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Literature suggests positive relationships with

caregivers during childhood facilitate intimacy in young

adulthood. The three hypotheses in this inquiry related to

the students' relationship between parental intimacy and

friend intimacy, gender differences in intimacy, and the

perceived acceptance of parents.

Subjects were 322 male and female university students,

aged 17 through 25 years. Most were single, white, and

middle class. During class the Children's Report of

Parental Behavior, the Miller Social Intimacy Scale, and a

demographic sheet were administered. ANOVA revealed that

relationships between parental intimacy and friend intimacy

were not significant. Females reported greater intimacy

with friends than males. For both sexes, correlations

between recalled parental intimacy and acceptance were

higher for mothers than fathers.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A number of researchers have noted the importance of

closeness with others including friends, spouse or family

members as the predictor of healthy functioning, physically

as well as mentally. Thomas & Duszynski (1974) found that

children lacking a close relationship with their parents

were more likely to experience mental illness, heart

disease, and hypertension. Ponzetti (1990) researched

loneliness among college students and found that lonely

college students were inattentive and unresponsive, their

perceptions reflected pessimism and dissatisfaction, and

they lacked assertiveness. Bowlby (1977) offered the view

that the failure to form strong emotional bonds in early

childhood can be the basis for many forms of emotional

distress and personality disturbances.

Erikson (1968) cited that the need for intimacy

becomes most salient in young adulthood, when one confronts

the psychosocial crisis of intimacy versus isolation. The

outcomes of this crisis have been operationalized by

Orlofsky, Marcia & Lesser (1973) as falling into five

categories, or intimacy statuses. Individuals are

categorized into one of these statuses based on the degree
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of mutuality, openness, physical closeness, commitment, and

sexual maturity in their peer relationships. The individual

in the intimate status has close friends and a deep 
enduring

committed sexual/romantic relationship. The individual in

the preintimate status has close relationships 
but has not

yet committed to one. The individual in the pseudointimate

status is committed to an enduring sexual/romantic

relationship but has not achieved depth. Individuals in

stereotyped relationships have many friends and 
date with

relative frequency, yet their relationships lack depth and

commitment. Finally, the individual in the isolate status

has few social relationships and is extremely private and

reserved (Prager, 1983).

Dahms (1972) proposed that the elements of intimacy are

acquired hierarchically. It begins with intellectual

intimacy progressing to physical intimacy and finally,

emotional intimacy. Reiss (1960) proposed that four

processes turn one into the next thus formulating 
his Wheel

Theory of Love Development. This is a broad concept which

can cover all primary relationships in all social classes

including the development of the love relationship. Reiss's

Wheel Theory is a significant contribution to the

understanding of the development of primary relationships

(Borland, 1975).

Erikson (1963) proposed that individuals must develop a

capacity for intimacy in order to function optimally in
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intimate relationships. The capacity for intimacy is

acquired as a consequence of a successful 
resolution of the

intimacy versus isolation crisis (Prager, 1986). The

individual must have developed an adequate 
basis of not only

trust, but also of autonomy, initiative, and industry, to

participate in intimate relationships (Gold & Yanof, 1985).

Just as Erikson cited that trust must be 
a basis for

intimacy, the importance of attachment on healthy 
adjustment

has also been well documented. After all, one aspect of

attachment is intimacy, or emotional closeness to another

person. Bowlby (1969) emphasizes mother-infant attachment

and its consequences on subsequent child development.

Additionally, research has established a link between

attachment and later social competence. Family members are

likely to be important providers of intimacy, especially for

young children. obviously, certain attributes of intimacy

are not characteristic of the young child's close

relationships; rather, they represent a mature form of

intimacy that is achieved only gradually during the

development of attachment processes.

Greenberg, Seigel, & Leitech (1983) found that indices

of an adolescent's relationship to both parents and peers

were related to his/her perceived self-esteem 
and life

satisfaction. Greenberg et al. found that the effect of

perceived quality of attachment to parents was considerably

greater than that of attachment to peers. Furthermore, the
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perceived quality of adolescents' affective 
attachments to

their parents was highly related to their well-being.

The data support a developmental theory that posits

that intimate peer relationships are nurtured by 
certain

positive relationship with parents. In two recent studies,

Shaver and Hazan (1987) found that the kind of attachment

people form with their parents during childhood 
could effect

the romantic relationships and beliefs about love they form

as adults.

In the present research, the question of primary

interest concerns the link between the quality of early

relationships with significant others and the capacity for

forming intimate close relationships in adulthood. Thus,

the review of literature on close relationships focuses on

intimacy, which is considered an important characteristic of

some adolescent and adult close relationships and which 
is

thought to be related to the quality of the parent-child

relationship.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to measure the perceived

effects of parental relationships on intimacy in young

university students.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate young

adults' memories of parental behavior and how these

perceptions effect their intimacy with same-sex 
friends and
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opposite-sex friends in young adulthood. Parental

acceptance was also studied in relation to parental

intimacy.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were formulated for this

study:

1. Young adults who report strong bonds of intimacy

with parents will have more intimate relationships 
than

young adults who do not.

2. Young women will have higher intimacy scores than

young men.

3. There will be a significant positive relationship

between the child's recollection of parental intimacy and

the child's recollection of acceptance by the parents.

Definition of Terms

Intimacy is comprised of affection, enjoyment or

satisfaction, a feeling of importance in the relationship,

openness, respect and solidarity (Lecroy, 1988). Oden

(1974) stated that intimacy is the knowledge of the core of

something, an understanding of the innermost parts marked by

close physical, mental and social association. Perlman &

Fehr (1987) list 10 definitions of intimacy becuase it is

such a hard word to define.

Intimate relationships are relationships with close

friends or deep enduring, committed sexual/romantic

relationships.
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Young adulthood is the time when one confronts

Erikson's psychological crisis of intimacy versus isolation.

offer & Sabshin (1984) defined young adulthood as that

period from high school to the mid-twenties, when one has

achieved intimacy. Young adults have finished high school,

have attained intimacy and identity, and have the

expectation of other life events, such as marriage.

Adolescence is the time when one confronts Erikson's

psychological crisis of identity versus role confusion.

This happens approximately during the ages of 15 to 20.

Attachment refers to the emotional, or affective,

relationship between a child and caregivers.

Self-Disclosure refers to the ability to reveal

intimate or innermost feelings.

Review of Literature

Although only one research study was located that

linked parental behavior with intimacy in young adulthood

(Allen, 1987), other related research of parental behavior

and intimacy development have been located. This review of

research has three areas of focus as they relate to intimacy

development: (1) parental behavior; (2) intimacy development

in adolescence; and (3) intimacy development and self-

disclosure in young adulthood.

