpersonal 7 .82 2. 93 4-20 
Physical 7 .55 3. 09 4-20 
Substance 
Abuse 5 .07 1. 44 4-20 

27-100 
5-20 
4-19 
4-16 
4-19 
4-18 

4-12 
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Table 7 

Effects of Parental Marital Status and Conflict Level on 

the Dependent Variables 

Variables Marital Status 

F value; 

df=(l,141) 

Conflict Level 

F value; 

df=(2,141) 

Interaction 

F value; 

df=(2,141) 

Social Provisions 

Total 

Reliable 

Alliance 

Attachment 

Guidance 

Nurturance 

Social 

Integration 

Social Provisions 

Total 

Reliable 

Alliance 

Attachment 

Guidance 

Nurturance 

Social 

Integration 

Social Provisions 

Reliable 

Alliance 

Attachment 

Guidance 

Nurturance 

Social 

Integration 

Social Provisions 

Reliable 

Alliance 

Attachment 

Guidance 

Scale-Mother 

3.49 

8.44* 

1.03 

3.31 

.59 

.01 

Scale-Father 

17.95* 

16.77* 

12.36* 

11.23* 

8.50* 

8.51* 

Scale-Sibling 

3.96* 

5.95* 

6.89* 

1.49 

14.88* 

9.95* 

16.39* 

9.20* 

.58 

13.37* 

4.52* 

7.21* 

3.69* 

5.44* 

.29 

3.18* 

1.42 

.37 

1.12 

1.48 

5.02* 1.33 

Scale-Romantic Relationship 

1.52 

1.18 

2.24 

.78 

1.16 

1.85 

.57 

.01 

1.07 

.77 

.44 

2.12 

.17 

.12 

.16 

.14 

.00 

,27 
,08 

,00 

1.13 
.99 
.12 

.62 
1.76 
.08 

(table continues) 
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Variables Marital Conflict Interaction 
Status Level 
F value; F value; F value; 
df=(l,141) df=(2,141) df=(2,141) 

Social Provisions 

Nurturance 

Social 

Integration 

Social Provisions 

Reliable 

Alliance 

Attachment 

Guidance 

Nurturance 

Social 

Integration 

Dyadic Adjustment 

Af fectional 

Expression 

Dyadic 

Cohesion 

Dyadic 

Consensus 

Dyadic 

Satisfaction 

Dyadic Adjustment 

Dyadic 

Cohesion 

Dyadic 

Satisfaction 

Dyadic Adjustment 

Dyadic 

Cohesion 

Dyadic 

Satisfaction 

Dyadic Adjustment 

Dyadic 

Cohesion 

Dyadic 

Satisfaction 

Scale-Romantic Relationship 

1.47 1.36 

3.40 .18 

Scale-Closest Friend 

1.17 

2.93 

.06 

1.06 

1.32 

.27 

,23 

.24 

.31 .10 

Scale-Romantic Relationship 

.98 

.14 

.18 

.24 

Scale-Mother 

1.65 

7.06* 

Scale-Father 

15.57* 

16.03* 

Scale-Sibling 

3.18 

3.20 

.25 

1.22 

2.40 

1.36 

2.81 

8.44* 

.57 

1.02 

.36 

.37 

.14 

1.78 

.60 

1.70 

1.38 

.47 

3.23* 

.16 

.20 

.91 

.40 

.38 

.62 

.99 

.19 

.39 

.68 

(table continues) 
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Variables Marital Conflict Interaction 
Status Level 
F value; F value; F value; 
df=(1,141) df=(2,141) df=(2,141) 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale-Closest Friend 
Dyadic 
Cohesion .22 1. ,74 .51 

Dyadic 
Satisfaction .36 23 .39 

Sibling Relationship Questionnaire 
Warmth/ 

Closeness 5.50* 1. 69 .76 
Conflict 1.86 82 .14 
Rivalry .97 99 1.09 
Relative Power .07 70 2.01 
Inventory of Common Problems 
Academic 

Problems .68 2. 59 .41 
Anxiety 2.58 9. 03* .15 
Depression .80 6. 88* .53 
Interpersonal 
Problems .23 8. 17* 1.37 

Somatic 
Complaints .05 2. 14 1.81 

Substance 
Abuse 1.66 , 53 1.31 

Note. All main and interaction effects were analyzed using 

univariate Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). 

*E<. 05 
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