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|| dents enrolled in an introductory psychology course responded 

:-f to the Roe-Siegelman gCR Questionnaire, a modified form of 

Tharp's (1963b) Marital Role Expectation Form (MRE), and a 

Family Integration Scale as fulfillment of research partici-

pation requirements. None of the students had ever been 

i married and all had had intact families at least until their 

y twelfth birthday. Previous research had indicated that gen-

erally children who experienced love and warmth in their 

childhood home had marital role expectations of friendliness, 

spontaneity, adaptability, trust, responsibility, and leader-

ship, while those who experienced rejecting and neglecting 

parental behaviors were more likely to have expectations of 

being seclusive, guilty, hostile, rigid, mistrustful, and 

irresponsible. Consistent with this research were the find-

ings in the present study that males who experienced warm, 

loving parent-child relations are more likely to have expec-

tations of friendliness, role sharing, intimacy, trust, and 

sexual and parental responsibility. Research had also pointed 
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to links between parents' use of symbolic rewards and the 

development of responsibility in children. This was confirmed 

for males in that the perceived use of symbolic rewards by 

their parents was correlated positively with their expecta-

tions that both themselves and their future wives would act 

responsibly in many areas. Expectations of sexual responsi-

bility for males were also found to be negatively related to 

the father's use of direct-object punishment. Finally, it 

was found that males' expectations of socio-emotional inte-

gration, togetherness, role sharing, wife adequacy, intimacy, 

and sexual fidelity are all positively related to the mother's 

demanding behavior. 

Far fewer significant correlations were obtained for 

females, and it was suggested that this was perhaps an arti-

fact of the MRE. It was found that females' perceptions of 

parents as loving are related positively to their expectations 

of friendship, companionship, and the binding up of sex with 

love and affection. It was also demonstrated that perceived 

parental use of symbolic rewards is positively related to 

expectations of friendship, companionship, affection, and 

responsibility. And finally, it was demonstrated that females 

who have expectations of masculine dominance tend to view 

their mothers as having been protective and their fathers 

as having been demanding. 



Males and females who see themselves as highly inte-

grated into their childhood families tend to have expectations 

of socio-emotional integration, role sharing, and intimacy. 

For males, these perceptions of childhood family integration 

are also related to expectations of pre-marital chastity and 

sexual fidelity for both themselves and their mates, while 

for females, childhood family integration is also related to 

expectations of parental adequacy. 

It was emphasized that a knowledge of the relationships 

between perceptions of early home experiences and marital 

role expectations as well as a knowledge of the general con-

tribution of marital role expectations to marital adjustment 

should be an area of concern to parents, marital partners, 

counselors, and educators. 
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AN EXPLORATORY INVESTIGATION OF MARITAL ROLE 

EXPECTATIONS AND THEIR RELATIONSHIPS TO 

PERCEIVED PARENT-CHILD RELATIONS 

AND PERCEIVED FAMILY INTEGRATION 

Marital problems have attracted the attention of a large 

number of educators, concerned marital partners, and profes-

sionals of all types, but surveys of the relevant literature 

have shown many inconsistent findings. These inconsistencies 

are probably due to the many variations in theoretical and 

methodological approaches to marital research (Stott, 1951; 

Tharp, 1963a). 

One theoretical approach which has been useful in explain-

ing marital adjustment has been marital role theory, which 

was introduced by Ort (1950) in his study of happiness in 

marriage. Dyer (1962) has defined marital role expectations 

as attitudes and behavior which each spouse perceives as 

appropriate for himself and his partner, while marital role 

performance is behavior which each spouse assumes to be pro-

per for his status. 

Following Ort's study, a number of authors further speci-

fied the basic premises of role theory as related to marital 

role expectations. Mangus (1957) saw spousal roles in mar-

riage as developing from the interactions between husband 

and wife which in turn are based on acquired role expectations, 



He suggested that the integrative potential of the marriage 

is diminished if these role expectations are not fulfilled 

by commensurate performance. 

Many of the role expectations which are most likely to 

lead to a happy and successful marriage have been identified 

in the literature. Locke (1951) found that expectations 

(he called them "values") of leadership by the husband are 

positively correlated with marital adjustment, while Elder 

(1962) found that couples with expectations of shared lea-

dership were the most happy, while those marriages in which 

the wife was dominant were the least happy. Expectations 

that each partner be intimate, friendly, and share household 

roles such as training, playing, and planning for the chil-

dren were all shown to be associated with marital adjustment 

by Benson (1955) , Frumkin (1954), and Locke (1951). 

In addition, Benson (1955) found that interests and 

expectations rated as familistic in nature rather than indi-

vidualistic were positively correlated with marital adjustment. 

Locke (1951) found that expectations that the spouses engage 

in mutually satisfying sexual relationships and that they 

each abstain from socially disapproved behavior were posi-

tively related to marital adjustment. Similarly, Kotlar 

(1965) and Terman (1939) showed that couples who had role 

expectations which conformed to cultural ideals and norms 

were more likely to have successful marriages. Terman (1939) 

found that happily married women had personality traits of 



kindliness, cooperation, and charity and expected the same 

in others, while happily married men had expectations of 

cooperation, initiative, and responsibility. 

Data from both Rapaport & Rasow (1957) and Moser (1961) 

suggest that specific role expectations are more predictive 

of marital adjustment than general ones. In an investigation 

of specific marital role expectations, Tharp (1936b) performed 

a factor analysis on the items of a marital role expectation 

questionnaire which he had constructed. In this analysis he 

reduced marital role expectation, variables to several fac-

tors and determined that expectations concerning husband and 

wife roles were at least partially different. This finding 

has been supported by Slater (1960) who found that although 

higher socio-economic status is positively related to an 

emphasis on functional sharing of roles by the marital part-

ners, there still exists a great deal of role differentia-

tion on the basis of sex. Bodarsky (1959), Gould (1962) , 

and Pfeil (1968) have also found that, despite a recent trend 

toward a sharing of roles, there is still a great deal of 

role differentiation. Tharp*s factors which describe the 

specific role expectations of both males and females are 

1. Socio-Emotional Integration - This factor describes 

the value placed on the family staying together, playing 

together, being socially and emotionally integrated, the 

wife's home-centeredness, and sex being pleasurable and 

affectionate. 



2. Socio-Intellectual Equality - This factor describes 

the degree to which equality of background, intellectual 

endowment, and (to a lesser degree) intellectual interests 

are important. 

3. Pre-Marital Chastity - This factor describes the 

expectation of the spouses not having intercourse with any 

other partners before marriage. 

4. Sexual Fidelity - This factor describes the expec-

tations that each spouse will abstain from extramarital activ-

ities . 

5. Wife Adequacy - This factor includes the importance 

of a neat, clean, orderly household and well-behaved chil-

dren; the wife's ability as housekeeper and cook, and her 

obedience to her husband and devotion of energies to the 

home. 

Factors having to do with males' role expectations only 

are 

6. Social Influence - This factor describes whether 

husband or wife should have more influence in deciding the 

family's social and recreational activity. 

7. Togetherness - This factor describes spouses having 

similar intellectual, social, and recreational interests. 

®• Role Sharing - This factor includes the wife being 

informed of financial and business affairs and the husband 

taking an active interest in the house and the children. 



9• Intimacy - This factor includes variables having 

to do with friendship, companionship, the roles of lover and 

sexual partner, the binding up of sex with love and affection, 

and the finding of pleasure in sexual intercourse with the 

spouse. 

10• Parental Adequacy - This factor describes the impor-

tance of the wife as a mother and the husband as a father. 

Factors having to do with females1 role expectations 

only are: 

11. Community Affairs - This factor describes the impor-

tance attached to being a participant in community affairs. 

12. Togetherness and Role Sharing - This single factor 

includes the men's factors of Togetherness and of Role Shar-

ing. The factor describes the importance of mutuality of 

interests in intellectual, social, and recreational activi-

ties as well as the importance of the wife being informed 

of financial and business affairs and the husband taking an 

interest in the children and the household. 

13. Masculine Dominance - This factor describes the 

wife's desire for masculine dominance. 