Parental Behavior

There are many consequences of parenting, such as

adjustment in infancy and childhood and adjustment in
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adolescence and adulthood, to be reviewed under parental

behavior. Parenting styles that include warm, stimulating

and responsive caregiving have been found to promote 
healthy

cognitive and social-emotional development in infancy.

Morris (1982) stated that the depth of emotional closeness

and responsiveness in the early attachment bond and later in

intimate relationships is unique in a person's life history.

Secure attachment promotes infant care and survival,

exploration from the secure base, and eventual negotiation

of development that leads to later pairing and successful

rearing of children.

Ainsworth and colleagues (1978) identified four

important dimensions of maternal behavior in the home in the

first year: sensitive-insensitive, accepting-rejecting,

cooperative-interfering, and accessible-ignoring. They

found mothers of babies that were later classified as

securely attached to be more tuned in to their infants'

messages and to respond in terms of the infants' needs.

These mothers were also more cheerful and accepting of the

maternal role and of the infants' needs and demands.

Clarke-Stewart (1973) conducted home observations of

mother-infant interactions. Mothers were scored according

to responsiveness, expression of positive affect, and amount

of social stimulation given to the child. A month later the

children were rated on the quality of their attachment to

their mother. Mothers of securely attached children scored
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more highly on all three dimensions of caretaking than did

mothers of either unattached or poorly attached children.

Most studies concerning effects of parental behavior on

adolescent or adult adjustment are based on reports of

adolescents' or adults' perceptions of past parenting

behavior. Gold & Yanof (1985) conducted a recent study that

provided some support for the theory that intimate peer

relationships are facilitated by positive relationships with

parents. The subjects were 134 female high school students

aged 16 to 18. Gold and Yanof assessed three dimensions of

adolescent girls' relationships with their mothers and with

their best girlfriends. These three were level of

affection, democracy of relation, and identification. Girls

who described their mothers as providing an appropriate

model were found to have significantly more intimate

relationships with their best girlfriends than girls who

were less strongly identified with their mothers.

Shaver & Hazan (1987) suggested that a relationship

exists between adults' perceptions of the caregiving

received in childhood and the types of close romantic

relationships formed in adulthood. Shaver & Hazan

identified adult versions of Ainsworth's (1973) attachment

types (secure, anxious/avoidant, anxious/ambivalent) using a

single-item self-report measure. Subjects also completed

two other instruments. The results of the study revealed

three types of lovers corresponding to the three adult
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attachment types. Securely attached adults tended to report

love experiences that were happy, friendly, trusting, and

supportive, whereas insecurely attached adults tended to

describe love relationships that were characterized by fear

of intimacy, emotional highs and lows, and jealously. The

quality of past relationships with parents was found to be

related to love type. In general, maternal and paternal

rejection appeared to lead to insecure love styles and

generally unsatisfactory love relationships.

Intimacy Development in Preadolescence and Adolescence

Buhrmester & Furman (1987) studied the development of

companionship and intimacy during preadolescence and

adolescence. The subjects were second, fifth, and eighth

graders. They rated the importance and extent of

companionship and intimate disclosure experienced in social

life in general and in each of eight types of relationships.

Results revealed that family members were important

providers of companionship for children in the second and

fifth grades, but they became less significantly in the

eighth grade. Same-sex peers were important providers

across all 3 grades, and they became increasingly important

as the children grew. Counter to expectations, there were

no age differences in the global desire for intimacy.

Parents were important providers of intimate disclosure for

the youngest children, but they were less important in the

younger adolescents. Findings were different for boys and
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girls, suggesting that girls seek intimate disclosure in

friendship at younger ages than boys.

LeCroy (1988) examined the influence of parent-

adolescent intimacy on adolescent functioning. The

importance of attachment was reviewed, and this study sought

to examine intimacy, one aspect of attachment. Intimacy for

both adolescent males and females was measured using two

scales: self-esteem and problem behavior. No significant

differences were found between the two groups on the

measures of self-esteem, problem behavior, and intimacy.

However, mothers shared greater degrees of intimacy with the

adolescent children than did fathers. A regression analysis

revealed that father intimacy was a better predictor of

positive adolescent functioning than was mother intimacy.

The implications of these findings suggest that given the

relationship between intimacy and adolescent functioning,

professionals working with families may want to consider how

they can increase intimacy between parents and their

adolescent children.

Paul & White (1990) presented an empirical review of

literature. Issues addressed included: specific contexts of

intimacy in adolescence, the role of gender in intimacy

development, the interplay of identity and intimacy

development, and the effects of social issues on this

process. They saw relationship maturity as a unifying

conceptual framework for understanding intimate involvements
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as part of a major developmental process in adolescence.

White and associates formulated a theory of relationship

maturity directed at young adults in their twenties. At the

most basic level, relationship maturity refers to the

relative level of maturity one brings to a relationship.

This framework is useful for examining close interpersonal

relating in late adolescence and young adulthood.

Intimacy Development in Youna Adulthood

Prager (1983) studied the development of intimacy in

young adults. Subjects were 50 female and 37 male juniors

and seniors in psychology classes who participated to

fulfill a course requirement. The students who had a mean

age of 26.38 years were interviewed and then 
categorized

according to their style of coping with the intimacy crisis

of young adulthood. The five categories were intimate,

preintimate, pseudointimate, stereotyped relationships, and

isolate. Participant's responses were compared by using the

Holt Intimacy Development Inventory. Women who had achieved

depth and commitment in their relationships scored higher on

emotional and intellectual intimacy than women whose

relationships were uncommitted and superficial. Results

were interpreted as supporting Erikson's concept of

intimacy, i.e., that relationships combining depth and

commitment are the most mature.

Raskin (1985) examined the relationship between

identity and intimacy in 50 young adults, aged 22 to 35, and
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determined whether prior measures of identity and intimacy

status would be useful with subjects in this age range.

Raskin used adults that were just out of college and right

before mid-life in the life cycle. The subjects, unpaid

volunteers, completed five instruments. Results suggested

that there is a relationship between identity status and

intimacy in adults. Older subjects were more likely to be

in committed relationship statuses than were younger

subjects. The constructs of identity and intimacy status

remain useful for a sample of young adults; moreover, there

is a relationship between these two constructs that supports

previous theory and research findings.

Prager (1986) examined whether individuals who have a

fully developed capacity for intimacy, as assessed by an

intimacy status interview and rating, could be distinguished

from those with lesser capacities based on their locus of

control orientation, self-disclosure, and anxiety levels.

The subjects in these studies were all undergraduate women

at a commuter university. Participants ranged in age from

20 to 50 with a mean age of 30.32 years. Study I indicated

that women high in depth and commitment in their romantic

relationships were more internally orientated than those low

in either depth or commitment. In Study 2 target persons

were specified. Those with high levels of intimacy

development disclosed more about themselves to their

romantic partners than those lower in intimacy development.
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It was concluded that highly intimate individuals differ

from the less intimate in their capacity to be selectively

self-revealing with their most significant others. Finally,

highly intimate participants reported lower levels of global

anxiety than did less intimate participants.