Intimacy - For women, this factor includes expec-

tations having to do with friendship, companionship, the 

roles of lover and sexual partner, the binding up of sex 

with love and affection, and the finding of pleasure in sex-

ual intercourse with the spouse, we well as the importance 

of the wife as a mother and the husband as a father. 
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Parent-Child Relations 

Expectations of marital behavior do not arise overnight/ 

but, like any other personality characteristic, are the result 

of learning. As Thomas Blaine (1955), a divorce court judge 

in Philadelphia, stated: "Unsolved childhood conflicts, 

unless corrected . . . lead to all kinds of marriage diffi-

culties (p. 136)." Bodarsky (1959) found home experience to 

be the most important factor in the development of attitudes 

toward marriage, and Nimkoff (1947), Robins & O'Neal (1958), 

and Wallin (1954) have all found domestic relations extant 

in early childhood to be related to adult marital adjustment. 

Cross and Aron (1971) found spousal differences in marital 

role expectations to be related to differential parent-child 

relations in the respective families of orientation, and 

Bolton (1961) stated: " . . . the learning of marital roles 

is assumed to be largely culturally transmitted through models 

available in childhood (p. 235)." 

But investigators in general have failed to explore 

these origins of marital role expectations. As Kephart (1957) 

pointed out, 

We have tended to ignore the various historical bases 
of our premarital and marital codes . . . As a result 
. . . [we] have come to view the American family as 
shallow-rooted, to be studied in cross-section rather 
than longitudinally. In the very nature of the family, 
unidimensional analysis of this kind is narrow, at 
best, and if our goal is to obtain a better understand-
ing of love, courtship, sex behavior, marriage, divorce, 
and other male-female relationships subsumed under the 
Family title, then I submit that we are handicapping 
ourselves by our casual dismissal of the historical 
approach (pp. 7-8). 



That personality variables are a function of parent-

child relations has been well established in the literature. 

As Dewey (1951) stated, "Probably there is no more widely 

accepted premise among social workers, teachers, physicians, 

and psychologists than this one: The single most powerful 

factor in the personality development of the child is the 

happiness and stability of the home in which he spends his 

early years (p. 261)." 

Many studies have dealt with the formation of person-

ality characteristics which have been demonstrated to be 

important in obtaining marital adjustment. 

Bronfenbrenner (1961) has found what could be termed 

the loving dimension of parent-child relations to be posi-

tively correlated with leadership in boys, and negatively 

correlated with leadership in girls. He also found that 

extremes of parental rejection tended to impede the develop-

ment of leadership in both sexes. Bronfenbrenner (1961) 

found responsibility to be negatively correlated with paren-

tal neglecting and rejecting behaviors, while Sears, Maccoby, 

and Levin (1957) found responsibility to be positively related 

to parental use of symbolic rewards. Nye (1958) found delin-

quency (which is characterized by irresponsibility and defiance 

of authority) to be related positively to rejecting parental 

behavior. 

Altman (1958) found maternal acceptance and warmth to 

be positively related to adaptability and spontaneity. He 
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also found maternal flexibility to be related to high frus-

tration tolerance in children. Chorost (1961) found that 

adolescents who perceived their parents as demanding showed 

more evidence of overt hostility than did those who saw their 

parents as loving. This was evidently the case when parents 

were viewed as being overly strict and not loving. Peck 

(1958) found that a warm family life correlated positively 

with the friendliness and spontaneity of the children. 

Slater (1962) found that children's perceptions of parents 

as loving were associated with buoyancy/ spontaneity, and 

gregariousness; perceptions of parents as casual were char-

acteristic of well adjusted children, and rejecting and neg-

lecting parental behaviors were positively related to gloomy, 

guilty, and seclusive outcomes in the children. 

Roe and Siegelman (1963) constructed the Parent-Child 

Relations Questionnaire (PCR) to obtain a measure of the 

characteristic behavior of parents toward their young chil-

dren (before the age of 12) as experienced by the child. 

The PCR was originally administered to college students. 

The PCR consists of 10 scales, the first six of which fit 

the theoretical model suggested by Roe (1957), and the last 

four based upon the work of Sears, Maccoby, and Levin (1957). 

These 10 scales are described by Roe and Siegelman (1963) as 

follows: 

Protective - This category includes parents who 
give the child's interests first priority. They are 
very indulgent, provide special privileges, are 



demonstratively affectionate, may be gushing. They 
select friends carefully, but will rarely let him visit 
other homes without them. The protect him from other 
children, from experiences in which he may suffer dis-
appointment or discomfort or injury. They are highly 
intrusive and expect to know all about what he is think-
ing and experiencing. They reward dependency. 

Demanding - Parents in this group set up high stand-
ards of accomplishment in particular areas, manners, 
school, etc. They impose strict regulations and demand 
unquestioning obedience to them, and they do not make 
exceptions. They expect the child to be busy at all 
times at some useful activity. They have high puni-
tiveness. They restrict friendships in accord with 
these standards. They do not try to find out what a 
child is thinking or feeling, they tell him what to 
think or feel. 

Rejecting - Parents in this group follow the extreme 
patterns of the preceding group, but this becomes reject-
ing when their attitude is a rejection of the childish-
ness of the child. They may also reject him as an indi-
vidual. They are cold and hostile, derogate him and 
make fun of him and his inadequacies and problems. 
They may frequently leave him alone and often will not 
permit other children in the house. They have no regard 
for the child's point of view. The regulations they 
establish are not for the sake of training the child, 
but for protecting the parent from his intrusions. 

Neglecting - These parents pay little attention to 
the child, giving him a minimum of physical care and 
affection. They forget promises made to him, forget 
things for him. They are cold, but are not derogatory 
nor hostile. They leave him alone but do not go out 
of their way to avoid him. 

Casual - These parents pay more attention to the 
child and are mildly affectionate when they do. They 
will be responsive to him if they are not busy about 
something else. They do not think about him or plan 
for him very much, but take him as part of the general 
situation. They don't worry much about him and make 
little definite effort to train him. They are easy-
going, have few rules, and do not make much effort to 
enforce those they have. 

Loving - These parents give the child warm and 
loving attention. They try to help him with projects 
that are important to him, but they are not intrusive. 
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They are more likely to reason with the child than to 
punish him, but they will punish him. They give praise, 
but not indiscriminatingly. They try specifically to 
help him through problems in the way best for him. 
The child feels able to confide in them and to ask them 
for help. They invite his friends to the house and 
try to make things attractive for them. They encour-
age independence and are willing to let him take chances 
in order to grow towards it. Distinction between Loving 
and Casual categories can be idfficult. A basic dif-
ferentiating factor is the amount of thought given to 
the child's problems. 

Symbolic-Love Reward - The parents using this kind 
of reward praise their children for approved behavior, 
give them special attention, and are affectionately 
demonstrative. 

Direct-Object Reward - These include tangible 
rewards such as figts of money or toys, special trips, 
or relief from chores. 

Symbolic-Love Punishment - Such punishments include 
shaming the child before others, isolating him, and 
withdrawing love. 

Direct-Object Punishment - These include physical 
punishment, taking away playthings, reducing allowance, 
and denying promised trips, etc. (p. 357) 

Siegelman (1965) has done an extensive factor analysis 

of children's reports of parental behaviors from which he 

has evolved a system in which three independent dimensions 

of parental behavior are considered. These dimensions are 

Loving, Demanding, and Punishing, all of which are bipolar 

continua. The Loving, Protecting, Rejecting, and Neglecting 

scales of the PCR are similar to Siegelman's dimension of 

Loving, while the PCR scales of Demanding and Casual are 

similar to his dimension of Demanding. Goldin (1969) has 

comprehensively reviewed the literature concerning children's 

reports of parental behaviors. Goldin believes that 
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Siegelman's factors best account for the results of correla-

tional studies dealing with children's reports of parental 

behavior. In 64 studies dealing with childrens' reports of 

parental behavior, Goldin found that over 60 per cent of 

the studies dealt with the Demanding factor, and 40 per cent 

investigated the Punishing factor. He also found Loving 

and Demanding to be positively correlated in 18 per cent of 

the studies. 

Family Integration 

But Goldin (1969) also stated that more than the dimen-

sions described by the Siegelman conceptual model could be 

importantly involved in the overall parent-child relation-

ship. Bell (1962) concurred when he stated: 

It has long been recognized that the mental health of 
the individual is related to the family. However, until 
recently, there has been a failure to conceptualize 
the family qua family; studies of individual pathology 
have usually reduced the family to individual psycho-
dynamic terms (p. 175). 

Rogers & Sebald (1962) defined family integration as 

the subordination of individual interests to those of the 

family group, and noted that the term had been generally 

used in the literature to denote a type of individual-group 

altruism, including both the nuclear and the extended fami-

lies . 

Faris (1947) was probably the first author to advance 

the hypothesis that families which were characterized by 
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close integration and the transmission of family heritage 

and values produced individuals who functioned more effec-

tively than those which did not. 

As Aldous (1965) stated when she commented on Paris' 

theory: 

Family elders, through example, also present other forms 
of wisdom to members of the younger generation. The 
latter learn criteria of mate selection, how to main-
tain the respect of children required for their guidance, 
and how to preserve group cooperation (p. 462). 

Faris believed such folk knowledge to be generally super-

ior to the ad hoc solutions of the individual who has been 

cut off from the family heritage. This hypothesis has been 

supported by Tec (1970) with high school marijuana users, by 

Amon (1956) and Rohwer (1950) with farm families, and Wilson 

(1969) with Irish policfe sergeants. Aldous (1965) also found 

that family continuity was associated with less marital ten-

sion and higher income. Indirect support was also offered by 

Benson (1955), who found that the number of interests per se 

had little to do with marital adjustment; rather those inter-

ests rated as familistic correlated positively with marital 

adjustment, while those rated as individualistic were unfav-

orably related to marital adjustment. 

Of special interest was Tec's (1970) study of teenagers' 

involvement with marijuana, in which he found that subjects 

classified as high users of marijuana felt that their fami-

lies were totally indifferent to them, could not talk to 

the family when troubled, and did not enjoy being with the 
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family. Those who used marijuana seldom or not at all were 

more likely to feel that they were accepted by the family, 

could talk to the family when troubled, and felt that the 

family was the most important aspect of their life. 

Statement of the Problem 

The present study is concerned with the relations which 

exist among perceived parent-child relations, the extent of 

family integration into the family of orientation, and the 

marital role expectations of unmarried college students. 

It is hoped that the present study will extend current theory 

and empirical knowledge about the relationships in question 

and provide data that may aid educators, parents, and coun-

selors who deal with these problems. 

The research cited above has demonstrated that several 

specific marital role expectations are more likely to lead 

to a happy marriage than others and has demonstrated the 

functional relationship between the formation of personality 

characteristics associated with these expectations, percep-

tions of early parent-child relations and extent of integra-

tion into the family of orientation. Research has pointed 

to links between the Loving, Demanding, and Punishing dimen-

sions of the Siegelman conceptual model of parent-child 

relations, the extent of integration into the family of 

orientation, and personal and marital role expectation fac-

tors of leadership, trust, responsibility, intimacy, initia-

tive, friendliness, familistic interests, cooperation, and 
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self and other acceptance. These personality and marital 

expectation variables appear to correspond to Tharp's (1936b) 

various marital role expection factors. 

While much of the literature has been discussed in terms 

of the three Siegelman factors, hypotheses are stated in 

terms of the scores on the PCR scales. The hypotheses formu-

lated for test in this study which deal with both males and 

females are 

1. There will be significant positive correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers* and the Fathers' PCR 

Loving scales and scores on the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional 

Integration, Intimacy, Wife Adequacy, and Sexual Fidelity. 

2. There will be significant negative correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' PCR 

Rejecting scales and scores on the MRE scales of Socio-

Emotional Integration, Wife Adequacy, Intimacy, and Sexual 

Fidelity. 

3. There will be significant negative correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' PCR 

Neglecting scales and the scores on the MRE scales of Socio-

Emotional Integration, Wife Adequacy, Intimacy, and Sexual 

Fidelity. 

4. There will be significant positive correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' PCR 

Symbolic-Love Reward scales and scores on the MRE scales of 
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Socio-Emotional Integration, Wife Adequacy, and Sexual Fidel-

ity. 

5. There will be significant positive correlations 

between scores on the Family Integration Scale and scores 

on the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional Integration and Inti-

macy. 

Hypotheses dealing only with males are 

6. There will be significant positive correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers1 PCR 

Loving scales and scores on the MRE scales of Social Influ-

ence and Role Sharing. 

7. There will be significant negative correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers1 and the Fathers' PCR 

Rejecting scales and scores on the MRE scales of Social 

Influence and Role Sharing. 

8. There will be significant negative correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' PCR 

Neglecting scales and scores on the MRE Role Sharing Scale. 

9. There will be significant positive correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' PCR 

Symbolic-Love Reward scales and the scores on the MRE scale 

of Role Sharing. 

10. There will be a significant positive correlation 

between scores on the Family Integration Scale and scores 

on the MRE scale of Role Sharing. 
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Hypotheses dealing only with females are: 

11. There will be significant positive correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' PCR 

Loving scales and scores on the MRE scales of Community 

Affairs and Togetherness and Role Sharing. 

12. There will be significant negative correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers1 and the Fathers' PCR 

Rejecting scales and scores on the MRE scales of Community 

Affairs and Togetherness and Role Sharing. 

13. There will be a significant positive correlation 

between scores on the Family Integration Scale and scores 

on the MRE scale of Togetherness and Role Sharing. 

Method 

Subjects 

The subjects in this investigation consisted of 51 males 

and 57 females, all of whom were undergraduate students 

enrolled in an introductory psychology course. Their par-

ticipation in the present study fulfilled part of a course 

requirement for research participation. They had never been 

married and had families which had been intact until the 

subject was at least 12 years old. 

Instruments 

A slightly modified version of Tharp's (1936b) Marital 

Role Expectation Scale (MRE) was used as the measure of 
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marital role expectations. The modification was accomplished 

by reducing the questionnaire to 50 items which would be 

answered by rating each question on a continuum from 5 (agree 

very much) to 1 (disagree very much). Items which loaded 

most highly on the same factors in Tharp's factor analytic 

study were placed in the same scales for purposes of this 

investigation. The present MRE scales were derived, then, 

from Tharp's factor analysis and correspond closely to the 

factors Tharp discovered in his analysis. Because of this, 

each scale differs in total possible score. Both the number 

of items in each scale and the reliability coefficient (co-

efficient alpha) for each scale are reported below. To some 

extent the scales, as do the expectations, differ for males 

and females. Scales which are the same for males and females 

are 

No. Items Males'a Females'a 
in Scale 

1. Socio-Emotional 
Integration 7 .719 .634 

2. Socio-Intellectual 

Equality 3 .659 .752 

3. Pre-Marital Chastity 2 .928 .765 

4. Sexual Fidelity 2 .724 .614 

5. Wife Adequacy 5 .753 .725 
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Scales pertaining only to men are: 

6. Social Influence 3 .266 

7. Togetherness 4 .485 

8. Role Sharing 5 .532 

9. Intimacy 5 .657 

10. Parental Adequacy 2 .966 

Scales pertaining only to women are 

11. Community Affairs 4 .454 

12. Togetherness and Role 

Sharing 6 .506 

13. Masculine Dominance 3 .627 

14. Intimacy 6 .756 

The Roe-Siegelman Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire 

(PCR) was administered to each subject, one form describing 

the behavior of mothers and one form the behavior of fathers. 

Each form was composed of 130 questions answered on a five 

point continuum from very true to very untrue. A high score 

on a particular scale indicates that the parent was perceived 

as possessing the particular characteristic to a high degree. 

The ten scales of the questionnaire are; 

1. Protecting 

2. Demanding 

3. Rejecting 

4. Neglecting 

5. Casual 

6. Loving 
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7. Symbolic-Love Reward 

8. Direct-Object Reward 

9. Symbolic-Love Punishment 

10. Direct-Object Punishment 

The Family Integration Scale was developed in accordance 

with Rogers & Sebald's (1962) suggestion that such a scale 

contain items which measure attitudes, behavior, and joint 

participation of family members. Twenty items were taken 

from both Rogers & Sebald (1962) and Bardis (1959). Answers 

were scaled from 1 to 5 and a total score was derived, higher 

scores denoting a greater degree of family integration. 

Rogers & Sebald's items were items which dealt with the degree 

to which the family participated jointly in various activi-

ties, the degree to which family decision making was family 

centered, and the degree of integration of the individual 

within the family household. Attitudinal and behavioral 

items from the Bardis scale which measured a person's family 

loyalty and his perception of himself as an integral part of 

the family unit were used. Items which measured the joint 

participation of the family in activities were taken from 

Rogers & Sebald. 

The reliability coefficients (coefficient alphas) for 

the Family Integration Scale were as follows: total (N=108), 

.871; males (N=51), .846; females (N=57), .893. 