Greenley & Tinsley (1988) sought to clarify the extent

to which the developmental theories of Erikson (1968),

Chickering (1969), and Gilligan (1979) explained between-and

within-sex differences in and predictors of autonomy and

intimacy development in college students. The subjects, 441

college students enrolled in undergraduate general courses,

were between 18 and 23 years old. Four instruments were

used for researching autonomy and intimacy development in

college students. The results showed that women had

significantly higher intimacy scores than men across the

freshman, sophomore, and junior years of college, but the

level of intimacy development remained fairly constant

across the college years. In other words, women entered

college with higher levels of intimacy than men and

maintained this advantage through their junior years. No

one theory adequately explained the results in this

investigation pertaining to autonomy and intimacy

development of men and women. Each theory contributed to an

understanding of one specific aspect or task of development.

Allen (1987) explored in her doctoral dissertation the

effects that parenting effectiveness had on interpersonal
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intimacy and social support in early adulthood. The

researcher investigated two theoretical models linking

recollections of parental behavior, intimacy of current

close relationships, and current social support. Male and

female college students were administered questionnaires

measuring three dimensions of recollected parental behavior,

two dimensions of intimacy, and two dimensions of social

support. Path analysis revealed that parental acceptance

influenced directly current intimacy with mother and father

and influenced indirectly intimacy with best friend, via

mediation by social support. The results of the study

support a theory linking quality parent-child relationships

with satisfying social relationships in adulthood.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Population

The Texas public university in which the study was

conducted has more than 25,000 graduate and undergraduate

students and is in the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex. Many

ethnic groups are present on the campus. Also, age is

varied within the University setting.

Subjects

The males and females for this study were drawn from

the Psychology Department. These students were enrolled

primarily in introductory psychology classes. Study size

depended on the number of completed questionnaires. Some

subjects were deleted from the inquiry because they did not

complete the entire packet of questionnaires. Seventy-two

percent of the returned questionnaires were used as data.

Subjects were 322 students, 121 males and 201 females.

Their ages ranged from 17 through 25 years with a mean age

of 20.2 years. Ninety-six percent of the participants were

single with 83% being Anglo/White. Sixty-four percent of

the students grew up in their biological families, meaning

both biological parents currently live together and have not

been divorced or remarried since the birth of the first

15
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child. Thirty-eight percent of the subjects reported having

at least four or more same sex friends whereas only 30%

reported having only two opposite sex friends.

Approximately half of the students were currently involved

in an intimate relationship.

Instruments

The three instruments used in this study were a

Demographic Data Sheet (Appendix A), the Miller Social

Intimacy Scale (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982) (Appendix B), and

the Children's Report of Parental Behavior Inventory (Burger

& Armentrout, 1971; Margolies & Weintraub, 1977) (Appendix

C).

Demographic Data Sheet

Subjects were asked to indicate sex, age, marital

status, type of family, and parents' level of education.

They were also requested to respond to questions concerning

how many close friends they have and whether they are

currently involved in a intimate relationship.

Miller Social Intimacy Scale

The Miller Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS) was developed

to assess intimacy of either friendship or a romantic

relationship. A review of the 17-item scale (Appendix B)

shows that it contains primarily items that ask about level

of self-disclosure and items about love and affection. The

MSIS was used twice, once for friends (MSIS-F) and once for

parents (MSIS-P). Internal consistency was assessed by
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calculating the Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from .86

to .91, and test-retest reliability over a two-month

interval (r=.96, v < .001), as well as reasonable

convergent, discriminant, and construct validity (Miller &

Lefcourt, 1982).

The MSIS consists of 17 intimacy items (6 requiring

frequency ratings and 11 requiring intensity ratings along

9-point scales). Examples of items include, "How often do

you show him/her affection?" and "How often do you confide

very personal information to him/her?". Two of the items

(#2 and #4) are opposite-keyed so that a rating of 9 is

scored as 1 and vice versa. The ratings were summed to

yield a score representing the maximum level of intimacy

currently experienced in the relationship (Miller &

Lefcourt, 1982).

Children's Report of Parental Behavior

Schaefer (1965) developed a scale designed to collect

children's reports of parental behavior, called Children's

Report of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI). Previous

researchers on inventory measures of children's perceptions

of parental behavior and on their validity are noted in this

article. Several studies have shown that children's reports

of parental behavior are significantly related to other data

on parent-child relationships, such as measures of child

adjustment, to observer's reports of child behavior, to

school achievement, and to other criteria of the child's
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adjustment. The accumulating evidence of the validity of

children's reports of parental behavior motivated this

attempt to develop short, reliable scales for systematic

sample of parental behavior concepts. Both the reliability

data and the analyses of group differences suggest that this

inventory provides a method for investigating children's

perceptions of parental behavior. Schaefer (1965) wrote

another article representing a configurational analysis of

children's reports of parent behavior.

The revised 56-item six scale version of the (CRPBI)

(Burger & Armentrout, 1971; Margolies & Weintraub, 1977)

(Appendix C) was used to assess subject's recollections of

maternal and paternal behavior. The six scales included in

the revised CRPBI are: Acceptance, Childcenteredness,

Control Through Guilt, Instilling Persistent Anxiety,

Nonenforcement, and Lax Discipline. The Acceptance scale

contains 16 items, whereas the five remaining scales contain

8 items each.

The items consist of possible parental behaviors (e.g.,

"My mother enjoyed talking things over with me" and "My

father excused my bad conduct"). Subjects were asked to

respond to each item as they remembered feeling toward their

mother and father. For each item, subjects were asked to

indicate whether the stated behavior was "like", "somewhat

like", or "not like" mother or father. Responses were

scored 3, 2, and 1, respectively.
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Schludermann & Schludermann (1970) conducted a study to

test the generalizability of the CRPBI factor structure for

different independent samples. Another objective of their

research was to obtain a shortened version of the CRPBI

which, if validated, could provide the same information in

less time as Schaefer's original version. This study

shortened the original 26 scales to 18 scales on the

criteria of high scale reliability, variability, and

applicability to parental behavior. The results of the

inquiry suggested that the modified version of the CRPBI

provides essentially the same information as Schaefer's

original long version and did not result in any drastic loss

of information.

The shortened version of the CRPBI, rather that the

complete 192-item version developed by Schaefer, (1965) will

be utilized in an effort to reduce subject anxiety and

fatigue. Investigations of the 56-item CRPBI (Burger &

Armentrout, 1971; Margolies & Weintraub, 1977) have revealed

a highly reliable factor structure similar to that of the

original scale. In addition, test-retest reliabilities with

the revised 56-item CRPBI were demonstrated to be acceptable

at 5-week intervals with both mother and father forms

(reliability coefficients ranging from .77 to .93,

significant at p < .001) (Margolies & Weintraub, 1977).