• . 
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Procedure 

The three inventories were administered together on a 

group basis to the 108 subjects, and were given in the fol-

lowing order: PCR Mothers, PCR Fathers, MRE, and Family 

Integration Scale. The subjects were instructed to answer 

both PCR questionnaire forms and the Family Integration Scale 

as they remembered their family up to the age of 12, and the 

MRE as they expected their own future marriages to be ideally. 

This procedure for the MRE is similar to Bodarsky's (1959), 

who asked college students' opinions concerning their antici-

pated marital roles. 

Each subject was given four IBM answer sheets which were 

coded by the subject's social security number and sex. The 

forms were then matched for statistical analysis. Pearson 

Product-Moment correlations between each of the subscales 

for the PCR, MRE, and the Family Integration total score 

were obtained. 

Results and Discussion 

In Appendix I Table 4 and Table 5 are presented the 

means and the standard deviations (SDs) of the scores on 

each of the scales of the PCR. By use of the t test it was 

determined that males perceived their mothers as significantly 

more neglecting than their fathers (p<„05). No other differ-

ences between the means for the mother and father scales were 

significant for the males of the present sample. Females saw 
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their mothers as more rejecting and neglecting than they did 

their fathers (both ps<.05). Also, males were more likely 

than females to see fathers as rejecting, direct-object pun-

ishing, and neglecting, while females were more likely than 

males to see their fathers as loving (all ps<.01). Males 

were more likely than females to view their mothers as 

symbolic-love punishing (p<.01) and direct-object punishing 

(p<.05). 

Appendix I Table 8 shows the means and SDs of the scores 

on each of the scales of the MRE. For the scales which are 

the same for both sexes, females were more likely than males 

to have expectations of integration (p<.05) and sexual fidel-

ity (p<.01). 

The reliability coefficients for each scale were pre-

sented earlier. The probable reason for the unreliabilities 

in most cases is the shortness of the scales. 

In Appendix I Table 9 appear the means and SDs of the 

scores on the Family Integration Scale for males, females, 

and total sample, as well as the t-value for the difference 

between the mean of the males1 and females' scores. The 

present sample of females viewed themselves as being signifi-

cantly more integrated into their childhood families than did 

the males (p<.05). 

In Appendix II Table Ml appear the correlations among 

the scales of the MRE. Although the correlations range from 
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low to moderate, all are positive and many of the correlations 

are significant, indicating that the scales of the MRE to a 

degree are measuring the same thing. For example, both 

the scores on the males' and females1 scales of Socio-

Emotional Integration correlate significantly with the scores 

on every MRE scale with the exception of Socio-Intellectual 

Equality. Both males1 and females' scores on Socio-Intellec-

tual Equality correlate significantly with their scores on 

the Wife Adequacy scale (p<.05). Scores on the Pre-Marital 

Chastity scale are correlated (pc.Ol) with the scores on the 

Wife Adequacy and Sexual Fidelity scales for both sexes. 

Males' scores on the Socio-Intellectual Equality scale are 

significantly related (p<.05) to their scores on the Together-

ness scale, while their scores on the Pre-Marital Chastity 

scales are significantly correlated with their scores on 

the Togetherness and Parental Adequacy scales (ps<.05). The 

significant correlation between males' scores on the Together-

ness and Role Sharing scales (ps<.05) was unexpected because 

the items comprising these scales grouped into separate fac-

tors in Tharp's (1936b) original study. In the present study, 

then, the separate Togetherness and Role Sharing scales for 

males are measuring at least partially the same thing. In 

Tharp's study this appeared to be the case only for females. 

For the males, scores on the Togetherness scale also corre-

lated highly (p<.005) with scores on the Parental Adequacy 
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scale, as did the scores on the Role Sharing and Wife Ade-

quacy scales (ps<.05) and the Intimacy scale (p<.005). 

Males' scores on Sexual Fidelity correlated highly (ps<.005) 

with the scores on every scale except Socio-Intellectual 

Equality. Their scores on the Social Influence scale are 

correlated with scores on the following scales: Socio-

Emotional Integration (pc.005), Togetherness (p<.05), and 

Wife Adequacy (p<.005). 

Females' scores on the Socio-Intellectual Equality scale 

are correlated significantly with scores on Togetherness and 

Role Sharing (pc.005), Pre-Marital Chastity, and Community 

Affairs (psc.05). Scores for females on the Masculine Domi-

nance scale are significantly related to scores on every 

scale except Socio-Intellectual Equality and Community 

Affairs (psc.05). Scores on the Togetherness and Role Shar-

ing scale are related to scores on the scales of Wife Adequacy 

(pc.005), Intimacy (pc.05), and Sexual Fidelity (pc.05). 

Females1 scores on the Intimacy scale are also correlated 

with their scores on the Wife Adequacy scale (pc.005). 

Certain overall patterns emerge in the above detailed 

analyses. For both males and females, expectations that the 

spouse has not engaged in intercourse with others before 

marriage, that sex be enjoyable and tied up with love and 

affection, that marital partners confide in each other and 

do things together, and that the wife be home-centered are 
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all highly related. These findings are all consistent with 

Tharp's (1936b). In addition, men who have these same expec-

tations also expect to have more influence than the wife in 

% deciding social and recreational activities, while women who 

have these expectations also expect the husband to be domi-

nant in these and other decisions. For both men and women, 

an expectation that both spouses should be socially and 

intellectually equal is related to expectations that the 

spouses will work and play together and that the wife will 

be adequate in her role as housekeeper. An interesting 

finding is that for males; expectations of parental adequacy, 

sexual fidelity, and pre-marital chastity are all signifi-

cantly correlated. Thus parental and spouse-intimacy roles 

are positively related for both males and females in the 

present study. Tharp found this to be true for only the 

females of his sample. 

! In Table 1 appear the correlations between the scores 

on the Family Integration Scale and the scores on the scales 

of the PCR. It is evident that intercorrelations between 
V J , -

scores on the Family Integration Scale and scores on the 

scales of the PCR are higher for females than for males. 
- - K'" 

Family Integration scores for males were negatively corre-

lated with their scores on the PCR Rejecting and Neglecting 

scales for both parents (both ps<.005). Males' scores on 

the Family Integration Scale were also negatively related 
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I (p<.05) to their scores on both the Punishing Direct-Object 

and Rewarding Direct-Object scales of the Mothers' form of 

the PCR. Males' Family Integration scores were positively 

related (p<.05) to their scores on the PCR Fathers' scale 

of Loving, while the correlation between their scores on 

the Family Integration Scale and PCR Mothers1 Loving was 

almost, but not quite significant. 

Evidently the Family Integration Scale is more closely 

related to females' perceptions of their parent-child rela-

tions than to males'. Significant correlations were found 

for every scale of the PCR for females. Females' scores on 

the Loving and Protecting scales for both parents were posi-

tively related (p<.05) to their scores on the Family Integra-

tion Scale, while their scores on the Rejecting and Neglecting 

scales were negatively correlated (p<.005) . Females' scores 

on the Family Integration Scale were positively correlated 

to their scores on PCR scales of Symbolic-Love Rewarding and 

Direct-Object Rewarding (all psc.005) for both parents, while 

their Family Integration Scale scores were negatively corre-

lated with their scores on the PCR Direct-Object and Symbolic-

Love Punishing scales for both parents (all ps<.05). Females' 

scores on the Family Integration Scale were also positively 

correlated with their scores on the PCR Casual scale (both 

ps<.05) and negatively correlated with their scores on the 

PCR Demanding scale (pc.Ol) for both parents. 

V;/ 
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Table 1 

Intercorrelations Between Scores on Scales of the PCR 
and the Family Integration Scale 

26 

PCR Scales Family Integration Scale 

Mother Males (N=51) Females (N=57) Total (N=108) 

Protecting 110 331* 160 
Punishing 
Symbolic-Love -201 -355** -248** 

Rejecting -480*** -518*** -437*** 
Casual -082 336* 141 
Rewarding 
Symbolic-Love 088 600*** 273*** 

Demanding -124 -381*** -229** 
Punishing 
Direct-Object -308* -303* -295*** 

Loving 277 705*** 426*** 
Neglecting -472** -538*** -428*** 
Rewarding 
Direct-Object -349* 443*** 187 

Father 

Protecting 068 331* 215 
Punishing 
Symbolic-Love -150 -355* -273*** 

Rejecting -367** -518*** -449*** 
Casual -060 336* 162 
Rewarding 
Symbolic-Love 081 600*** 386*** 

Demanding -122 -381** -276*** 
Punishing 
Direct-Object -187 -303* -260** 
Loving 281* 705*** 501*** 
Neglecting -333* -538*** -438*** 
Rewarding 
Direct-Object 009 443*** 250** 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 
***p<.005 

"'"Decimals preceding each correlation coefficient have been 
dropped 

Note: Two-tailed tests used in all cases 
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Several trends became apparent in that males who described 

themselves as being highly integrated into their family, as 

taking part in a large number of family-oriented activities, 

as feeling close to their family, and as feeling that the 

family was one of the most important influences in their lives 

were likely to see their parents as loving and accepting. 

Males who were not integrated into their families tended to 

perceive their parents as rejecting and neglecting. Females 

who rated themselves as integrated into the family and as 

greatly valuing the family were likely to view both parents 

as protecting and loving rather than as rejecting or neglect-

ing. Parents in integrated families were also seen as being 

low in any kind of punitiveness and as rewarding their chil-

dren with both love and affection and material goods. 

In Table 2 appear the correlations among scores on the 

scales of the PCR and the MRE. Correlations for which a 

specific directional hypothesis had been stated were evaluated 

by means of one-tailed tests. Those for which there were no 

specific, stated hypotheses were evaluated by means of two-

tailed tests. 

Results of Hypotheses Concerned with Both Males and Females 

Hypothesis (1), that there would be significant positive 

correlations between scores on the Mothers1 and the Fathers' 

PCR Loving scales and the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional Inte-

{ gration, Intimacy, Wife Adequacy, and Sexual Fidelity, was 
'. 
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only partially confirmed. Males' scores on both PCR Loving 

scales were positively related to their scores on the MRE 

Socio-Emotional Integration scale (ps<.005), while their 

scores on PCR Fathers' Loving scales were positively corre-

lated with their scores on the MRE Sexual Fidelity scale 

(p<.05). Females' scores on Mothers' PCR Loving scale were, 

positively correlated with their scores on the MRE Intimacy 

scale (p<.01). 

The second hypothesis predicted that there would be 

significant negative correlations between scores on both the 

Mothers' and the Fathers* PCR Rejecting scales and scores on 

the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional Integration, Wife Adequacy, 

Intimacy, and Sexual fidelity. The hypothesis was partially 

confirmed for males and not at all confirmed for females. 

Males' scores on the Fathers' PCR Rejecting scale were nega-

tively correlated with their scores on the MRE scales of 

Socio-Emotional Integration (pc.Ol) and Intimacy (p<.05), 

while their scores on both Mothers' and Fathers' Rejecting 

scales were negatively correlated with their scores on Sexual 

Fidelity (ps-S.05). 

Hypothesis (3) predicted significant negative correla-

tions between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' 

PCR Neglecting scales and the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional 

Integration, Wife Adequacy, Intimacy, and Sexual Fidelity. 

Partial confirmation was obtained in that there were signifi-

cant negative correlations between males' scores on both 
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Mothers* and Fathers' PCR Neglecting scales and the MRE scales 

of Socio-Emotional Integration and Sexual Fidelity (ps<.05). 

No significant correlations for females' scores were obtained. 

Hypothesis (4) was concerned with the correlations between 

scores on both the Mothers' and Fathers1 PCR Symbolic-Love 

Reward scales and scores on the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional 

Integration, Wife Adequacy, and Sexual Fidelity. The hypothe-

sis was supported in that a significant positive correlation 

was obtained between males' scores on the Symbolic-Love Reward-

ing scales and the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional Integration 

and Wife Adequacy (ps<.05). The hypothesis was not supported 

in that there were no significant correlations for females' 

scores and in that males' scores on the PCR scales of Symbolic-

Love Rewarding and the MRE scale of Sexual Fidelity were not 

significantly correlated. 

Results of Hypotheses Concerned Only with Males 

Hypothesis (6) predicted significant positive correla-

tions between the scores on both the Mothers1 and the Fathers' 

PCR Loving scales and scores on the MRE scales of Social 

Influence and Role Sharing. The hypothesis was supported in 

that males' PCR Loving scores were positively correlated 

with scores on the MRE Role Sharing scale (p<.05), but not 

supported in that there were no significant correlations 

between scores on the PCR Loving scales and scores on the MRE 

Social Influence scale. 
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Negative correlations between scores on both the Mothers• 

and Fathers' PCR Rejecting scales and scores on the MRE scales 

of Social Influence and Role Sharing were predicted in the 

seventh hypothesis. This hypothesis was not confirmed except 

in the single finding that males' scores on the Fathers' PCR 

Rejecting scales were correlated negatively with their scores 

on the MRE Role Sharing scale (p<.005). 

Hypothesis (8) predicted significant negative correla-

tions between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' 

PCR Neglecting scales and the scores on the MRE scale of 

Role Sharing. These predicted negative correlations were 

significant at or better than the .05 level. 

Hypothesis (9) was concerned with the correlations 

between scores on both the Mothers1 and the Fathers' PCR 

Symbolic-Love Rewarding scales and the scores on the MRE 

scale of Role Sharing, and was confirmed in that correlations 

were significantly positive at or better than the .05 level. 

Results of Hypotheses Concerned Only with Females 

Hypothesis (11) predicted significant positive correla-

tions between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers1 

PCR Loving scales and scores on the MRE scales of Community 

Affairs and Togetherness and Role Sharing. The hypothesis 

was not supported. 

Hypothesis (12) predicted significant negative correla-

tions between scores on both the Mothers' and the Fathers' 

PCR Rejecting scales and scores on the MRE scales of Community 
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Affairs and Togetherness and Role Sharing. This hypothesis 

was also not supported by the data. 

The following significant corr 

scores on the PCR scales and scores 

not predicted: for males, scores o 

Love Rewarding PCR scales correlate 

on the MRE scale of Socio-Intellect 

were the scores on both parents1 PC 

scores on the MRE scale of Together 

PCR Mothers1 scales of Symbolic-Lov 

elations between the 

on the MRE scales were 

n both parents' Symbolic-

d positively with scores 

ual Equality (ps<.05), as 

R Demanding scales and 

ness (ps<.05); scores on 

e Rewarding and Protecting 

res on the MRE scales of were positively correlated with sco] 

Socio-Emotional Integration and Wife Adequacy; scores on the 

PCR Mothers' Demanding scale correlated positively with scores 

on the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional Integration (p<.005), 

Togetherness (p<.01), Role Sharing (p<.005), Wife Adequacy 

(pc.005), Intimacy (p<.05) , and Sexlual Fidelity (p<.01) ; 

scores on the PCR Mothers' Loving s 

lated with scores on the MRE scale 

scores on the PCR Mothers' Direct-Object Rewarding scale were 

positively correlated with scores o 

Emotional Integration and Socio-Int< 

scores on the MRE scale of Pre-Mari 

tively related to scores on PCR Fat! 

ing scales (ps<.05); scores on the PCR Fathers' scale of 

Direct-Object Rewarding were positively related to scores on 

the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional Integration and Wife 

cale were positively corre-

d£ Togetherness (p<.05); 

n the MRE scales of Social-

ellectual Equality (ps<.05); 

tal Chastity were nega-

lers' Rejecting and Neglect-
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Adequacy (ps<.05); and finally, scores on the PCR Fathers' 

Loving scale were positively correlated with scores on the 

MRE scales of Wife Adequacy (p<.005) and Sexual Fidelity 

(p<.05). 

Unpredicted significant correlations for females are 

as follows: scores on both parents' PCR Symbolic-Love Reward-

ing scales were positively related to Intimacy (ps<.05); 

scores on the MRE scale of Desire for Masculine Dominance 

were positively correlated with scores on the PCR Mothers' 

Protecting scale and the PCR Fathers' Demanding scale (ps<.05); 

scores on the PCR Mothers' scale of Loving were positively 

related to scores on the MRE scale of Intimacy (p<.01); and 

finally, scores on the PCR Fathers' scale of Demanding were 

positively correlated with the scores on the MRE scale of 

Wife Adequacy (p<.05). 