Margolies & Weintraub (1977) studied the utility of the 56-

item CRPBI. They conducted two studies using this shortened
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instrument. The researchers found in Study I that the

instrument was highly reliable at 1-week and 5-week retest

intervals. They found in Study II that the factor structure

of the reversion was similar to that of the original, with

Factor III somewhat less stable than the other two factors.

It was concluded that the 56-item CRPBI appeared to be a

more practical research instrument than the 260-item

original.

Schwartz, Barton-Henry, & Pruzinsky (1985) studied the

reliability and validity of scales from the CRPBI. They

present data on the utility of aggregating the ratings of

multiple observers. Subjects were 680 individuals from 170

families. The participants in each family were a college

freshman student, the mother, the father, and one sibling.

The families were asked to complete the CRPBI, revised by

Schludermann and Schludermann in 1970. The results revealed

moderate internal consistency for all rater types of the 18

subscales of the CRPBI, but low interrater agreement. In

summary, this study yielded two broad findings: one, that

the domain of child-rearing behaviors is highly structured;

and two, that there is a low but significant agreement among

family members on each scale and factor dimension of

parental child-rearing behavior.

Procedures

A packet of three questionnaires were administered to

the young adult students (see Appendices) that required
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approximately 45 minutes to complete. Participants, with

one exception, were given instructions and questionnaires

during one class period and returned them during the next

class session. One class completed the instruments during

their class time.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine how young

adult's memories of parental behavior effect their intimacy

with friends in young adulthood. Dependent variables

consisted of friendship and parental intimacy scores (MSIS),

the scores for mother and father on the CRPBI, and

demographic data. The three hypotheses that were studied

were first, that young adults who report stronger bonds with

their parents will have more intimate relationships than

young adults who do not. The second hypothesis was that

young women would have higher intimacy scores with parents

and friends than young men. And the third hypothesis was

that recollection of acceptance by the parents will be

related to the child's recollection of intimacy with the

parents.

Statistical computations were conducted at the

University of North Texas Educational Research Laboratory.

Analyses were conducted for the first and second hypotheses

to examine the effects of gender and close friend status,

and parental intimacy level. Questions regarding duration

and frequency of contact of close relationships, perceptions

22



23

of past parenting behaviors, and self-reported intimacy were

studied. A 2x2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed

on hypotheses 1 and 2. This ANOVA revealed a high and low

effect for parental intimacy level and a main effect for

gender and friend intimacy level. A median split on MSIS

for parents for high and low parental intimacy was divided

by gender. The dependent measure was current intimacy

scores of friends.

The next set of analyses for the third hypothesis

contain the statistical exploration of the hypothetical

model linking perceptions of past parenting behavior to

characteristics of interpersonal intimacy with parents. A

correlation coefficient from the CRPBI acceptance subscale

and the MSIS for parents was examined.

Summary information for relevant items on the

Demographic Data Sheet was computed and given in Table 1.

Demographic information reveals that 6 out 10 of the 322

university students were female. These participants had

more same sex friends than opposite sex friends. Two-thirds

had been or were in relationships lasting one year or

longer. One in 10 had not been in a heterosexual

relationship that lasted as long as three months. Other

information on the subjects was given on pages 15 and 16 of

this thesis.
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Table 1

Summary of Demographic Characteristics (N=322)

Characteristics

Aae

Mean 20.2

No. Same Sex Friends

Mean 2.93

No. Opposite Sex Friends

Mean 2.54

Sex

Male 37.6%

Female 62.4%

Marital Status

Single 96.3%

Married 3.4%

Divorced .3%

Ethnic Group

White 83.2%

Black 6.5%

Hispanic 5.3%

Asain 4.0%

Other .9%
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Table 1 continued

Type of Fami]y

Biological 64.3%

Step-family 19.0%

Single Parent 12.1%

Adopted 4.7%

Longest Relationship

< 3 Months 10.0%

3-6 Months 12.0%

6-12 Months 11.5%

1-2 Years 29.0%

2-3 Years 16.1%

> 3 Years 22.0%

Current RelationshiP

Yes 50.3%

No 49.6%
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Hypotheses Testing

In this section the effects of gender and age were

examined on measures of relevant demographic information,

along with questions regarding perceptions of past 
parenting

behavior (CRPBI) and self-reported intimacy (MSIS) with

parents and friends. These analyses were conducted because

the review of literature suggested that there may 
be gender

differences on some indices of interpersonal intimacy.

Specific predictions of gender differences 
were noted in

Chapter I of this paper.

Int imacy

Hypothesis 1 stated that young adults who report strong

bonds of intimacy with parents will have more intimate

relationships than young adults who do not. A 2 (Gender) x2

(Parental Intimacy) ANOVA was conducted on data from 
the

sample to test for gender effects and parental intimacy

level. The sample was divided by gender and level of

parental intimacy scores. The parental intimacy scores were

divided at the median. This ANOVA tested for a high and low

effect for parental intimacy level and a main effect for

gender and friend intimacy. The dependent measure was the

current intimacy scores of a close friend. The hypothesized

results did not appear, F (1, 140) = 2.055, p>.01.

Hypothesis 1 was therefore rejected. Hypothesis 2 stated

that young women will have higher intimacy scores than young

men. Hypothesis 2 was supported that young women did indeed
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show higher scores of intimacy with close friends than young

men, F (1, 140) = 15.067, p<.001. Table 2 shows the results

of the ANOVA.

Table 2

Results of the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

Source of

Variation

Sum of

Squares

DF Mean

Square

F Sig

of F

Main Effects 57'

Group 6

Sex 51

2-Way Interactions

Group Sex 7

Explained 65

Residual 476

Total 541

76.141

99.579

28.066

44.922

21.063

48.375

69.437

2

1

1

3

140

143

2888.071

699.579

5128.066

744.922

2173.688

340.346

378.807

8.486

2.055

15.067

2.189

60387

.000

. 154

.000

.141

.000
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Perceptions of Parental Behavior

Hypothesis 3 questioned the perceived level of parental

intimacy and acceptance by the parents. A Pearson product-

moment correlation was computed between the acceptance

subscale of the CRPBI and the MSIS for parents intimacy

scores. A two-tailed correlation revealed that significant

positive relationships were found as predicted 
in hypothesis

3 at the p< .01 level. Acceptance scores for mothers were

higher than scores for fathers (see Table 3).