In Table 3 appear the correlations between the scores 

on the Family Integration Scale and the various measures of 

the MRE. Hypothesis (5), that there would be significant 

positive correlations between scores on the Family Integra-

tion Scale and scores on the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional 

Integration and Intimacy, was partially confirmed in that 

males' scores on the Family Integration Scale were positively 

correlated with their scores on the MRE scale of Socio-

Emotional Integration (p<.01), and females' scores on the 

Family Integration Scale were positively related to their 
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Table 3 

Correlations Between Scores on the Family Integration 
Scale and Scales of the MRE* 

MRE Family Integration Scale 

Scale Males (N=51) Females (N=57) Total (N=108) 

SEI 312** 288* 305*** 
SIE 198 212 201* 
PMC 464*** 142 280*** 
Sex F 283* 142 141 
WA 276* 173 212* 
SI 214 
Tog 210 
RS 193 
Int 118 287* 
PA 160 
CA 195 
T & RS 136 
MD 103 

*p .05 
**p .01 

***p .005 

Correlations for which there was a previous directional 
hypothesis stated are underlined and were evaluated for 
significance by means of a one-tailed test. All other 
correlations were evaluated by means of a two-tailed 
test. 

2 
Decimals preceding each correlation coefficient have 
been dropped. 
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scores on both of the MRE scales of Socio-Emotional Integra-

tion andlntimacy (ps<.05). Hypothesis (10) was not supported 

in that males' scores on the Family Integration Scale and 

their scores on the MRE scale of Role Sharing were not sig-

nificantly correlated. Hypothesis (13) was not supported 

in that females' scores on the Family Integration Scale were 

not significantly correlated with their scores on the MRE 

scale of Togetherness and Role Sharing. An interesting find-

ing was that the correlations between the males' scores on 

the Family Integration Scale and their scores on the MRE 

scales of Pre-Marital Chastity, Sexual Fidelity, and Wife 

Adequacy were all significantly positive (all ps<.05). 

Concerning the total number of correlations between 

scores on the scales of the PCR and the MRE, 22 per cent of 

the males' correlations were significant while only 3.9 per 

cent of the females' correlations were significant. Of the 

total number of correlations between scores on the Family 

Integration Scale and the scales of the MRE, 40 per cent of 

the males' correlations were significant, while only 22 per 

cent of the females' correlations were significant. Because 

of these patterns it was tentatively suggested that the MRE is 

a better measure of the marital role expectations of males 

than of females. 

Several major trends are evident in the analysis of 

parent-child relations and marital role expectations. Pre-

vious research was supported insofar as it had demonstrated 

* 

V 
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functional relationships between certain parent-child rela-

tions and personality variables. It was assumed that people 

with a certain personality characteristic would be likely to 

expect themselves and others to act in accordance with that 

characteristic. The data in this study indicated that males' 

perceptions of their parents as loving are positively related 

to their expectations that their future family will stay 

| together, will be socially and emotionally integrated, that 
V 
? their wife will be home-centered, and that sex will be plea-
se 

surable and affectionate. These perceptions are also related 

a to males1 expectations that the wife should be informed of 

financial and business affairs, that the husband will take 

an active interest in the house and the children, and that 

both spouses will abstain from extramarital affairs. These 

findings are generally consistent with the research by Altman 

(1958), Peck (1958), and Slater (1962) who all found that 

parental warmth and acceptance is related to such positive 

personality traits in children as friendliness, openness, 

spontaneity, and gregariousness. Correspondingly, males' 

perceptions of parents as rejecting and neglecting are nega-

tively correlated with these same marital expectation factors. 

This supports the findings of Bronfenbrenner (1961) and Nye 

(1958) who have indicated that parental rejecting and neglect-

ing behaviors are related to hostility, distrust, irresponsi-

bility, and many other negative personality traits. 

I 
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In addition, males' perceptions of mothers as loving 

are positively related to expectations that the spouses have 

similar intellectual, social, and recreational interests. 
tr " 

Males' perceptions of fathers as loving are related to their 

expectations that the wife be both an adequate housekeeper 

7 and parent. Males' perceptions of fathers as rejecting and 

neglecting are negatively correlated with expectations of 
•i) 

'n' 

> pre-marital chastity, while their perceptions of fathers as 

| rejecting are also negatively correlated with expectations 

of socio-emotional integration, role sharing, intimacy with 
' '-r-C; 
'5'; 

the spouse and the binding up of sex with love and affection. 

Males' perceptions of their mothers as protecting are posi-

tively related to their expectations that their future family 
4-!,' ' 

1 will be close and do many things together, that sex will be 

pleasurable and affectionate, and that their wives will be 

adequate parents and housekeepers. Perceptions of fathers 
-•r ' 

: as protecting do not relate to any of the MRE factors. 

Males' perceptions of parents as casual in their behav-

2 ior do not correlate significantly with any of the MRE scales, 

but their perceptions of mothers as demanding are positively 

related to their marital expectations of socio-emotional 

integration, role sharing, intimacy, and sexual fidelity, 

and their perceptions of both parents as demanding are posi-

tively related to expectations that they and their spouse 

fa will have similar social, intellectual, and recreational interests. This might be interpreted to be somewhat in 

% 
. # 
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opposition to Chorost's (1961) finding that children who 

perceive their parents as demanding show a great deal of 

hostility if it were not for the fact that Golding (1969) 

reported that the Loving and Demanding factors were posi-

tively correlated in 18 per cent of the studies he reviewed. 

Males1 viewing of both parents as high in symbolic forms 

of reward, e.g. verbal praise, is positively related to their 

expectations that their future marriages will be socially and 

emotionally integrated, socially and intellectually equal, 

characterized by role sharing, and that their wives will be 

adequate parents and housekeepers, and that both spouses will 

be oriented toward the achievement of success and material 

possessions. Also, males' perceptions of fathers as being 

direct-object punishing are negatively related to their 

expectations of sexual fidelity for themselves and their 

wives. These findings agree with those of Sears, Maccoby, 

and Levin (1957), who found that parental symbolic-love 

rewarding behaviors are related to positive characteristics 

in children, especially responsibility. 

Women who have expectations that they will be friends 

and companions to their husbands, that sex will be tied to 

love and affection, and that they and their husbands will be 

adequate parents are more likely to see their mothers as 

being loving and casual and are more likely to see both 

parents as symbolic-love rewarding. Females who have expec-

tations that the husband will be the dominant spouse are 
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likely to view their mothers as having been protecting and 

their fathers as having been demanding. Also interesting is 

the finding that those females who have expectations of 

being adequate wives and parents remember their fathers as 

having been demanding when they were children. A case might 

therefore be built that females' perceptions of their fathers 

as demanding carry over into their marital expectations that 

their husbands will be dominant. 

The data concerned with the degree of their integration 

into their family in childhood and the value placed on those 

family ties indicates that males who view themselves as hav-

ing been an integral part of their family are more likely to 

have marital role expectations that their future family will 

be able to play and stay together, be socially and emotionally 

integrated, that their wives will be home-centered, that sex 

will be pleasurable and bound up with love and affection, 

that the spouses will be friends and companions, that neither 

spouse will have had intercourse with any other partner prior 

to marriage, and that both spouses will abstain from extra-

marital affairs. Females who see themselves as having been 

an integral part of their family are more likely to have all 

of the marital expectations mentioned above for males with 

the exception that they are not as likely to expect pre-

marital chastity and sexual fidelity of their prospective 

spouses. 
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The data obtained in this study indicate then that 

children who perceive themselves as having been raised in 

families characterized by a high degree of closeness, warmth, 

and affection are likely to have marital role expectations of 

friendliness, role sharing, intimacy, trust, and sexual and 

parental responsibility. Males who are raised in families 

which use praise and affection for rewards have expectations 

that both themselves and their prospective wives will be 

responsible in many areas, while their expectations of sexual 

responsibility are negatively related to their fathers1 use 

} of physical and material punishment. Males' expectations of 

•; socio-emotional integration*, togetherness, role sharing, 
i 

wife adequacy, intimacy, and sexual fidelity are also related 

y positively to their perceptions of their mothers as demanding. 

| Females who are raised: in families which use praise and affec-

tion as a means of reward have marital expectations of friend-% 
a ship, companionship, affection, and responsibility, while 

I those who see their mothers as protecting and their fathers 
I' 
f as demanding expect their husband to be the dominant spouse 
Si . 

;< in the marriage. 

These findings have a great many implications for both 

professionals and non-professionals of all types. Many 

studies in the literature have shown that certain marital 

role expectations and personality characteristics are posi-

tively related to a higher probability of marital adjustment 

and success than are others. For example, Locke (1951) found 

: 
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that expectations of leadership by the husband are positively 

correlated with marital adjustment, while Elder (1962) found 

that couples with expectations of shared leadership are the 

most happy while those marriages in which the wife is domi-

nant spouse are the least happy. Expectations that each 

partner be intimate and friendly and share household and 

financial roles were shown to be related to marital adjust-

ment by Benson (1955) , Frumkin (1954) , and Locke (1951). In 

addition, Benson (1955) found that interests and expectations 

rated as familistic in nature rather than individualistic 

are positively correlated with marital adjustment. Locke 

(1951) found that expectations that the spouses engage in 

mutually satisfying sexual relationships and that each abstain 

Y-. 

1 from socially disapproved behavior are positively related to 

' & 

marital adjustment. Similarly Kotlar (1965) and Terman (1939) 

i 
§ found that couples who have role expectations which conformed 

to cultural ideals and norms are more likely to have success-

ful marriages. Terman (1939) showed that happily married 

women had personality traits of kindliness, cooperation, and 

charity, and expected the same traits in others, while happily 

married men had expectations of cooperation, initiative, and 

responsibility. 

As has been demonstrated by the data in this and other 

studies (Altman, 1958; Chorost, 1961; Peck, 1958; and others), 

people who grow up in certain types of homes are likely to 
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have both the marital role expectations and the personality 

characteristics which are vital to a happy and successful 

marriage. As has been demonstrated by this study, the ideal 

home which would contribute to the child's development of 

v the most desirable marital expectations would be one which 

is close, affectionate, does many things together, keeps 

open lines of communication with the children and is inter-

ested in them, is highly integrated, expects the children to 

live up to certain goals and fulfill their potentials but is 

not unduly harsh, sets limits for responsible behavior, gen-
-:;V 
f erally uses symbolic rewards such as praise and affection 

"•i: 

i 

and, especially with girls, is protective. Parents who are 

concerned with providing their young with the skills and 
f: 

attitudes necessary for a successful marriage and family 

life should endeavor to create and maintain these kinds of 

home atmospheres. Children raised in such homes will not 

only be likely to develop the personality characteristics 

which are so important in marriage but will also benefit 

directly from the observation of critical marital skills and 

expectations displayed by their parents. Such children will 

be more likely to be affectionate, intimate, and responsible 

in their own marriage, take an active interest in the marri-

age, the family, and their own children, and be able to 

respect and share one another's parental roles without role 

confusion (as when the wife becomes the dominant spouse>. 
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In addition, marriage counselors should be concerned 

with the types of marital role expectations which are most 

likely to lead to a happy and successful marriage. Pre-

marital counseling should be a time when counselors can 

explore these expectations with the prospective marital 

partners. Persons with expectations which would likely lead 

to a poor or unsuccessful marriage should be made aware of 

the negative effect these expectations are likely to have on 

their chances of marital success. These people could also 

be advised to delay their marriage until they have carefully 

reviewed their attitudes and expectations concerning marriage. 

A knowledge of the contribution of parent-child rela-

tions to marital role expectations could help the marriage 

counselor deal with the rationalizations for poor marital 

expectations given by his clients. For example, a couple 

might inform the counselor that they plan to enter a "modern" 

marriage in which neither partner would be expected to main-

tain sexual fidelity or responsibility. The counselor could 

point out that no matter how much an idea like this is in 

style, these types of expectations commonly lead to unsuc-

cessful marriages. The counselor could then point out that 

his clients1 expectations are probably the result of their 

own poor relations with their respective families rather than 

the result of an avant-garde philosophy, and that these types 

of expectations will only lead to a continuance of poor mari-

tal and family relations in their own case. The counselor 

Bv 
bf. 
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can therefore avoid a tiresome argument concerning the out-

moded values of the middle class and can present some cold, 

hard facts to his clients. 

It is said that prevention is the best kind of medicine. 

It should therefore be the pre-marital counselor's duty to 

be acquainted with the marital expectations which are most 

likely to lead to a successful marriage and their relation-

ships to parent-child relations so that he might transmit 

this information to his clients in order to avoid and/or 

minimize future marriage problems. 

This knowledge is equally important to the counselor 

who deals with the problems of couples who are already mar-

ried. A knowledge of the relationships between marital role 

expectations and parent-child relations would help him to 

show his clients where problems arise and how they might be 

solved or ameliorated. Both pre-marriage and marriage coun-

selors could also advise their clients in ways in which they 

could increase the probability that their own children would 

be able to acheive successful marriages by a knowledge of 

these relationships. 

Educators need to be well aware of the interrelationships 

between these variables so that they can effectively train 

students in methods which will maximize the success of not 

only their own marriages, but will also result in the stu-

dents ' homes becoming more effective training grounds for 
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future happy and successful citizens, parents, and marriage 

partners rather than neurotic and miserable divorcees. 

Summary 

The purpose of this investigation was to explore the 

various relationships between measures of marital role expec-

tations, measures of perceived parent-child relations, and 

the integration of the family or orientation. The scales of 

the Roe-Siegelman Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (PCR) 

were used as the measure of parent-child relations, a modi-

fied form of Tharp's (1963b) Marital Role Expectations Form 

(MRE) was used as the measure of marital role expectations, 

and a Family Integration Scale, constructed using items from 

Bardis (1959) and Rogers and Sebald (1962) , was used as the 

measure of family integration. The inventories were admini-

stered to 51 males and 57 females, all undergraduate students 

who had never been married and whose families were intact at 

least until their twelfth birthday. 

Previous research had pointed to relations between fac-

tors of marital adjustment, parent-child relations, and the 

extent of family integration. Research had indicated that 

generally children who experienced love and warmth in their 

home had marital expectations of friendliness, spontaneity, 

adaptability, trust, responsibility, and leadership, while 

those who experienced rejecting and neglecting parental 
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behaviors were more likely to have expectations of being 

seclusive, guilt-laden, hostile, rigid, mistrustful, and 

irresponsible. Consistent with this research were the find-

ings in the present study that males who experienced warm, 

loving parent-child relations are more likely to have expec-

tations of friendliness, role sharing, intimacy, trust, and 

sexual and parental responsibility. Research had also pointed 

to links between parents' use of symbolic rewards and the 

development of responsibility in children. This was confirmed 

for males in that the use of symbolic rewards by their parents 

was correlated positively with their expectations that both 

themselves and their future wives would act responsibly in 

many areas. Sexual responsibility for males was also found 

to be negatively related to the father's use of direct-object 

punishment. Finally, it was found that males' expectations 

of socio-emotional integration, togetherness, role sharing, 

wife adequacy, intimacy, and sexual fidelity are all posi-

tively related to the mother's demanding behavior. 

Far fewer significant correlations were obtained for 

females, and it was suggested that this was perhaps an arti-

fact of the MRE. It was found that females' perceptions of 

parents as loving are related positively to their expecta-

tions of friendship, companionship, and the binding up of 

sex with love and affection. It was also demonstrated that 

parental use of symbolic rewards is positively related to 

expectations of friendship, companionship, affection, and 
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responsibility. And finally, it was demonstrated that females 

who have expectations of masculine dominance also tend to 

view their mothers as having been protecting and their fathers 

as having been demanding. 

Males and females who see themselves as highly integrated 

into their families tend to have expectations of soci-emotional 

integration, role sharing, and intimacy. For males, these 

perceptions of family integration are also related to expec-

tations of pre-marital chastity and sexual fidelity, while 

for females they are also related to expectations of parental 

adequacy. 

It was emphasized that a knowledge of the relationships 

between perceptions of early home experiences and marital 

expectations as well as a knowledge of the general contribu-

tion of marital role expectations to marital adjustment should 

be an area of concern to parents, marital partners, counselors, 

and educators. 