Table 3

Correlations Amona Acceptance Variables and Parental

Intimacy Scores

MSIS-P Acceptance(F) Acceptance(M)

-------- ------------------------------------------------

MSIS-P 1.0000

Accep(F) .3792** 1.0000

Accep(M) .5276** .4079** 1.0000

** Significant .01 (2 tailed)

Related Results

Related results that were not hypothesized or

statistically tested but that appeared are contained in the

following section. Tables of different mean scores are

shown to further explain these findings.
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Means and Standard Deviations are reported for 
the two

Miller Social Intimacy Scales (MSIS-P & MSIS-F) versions by

age in Table 4. Although there was not much difference

between ages, the youngest group, 17-19, had the lowest

means for parental intimacy while the oldest group, 23-35,

had the lowest means for intimacy with friends. 
On the

scale that ranged from "1" for lowest intimacy to "9" for

highest intimacy, the subjects appeared to have higher total

mean scores on the MSIS-F than the total mean scores for all

students on the MSIS-P.

Table 4

Mean Values for Intimacy Measures Across Aces

Measure Mean S.D.

---------- ------------------------------------

MSIS-P

17-19 106.4959 22.8353

20-22 109.8269 21.0057

23-25 106.7273 20.6417

Total 108.1968 21.6949

MSIS-F

17-19 122.2787 20.0253

20-22 121.8471 20.7603

23-25 119.3030 20.3892

Total 121.7468 20.3895
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In Table 5, females appeared to rate slightly higher

than males on the MSIS for parents. Whereas females rated

much higher than males on the MSIS for friends, as was also

shown in Table 2.

Table 5

Mean Values for Intimacy Measures Across Gender

Measure Mean S.D.

MSIS-P

Males 100.4569 20.3954

Females 112.4569 21.1699

Total 108.1968 21.6949

MSIS-F

Males 112.7966 23.3060

Females 127.1907 16.1822

Total 121.7468 20.3895

For additional information, the means for each

question on both versions of the MSIS are reported by

females divided into age groups in Table D-1 in the

Appendix. Table D-2 reflects the means for each item for

both versions of the MSIS by males divided into three age

groups.

Additional analyses of mean scores on the Children's

Report of Parental Behavior Inventory on how males and
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females perceived their mothers and fathers were calculated

by gender across the three age groups. Both males and

females within all three ages groups appeared to hold more

positive perceptions toward mothers. The oldest male and

female participants, 23-25, seemed to hold more favorable

perceptions of their fathers than the two younger age

groups, 17-22. However this appearance does not hold true

for feelings of mother in the oldest male group (see Table

6).

Table 6

Mean Scores on the CRPBI for Females and Males

Father Mother

Females

17-19 1.887 2.022

20-22 1.875 2.010

23-25 1.966 2.095

Mal es

17-19 1.831 2.057

20-22 1.859 2.079

23-25 1.950 1.982

1.895Total 2.041
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In Table 7, mean values for just the acceptance

subscale are shown. The acceptance subscale consisted of 15

questions, 1, 7, 12, 14, 17, 21, 28, 31, 35, 38, 42, 45, 49,

52, and 55. Examples of these questions are, "Seemed to see

my good points more than my faults" and "Wasn't interested

in changing me but liked me as I was." Other items asked if

the parent understood and cheered up the child when there

was something wrong.

Related results that were not hypothesized but that

appeared were that older students rated their parents 
higher

on the CRPBI than did younger subjects. Mother's total

scores on the CRPBI seemed to be higher than fathers's total

scores for both males and females. Another interesting

related result was that mother's acceptance scores appeared

to be higher than father's for both sexes in each age group

(see Table 7).

The mean scores for all CRPBI questions from female

students divided into three age groups are given in Table 
D-

3 in the Appendix. The mean scores for all CRPBI questions

from male participants divided into three age groups are

revealed in Table D-4.
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Table 7

Mean Values for the Acceptance Subscale on the CRPBI

Relationship Acceptance (Mean)

---------------------------------------------

Father:

Females

17-19 2.298

20-22 2.366

23-25 2.443

Males

17-19 2.235

20-22 2.242

23-25 2.378

Total 2.327

Mother:

Females

17-19 2.495

20-22 2.579

23-25 2.574

Males

17-19 2.505

20-22 2.520

23-25 2.489

Total 2.527



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

One purpose of the present study was to facilitate

greater understanding of the nature of close relationships

in early adulthood. A review of findings of this study

clearly indicates that an individual's close relationships

during early adulthood can be conceptually distinguished

from one another on a variety of meaningful dimensions,

suggesting that specific close relationships may serve

somewhat different functions in an individual's life.

Of particular interest in the present study were the

features and functions which distinguish friendships and

parental relationships. In the present study, hypothesis 1

stated that young adults who report strong intimate bonds

with parents will have more intimate relationships than

young adults who do not. An ANOVA was performed on the data

and this hypothesis was found to be not significant, and

therefore it was rejected. By using the same ANOVA,

hypothesis 2 was supported by the fact that young women

showed higher scores of close friend intimacy than young

men. This finding supported the review of literature

expressed in Chapter I of this paper.

34
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As predicted in hypothesis 3, significant relationships

between the child's recollections of parental intimacy and

the child's recollection of acceptance by the parents.

Ratings of mothers' tended to have higher scores on the

CRPBI than ratings of fathers' for all respondents. This

result assumes that children feel closer to their mothers

than their fathers and recall better parental behavior from

their mothers than their fathers. A child's perception of

his parents' behavior may be more related to his adjustment

than is the actual behavior of his parents.

Related findings that seemed to result from this study,

but that were not statistically proven, were that females

tended to have more evenly distributed scores over the age

categories than did males. The males were more varied, with

the age group 20-22 having the highest scores on both

versions of the MSIS. Mean scores of each instrument and

each question were broken down into age groups of by gender.

Females appeared to only rate slightly higher than males on

the MSIS for parents. On the other hand, females appeared

to rate much higher on the MSIS for friends. Although mean

scores for ages did fluctuate, it probably could not be

proven to be significant.

Limitations of the Study

One theoretical limitation involves the definition of

the construct of intimacy as experienced within the Western

middle-class subculture, which reduces the generalizability
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of the present findings. Specifically, intimacy may be

expressed quite differently in the other cultures. In

addition, parental behavior towards children may have a very

different influence on the development of intimacy in other

cultures (however expressed).

There were also limitations in the procedures used.

The subjects were taken from university classes and not

representative of the total population. The relationships

in this study were investigated using subjects' self-report

and retrospection, which presents problems in terms of the

reliability and the validity of the data. Also, perceptions

tend to get clouded as time progresses. More analyses

should have been performed on age and gender differences.

Suggestions for Future Research

There is some indication from the results obtained in

this study of university males and females ranging in age

from 17 through 25 that the development of close, intimate

relationships may change across adolescence, young

adulthood, and later adulthood. Thus, it would be important

to conduct future research with a wider range of age groups

to figure out if age has any effect on recalled parental

behavior and intimacy. Statistical analyses should be

performed on the mean scores divided by age and gender to

prove if they are significant. A path analysis of past

childrearing practices that lead to adult intimacy could

also be researched.
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET

1. Your
(1)

(2)

2. Your
(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)

3. Your
(1)

(2)

4. Your
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)

sex:
male
female

age:
17
18
19
20
21

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

marital status:
single

married

22
23
24
25

(3) divorced
(4) widowed

ethnic group:
Anglo/White
African American
Hispanic
Asian/Oriental
Native American
Other (please specify)

5. Type of family:
(1) Biological family (family with both

biological parents currently living

together in a relationship who

have not been divorced or remarried since
the birth of the first child).

(2) Stepfamily (family that has been expanded
by the addition of a stepparent and/or

stepchild/children in a remarriage
relationship).

(3) Single parent family (family with only
one parent either by death or divorce, or

never been married). Please check which

one you lived with.
mother
father

(4) Adoptive family (family with both
adoptive parents currently living
together in a marriage relationship who

have not been divorced or remarried since

the adoption of the first child).
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6. Your
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)
(7)

7. Your
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

8. Your
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

family's yearly household income:
under 15,000
15,000 to 19,999
20,000 to 29,999

_.___30,000 to 39,999
40,000 to 49,999
50,000 to 59,999
over 60,000

mother's highest level
High school
Some college
Associate Degree
Bachelor Degree
Advanced Degree

father's highest level
High school
Some college
Associate Degree
Bachelor Degree
Advanced Degree

of education:

of education:

9. Your longest heterosexual relationship:
(1) under 3 months
(2) ____ 3 to 6 months
(3) 6 to 12 months
(4) 1 to 2 years
(5) 2 to 3 years
(6) 3 or more years

10. How many really close same-sex friends do you
have:

(1) 1
(2) 2
(3) 3
(4) 4 or more

11. How many really close opposite-sex friends do you
have:
( 1 ) )_ 1
(2) __ _ 2
(3) 3
(4) 4 or more

12. Are you currently in a committed intimate
relationship?
(1) Yes
(2) No
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Miller Social Intimacy Scale

Relationship with parent(s).

Very Some of Almost
Rarely the Time Always

1. When you have leisure
time, how often do you
choose to spend it alone
with him/her?

2. How often do you keep
very personal information
to yourself and do not
share it with him/her?

3. How often do you show
him/her affection?

4. How often do you confide
very personal information
to him/her?

5. How often are you able to
understand his/her
feelings?

6. How often do you feel
close to him/her?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not
Much

7. How much do you like to
time alone with him/her?

8. How much do you feel
like being encouraging and
supportive to him/her when
he/she is unhappy?

9. How close do you feel to
him/her most of the time?

A
Little

A Great
Deal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6789
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Not
Much

10. How important is it to you
to listen to his/her very
personal disclosures?

11. How satisfying is your
relationship with
him/her?

12. How affectionate do
you feel towards him/her?

13. How important is it to
you that he/she understand
your feelings?

14. How much damage is caused
by a typical disagreement
in your relationship with
him/her?

15. How important is it to you
that he/she be encouraging
and supportive to you when
you are unhappy?

16. How important is it to you
that he/she show you
affection?

17. How important is your
relationship with him/her
in your life?

A
Little

A Great
Deal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

s
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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Miller Social Intimacy Scale

Relationship with a best friend. If your friend is also your
romantic partner please indicate so here: yes no.

Very Some of Almost
Rarely the Time Always

1. When you have leisure
time, how often do you
choose to spend it alone
with him/her?

2. How often do you keep
very personal information
to yourself and do not
share it with him/her?

3. How often do you show
him/her affection?

4. How often do you confide
very personal information
to him/her?

5. How often are you able to
understand his/her
feelings?

6. How often do you feel
close to him/her?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not
Much

7. How much do you like to
time alone with him/her?

8. How much do you feel
like being encouraging and
supportive to him/her when
he/she is unhappy?

A
Little

A Great
Deal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9

9. How close do you feel to
him/her most of the time? 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9



A A Great
Little Deal

10. How important is it to you
to listen to his/her very
personal disclosures?

11. How satisfying is your
relationship with
him/her?

12. How affectionate do
you feel towards him/her?

13. How important is it to
you that he/she understand
your feelings?

14. How much damage is caused
by a typical disagreement
in your relationship with
him/her?

15. How important is it to yot

that he/she be encouraging
and supportive to you whet
you are unhappy?

16. How important is it to yoi
that he/she show you
affection?

17. How important is your
relationship with him/her
in your life?

2 3 4 5 67 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Ls
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

u

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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Children's Report of Parental Behavior Inventory

Directions:

The next set of questions ask you to report about some
of your childhood experiences in your relationships with
your mother and father. Please answer the questions as you
remember feeling toward your mother and father around the
age of 12. If you did not grow up with your natural mother
or father, but someone took the place of that parent in your
life (e.g., a step-father), please answer the questions to
describe that person. If no one took the place of that
parent, leave the corresponding section of the questionnaire
blank.

Read each item on the following pages and circle the
answer that most closely describes the way each of your
parents acted towards you when you were around 12 years old.
BE SURE TO MARK EACH ITEM FOR EACH PARENT.

If you think the item was "LIKE" your parent,
circle "3".

If you think the item was "SOMEWHAT LIKE" your parent ,
circle "2".

If you think the item was "NOT LIKE" your parent, circle1  .

PLEASE GO AHEAD AND BEGIN ON THE NEXT PAGE
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Children's Report of Parental
Behavior Inventory

"3" = Like; "2" = Somewhat Like; "1" = Not Like

1. Made me feel better after
talking over my worries
with him/her.

2. Felt hurt when I didn't
follow advice.

3. Usually didn't find out
about my misbehavior.

4. Like to talk to me and be
with me much of the time.

5. Was easy with me.

6. Worried about how I would
turn out, because she/he
took anything bad I did
too seriously.

7. Seemed to see my good points
more than my faults.

8. Thought I was ungrateful when
I didn't obey.

9. Didn't pay much attention
to my misbehavior.

10. Was always thinking of
things that would please me.

11. Let me off easy when I did
something wrong.

12. Almost always spoke to me
with a warm and friendly
voice.

13. If I broke a promise, didn't
trust me again for a long
time.

Recollections of
FATHER MOTHER

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 13 2 1



"3" = Like; "2" = Somewhat Like;

14. Understood my problems and
worries.

15. Felt hurt by the things
I did.

16. Didn't insist that I do
my homework.

17. Enjoyed talking things
over with me.

18. Gave me a lot of care
and attention.

19. Excused my bad conduct.

20. Said someday I would be
punished for my bad behavior.

21. Enjoyed going on drives,
trips, or visits with me.

22. Told me how much he/she
suffered for me.

23. Didn't check up to see whether
I did what I was told.

24. Smiled at me very often.

25. Often gave up something to
get something for me.

26. Let me stay up late if I
kept asking.

27. Thought and talked about my
misbehavior long after it
was over.

28. Was able to make me feel
better when I was upset.

I" = Not Like

Recollection of
FATHER MOTHER

3 2 1 3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3

3

2

2

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

1

1

3

3

3 2 1

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

I

I

3 2 1

1

1

3

3

3

3

I

1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1
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"3" = Like; "2" = Somewhat Like; "1"

29. Said that if I loved him/her,
I would do anything he/she
wanted me to do.

30. Seldom insisted that I do
anything.

31. Enjoyed dong things with me.

32. Made me feel like the most
important person in his/her
life.

33. Didn't insist that I obey
if i complained or protested.,

34. Said that someday I'd be
sorry that I hadn't been a
better child.

35. Enjoyed working with me in
the house or yard.

36. Told me all the things
he/she had done for me.

37. Did not bother to enforce
rules.

38. Comforted me when I was
afraid.

39. Enjoyed staying at home with
me more than going out with
friends.

40. I could talk him/her out of
an order of I complained.

41. Thought my misbehavior was
very serious and would have
future consequences.

42. Cheered me up when I was sad.

= Not Like

Recollections of
FATHER

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

MOTHER

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 21

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1
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"3" = Like; "2" = Somewhat Like;

43. Said if I really cared for
him/her, I would not do things
that caused him/her to worry.

44. Let me get away without doing
work I was given to do.

45. Often spoke about the good
things I did.

46. Made his.her whole life center
around his/her children.

47. Could be easily talked into
things.

48. Said sooner or later we pay
for bad behavior.

49. Had a good time at home with
me.

50. When I didn't do what he/she
wanted, said I was not
grateful for all the he/she
had done for me.

51. Let me get away with a lot
of things.

52. Seemed proud of the things I
did.

53. Couldn't say no to anything
I wanted.

54. Talked to me again and again
about anything bad I did.

55. Wasn't interested in changing
me but liked me as I was.

56. Spent almost all of his/her
free time with his/her
children.

1" = Not Like

Recollections of
FATHER MOTHER

3 2 1 32:

3 2 1 32:

3 2 1 3 2)

3 2 1 3 2 1

3 2 1 3 2 1

3 2 1 3 2 1

3 .2 1 3 2 1

I

1

1

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

I

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

I

1

1

1

1

1

3 2 1
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Table D-1

Mean Scores for Each Item on the Intimacy Measures for

Females by Age

Aae

17-19 20-22 23-25

Item Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

-----------------------------------------------------

MSIS-P 1 4.718 5.118 5.389

*2 5.089 4.688 5.278

3 6.205 6.634 6.611

4 4.764 5.489 4.944

5 6.303 6.452 6.944

6 6.622 6.871 7.222

7 5.956 6.290 5.944

8 7.227 7.149 7.611

9 6.700 7.065 7.056

10 6.900 7.161 7.222

11 7.000 7.022 7.389

12 6.867 7.086 7.167

13 7.744 7.796 7.556

*14 4.233 4.129 3.889

15 7.556 7.613 7.833

16 7.056 7.269 7.333

17 7.900 8.204 8.167

i s ,_ !u'- r- }, m-
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continued Table D-1

MSIS-F 1 7.112 6.989 6.944

*2 2.900 2.880 3.056

3 6.311 6.656 6.944

4 7.716 7.613 7.667

5 7.611 7.613 7.889

6 7.775 7.699 8.000

7 7.337 7.161 7.333

8 8.100 7.989 7.833

9 7.700 7.645 7.833

10 8.111 8.194 8.389

11 7.700 7.645 7.833

12 7.045 7.075 7.444

13 8.022 7.978 8.056

*14 3.844 3.495 3.278

15 7.844 7.871 7.778

16 6.678 6.086 6.889

17 8.078 8.183 8.167

* 2 & 14 are opposite scored.

u .,z .:i , -1 .,.i . - _ 1, , _.,_ a. 1,-, .
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Table D-2

Mean Scores for Each Item on the Intimacy Measures for Males

by Age

Ace

17-19 20-22 23-25

Item Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

MSIS-P 1 3.919 4.149 3.647

*2 5.703 5.448 5.000

3 4.838 5.627 5.588

4 3.595 4.328 4.000

5 5.639 5.821 5.353

6 6.000 6.470 6.375

7 5.081 5.672 5.647

8 6.162 6.552 6.471

9 6.514 6.364 6.118

10 6.108 6.606 5.294

11 6.676 6.552 6.176

12 6.541 6.806 6.529

13 6.514 6.701 6.059

*14 3.405 3.806 4.059

15 6.108 6.612 6.000

16 6.000 6.299 5.824

17 7.054 7.194 7.118
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continued Table D-2

MSIS-F 1 6.622 6.433 6.000

*2 3.432 4.015 4.941

3 5.270 5.701 5.313

4 6.486 6.672 5.765

5 6.838 6.642 6.412

6 6.676 6.970 6.647

7 6.189 6.866 6.625

8 7.081 7.418 6.813

9 6.865 6.970 6.688

10 6.838 7.463 6.625

11 7.324 7.358 7.000

12 6.000 6.388 6.000

13 6.595 7.045 6.625

*14 3.495 3.791 4.250

15 6.405 6.940 6.250

16 5.514 6.179 5.500

17 7.432 7.493 7.059

* 2 & 14 are opposite scored.
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Table D-3

P_.n Scorest"'P~ ' for ah tem nn the RBT FGm 1 b~ A^

Age

17-19 20-22 23-25

Item Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother

1

2

*3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

*16

17

18

19

20

2.000

2.071

1.971

2.148

2.239

1. 670

2. 489

1.818

1. 523

2.057

1.875

2.170

1.678

1. 977

1.875

1. 670

2.169

2.292

1.663

1. 258

2.573

2.279

1.854

2.573

2.318

1.787

2.438

1.843

1.393

2.180

1. 798

2.315

1.787

2.364

2.079

1. 652

2.656

2.756

1.633

1.311

2.077

1.934

1.889

2.121

2.132

1.473

2.451

1.681

1.462

1.901

1. 780

2.220

1.703

1.967

1.769

1. 571

2.231

2.319

1.648

1.289

2.516

2.183

1.761

2.602

2.226

1.688

2.516

1.753

1.312

2.207

1. 804

2.419

1.763

2.355

2.054

1. 505

2.613

2.688

1.581

1.290

2.176

2.059

2.176

2.176

2.235

1.529

2.588

1.647

1. 765

2.176

1.941

2.471

1.647

2.059

1.941

1. 765

2.294

2.118

1.647

1.235

2.500

2.333

1.889

2.611

2.167

2.056

2.444

1.833

1. 222

2.389

1. 706

2.333

1.778

2.444

2.222

1.611

2.722

2. 778

1.556

1. 500
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Table D-3 continued

21

22

*23

24

25

26

27

28

29

*30

31

32

*33

34

35

36

*37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

2.483

1.281

1.764

2.326

2.371

1.809

1.551

2.180

1.124

1.517

2.494

2.045

2.348

1. 135

2. 124

1.416

1.427

2.382

2.079

1.528

1.528

2.292

1.382

1.523

2.489

1.444

1.622

2.567

2.506

1.933

1.744

2.511

1.189

1.648

2.611

2.256

2.300

1.222

2.200

1.633

1.400

2.644

2.278

1.678

1.567

2.556

1.578

1.522

2.516

1.429

1.604

2.429

2.374

1.901

1.527

2.319

1.066

1.371

2.538

2.165

2.154

1.143

2.352

1.527

1.429

2.433

2.099

1.400

1.451

2.374

1.451

1.427

2.613

1.591

1.667

2.613

2.602

1.882

1.591

2.629

1.108

1.363

2.688

2.387

2.086

1.097

2.462

1.688

1.398

2.717

2.398

1.527

1.462

2.624

1.570

1.446

2.529

1.294

2.059

2.412

2.294

2.059

1.588

2.353

1.059

1.118

2.647

2.412

2.471

1.000

2.471

1.706

1.588

2.647

2.294

1.706

1.529

2.412

1.294

1.471

2.389

1.333

1.778

2.278

2.611

2.111

1.778

2.667

1.222

1.333

2.778

2.667

2.500

1.389

2.667

1.889

1.278

2.833

2.500

1.667

1.667

2.624

1.667

1.667

45 2.449 2.522 2.522 2.667 2.471 2.556
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Table D-3 continued

46 2.011 2.367 1.900 2.430 2.059 2.444

47 1.944 2.144 1.764 1.870 2.235 2.278

48 1.270 1.311 1.278 1.269 1.235 1.556

49 2.169 2.478 2.322 2.624 2.588 2.556

50 1.360 1.489 1.356 1.591 1.412 1.611

51 1.730 1.800 1.756 1.763 1.765 1.833

52 2.640 2.711 2.744 2.849 2.588 2.722

53 1.461 1.422 1.444 1.376 1.529 1.611

54 1.404 1.500 1.433 1.366 1.647 1.778

55 2.461 2.360 2.433 2.398 2.353 2.333

56 2.034 2.422 1.889 2.355 2.176 2.611

* opposite scored
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Table D-4

Mean Scores for Each Item on the CRPBI for Males by Age

Age

17-19 20-22 23-25

Item Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother

1 2.114 2.583 2.015 2.523 2.294 2.529

2 1.914 2.167 2.090 2.400 2.118 2.353

*3 1.914 1.944 2.015 1.922 2.000 1.882

4 2.121 2.588 2.209 2.662 2.225 2.294

5 2.176 2.514 2.104 2.292 1.706 1.882

6 1.794 1.886 1.833 1.984 1.941 1.941

7 2.235 2.629 2.299 2.538 2.353 2.375

8 1.735 1.857 1.697 1.766 1.882 1.588

9 1.429 1.389 1.328 1.328 1.529 1.625

10 1.853 2.400 1.833 2.308 1.824 2.059

11 1.629 1.833 1.627 1.877 1.529 1.500

12 1.914 2.389 2.000 2.292 1.938 2.267

13 1.629 1.722 1.627 1.815 1.688 1.467

14 2.086 2.472 1.985 2.369 2.250 2.438

15 1.714 2.111 1.727 2.238 2.353 2.294

*16 1.371 1.444 1.552 1.462 1.647 1.647

17 2.194 2.486 2.224 2.662 2.412 2.563

18 2.111 2.676 2.164 2.723 2.353 2.813

19 1.457 1.667 1.522 1.692 1.353 1.438

20 1.278 1.432 1.313 1.462 1.706 1.500
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Table D-4 continued

2.433 2.46221

22

*23

24

25

26

27

28

29

*30

31

32

*33

34

35

36

*37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

2.250

1.361

1.472

2.056

2.250

1.800

1.771

2.029

1.200

1.800

2.457

2.057

2.171

1.229

2.400

1.588

1.286

2.200

2.171

1.571

1.886

2.200

1.400

1.371

2.286

2.588 2.6252.486

1.486

1.595

2.486

2.486

1.561

1.833

2.371

1.361

1.806

2.689

2.333

2.361

1.361

2.361

1.657

1.444

2.556

2.361

1.806

2.029

2.500

1.667

1.583

2.528

1.463

1.612

2.209

2.343

1.731

1.712

2.119

1.254

1.485

2.493

2.060

2.303

1.254

2.209

1.627

1.463

2.149

2.284

1.493

1.463

2.182

1.478

1.403

2.313

1.646

1.708

2.538

2.569

1.846

1.891

2.569

1.446

1.594

2.672

2.400

2.246

1.400

2.169

1.754

1.492

2.615

2.400

1.708

1.667

2.641

1.646

1.692

2.646

1.647

1.647

2.471

2.471

1.765

1.824

2.375

1.471

1.765

2.438

2.059

2.412

1.412

2.471

1.706

1.412

2.471

1.882

1.235

1.813

2.313

1.563

1.438

2.467

1.563

1.500

2.563

2.500

1.750

1.563

2.563

1.438

1.625

2.563

2.250

2.250

1.125

2.250

1.563

1.375

2.625

1.875

1.188

1.875

2.438

1.750

1.438

2.667
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Table D-4 continued

46 2.029 2.333 2.000 2.508 2.125 2.313

47 1.629 2.000 1.746 1.969 1.563 1.938

48 1.400 1.528 1.433 1.516 1.750 1.625

49 2.314 2.472 2.288 2.523 2.688 2.625

50 1.429 1.528 1.433 1.708 1.750 1.600

51 1.457 1.778 1.687 1.738 1.188 1.250

52 2.629 2.861 2.612 2.738 2.688 2.813

53 1.143 1.306 1.328 1.477 1.375 1.563

54 1.686 1.722 1.500 1.641 1.688 1.563

55 2.229 2.194 2.313 2.385 1.938 2.000

56 2.029 2.250 2.104 2.462 2.250 2.313

* opposite scored

?y vM, ti it. .,,^,e't ,. r_ ._,. rsw . ...-. r. .. .. .,. .. ...... r4.,_t--. _.ya .. ;, _ ...- h--.
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