If 

If 
APPENDIX 

51 



APPENDIX I 

Means, SDs, and t-tests for Scores on Scales of the 
PCR, MRE, and Family Integration Scale 

Table 4 

Means, SDs, and t-tests of Scores on Each Scale of Both 
Mother and Father Forms of the PCR for Males (N=51) 

PCR Scale Form Means SDs t 

PRO Mother 42.86 8.12 1 
Father 45.18 6.42 NS 

PUN S-L Mother 28.29 6.37 
Father 29.02 5.62 NS 

REJ Mother 33.75 9.49 
Father 31.63 8.67 NS 

CAS Mother 44.78 8.47 
Father 45.59 8.20 NS 

REW S-L Mother 33.43 6.73 
Father 34.94 4.58 NS 

DEM Mother 48.92 9.48 
Father 45.63 8.29 NS 

PUN D-0 Mother 27.67 7.88 
Father 27.67 5.98 NS 

LOV Mother 54.00 9.69 
Father 56.35 8.97 NS 

NEG Mother 34.02 9.09 
Father 30.00 8.20 2.35* 

REW D-0 Mother 27.92 6.99 
Father 29.14 6.42 NS 

Non-significant 

*p<.05 

52 
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Table 5 

Means, SDs, and t-tests of Scores on Each Scale of Both 
Mother and Father Forms of the PCR for Females (N=57) 

PCR Scale Form Means SDs t 

PRO Mother 45.51 8.24 
Father 44.02 7.66 NS 

PUN S-L Mother 25.96 6.47 
Father 27.40 6.47 NS 

REJ Mother 31.68 11.12 
Father 27.65 8.38 2.19* 

CAS Mother 45.37 9.44 
Father 46.63 8.65 NS 

REW S-L Mother 34.49 7.08 
Father 35.44 5.51 NS 

DEM Mother 46.25 10.61 
Father 43.16 9.39 NS 

PUN D-0 Mother 24.44 7.62 
Father 24.67 6.51 NS 

LOV Mother 56.49 11.32 
2.54* Father 61.37 9.10 2.54* 

NEG Mother 32.12 11.10 
Father 26.77 7.16 3.06** 

REW D-0 Mother 28.51 7.63 
Father 28.58 7.07 NS 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 



54 

If 
r 

.'S' 

Table 6 

Means, SDs, and t-tests of Scores on Scales of the 
Father Form of the PCR for which a Significant 
Difference was Found Between Males and Females 

PCR Scale Sex Means SDs. . t 

REJ Males 31.63 8.67 
Females 27.65 8.38 2.74** 

PUN D-0 Males 27.67 5.98 
Females 24.67 6.51 2.50* 

LOV Males 56.35 8.97 
Females 61.37 9.10 2.89** 

NEG Males 30.00 8.20 
Females 26.77 7.16 2.17* 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 

Table 7 

Means, SDs, and t-tests of Scores on Scales of the 
Mother Form of the PCR for which a Significant 
Difference was Found Between Males and Females 

PCR Scale Sex Means SDs t 

PUN S-L Males 28.29 6.37 
Females 25.96 6.47 2.51* 

PUN D-0 Males 27.67 7.88 
Females 24.44 7.62 2.17* 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Table 8 

Means, SDs, and t-tests of Scores on Scales of the 
MRE for 51 Males and 57 Females 

MRE Scale Sex Means SDs t 

SEIa Male 37.47 4.31 

Female 39.14 3.75 NS 

SIEb Male 15.24 2.64 

Female 14.91 3.12 NS 

PMCC Male 5.75 2.62 

Female 4.95 2.47 NS 

WA Male 26.04 2.55 

Female 25.30 4.53 NS 

Sex Fe Male 18.02 2.75 

Female 19.16 1.75 2.53* 

SIf Male 13.75 1.89 

Togg Male 14.61 2.07 

RSh Male 25.41 2.55 

Int1 Male 28.84 1.84 

PA*' Male 9.33 1.09 

Int Female 39.11 1.93 

CAk Female 14.65 2.54 

T&RS1 Female 37.32 3.51 

MDm Female 10.35 2.81 

*p<.05 

**p<.01 

?Socio-Emotional Integration 
Socio-Intellectual Equality 

^Pre-Marital Chastity 
Wife Adequacy 
-Sixual Fidelity 
Social Influence 

^Togetherness 

.Role Sharing 
"^Intimacy 
^Parental Adequacy 
,Community Affairs 
Togetherness & Role 

Sharing 
'Desire for Masculine 

Dominance 

m 



56 

f t 

I 
>• 

I 
f 

« ' 

Table 9 

Means, SDs, and t-test of Scores on the 
Family Integration Scale 

Sex Means SDs 

i 
I 

Males (N=51) 52.00 

Females (N=57) 58.12 

f 
i 
I 

Total (N=108) 

**p<.01 

55.06 

10.71 

14.09 

12.07 

2.56** 

& 
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APPENDIX Ilia 
Marriage-Kola Expectations For* 

I 
Roland G. Tharp (A* H. rev.) 

How important for the ideal narriage is it» 

(very important, somewhat important, neither important nor unimportant* 
(generally unimportant, very unimportant) 

1* that the husband should bo the social equal of his \iife? 

2* that the wife should bo the social equal of her husband? 
t 

3* that the husband should be at least equal to hi3 x&fe in intelliconao? 

4* that tho husband should "wear tho pants?" 

5» that tho husband and wifo should have siuilar intellectual interests, 
suoh as scientific, literary, nusiocl, etc*? 

6* that tho husband and wifo should like the sane typos of anusononts 
(cards, dancing, theater, etc*)? 

7* that tho husband and wifo 3hould engage in the sane outdoor sports 
(golf, hiking, swiming, etc*)? 

8* that husband end wife, if congenial, should take their vacations 
togother? 

9* that husband end wife should respect each other*3 religious, 
political, or ethical convictions and not strive to change than? 

10* that husband end wifo should not try to oaks each other over in 
habits, mannors, dress, etc*? 

11* that tho wife should bo kept fully infornod of tho fandly 
finances and her husband's business? 

12* that the father should take an activo interest in the discipline 
and training of tho children? 

13* that the housohold affairs should be run in a no at and 
ordorly mnnor? 

14* that the wife shouM not have had sexual intercourse with any 
other men before marriage? 

15* that tho husband should not have had saxual intercourso with any 
other woman before marriage? 

16* that after carriage the wife should bo 100$ faithful to her husband 
in regard to 3cac? 

17* that after carriage the husband should be 100$ faithful to his 
wife in regard to sex? 
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# 

IB* that the uifo obey her husband? 

19* tnct tho husband should have tha nain say-«o in faraily natters? 
f 

20* that the husband should "get ahead" in his Job? 

21* that the hone be clean end in ordor at all tiros? 

22. that the wife davote a najor part of her interests and energies 
to looking after tha hone and fondly? * 

23* that tho hone be a place whero fatdly neiabers and their friends 
can relax and enjoy thensolves at all times? 

24« that the husband and wife take part in oan recreational activities 
togothor? 

25 • that you have childron? 

26« that you own material things (such as a home, car, furniture, 
clotlies, etc*) which compare in value with thooo of your neighbors, 
your friends, and the people you (your husband) work (a) with? 

27. that you have sexual intercourse every tiaa you desire it? 

28* that sexual relations bo closely bound up with love and affection? 

29* that you find pleasure in your soxual relations with your spouse? 

30* that you hove soxual intercourse with your spouse every tiro 
you desire it? 

31* that children be good and trell-bohved at all tines? 

32* that childron can grow up in a hone atno3phero in whioh their 
ideas and feelings are considorod and talicod over in nriring 
fanily decisions? 

33* that you, your spouse, and your children take pert in many 
recreational activities toother? 

34* that tho wife be adequate as a toother? 

35* that the husband be adequate as a father? 

H ow ioportant is it that you be a 

36* participant in connunity affairs? 

37* friend and companion to your spouse? 

38* lover and sexual pcrtner to your spouse? 
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IIovi Important is it that your spouse be a -
(very, somewhat, neither important nor unimportant, unimportant, very un-) 

39. *participant in coraannity affairs? 

AO* friend and companion to you? 

41* lovar and sexual partner pm to you? 

How important is it that the husband hare creator influence ini 

42» relationships vrith relative? 

43* choice of friends? 

44* recreation and social activities? 

45* running the household? 

How important is it that the wifo havo greater influenoo in« 

46* rolationships with relatives? 

47* choice of friends? 

43* recreation and social activities? 

49* running tho household? 

How iiqportont is it 

50. that the fcnily attend church tosother regularly? 
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APPENDIX Illb 

FanLlisa Seals 

1* Are your parents now living togother? 

How often did (very often, often, occasionally, seldom, never) 

Zm your parents help you with your school \rork end problems? 4 

3» your parents discuss your school situation with. your toacher? 

A* your parents participate \rith you in vocational activities or hobbies? 

5« you attend events liko fairs, athletic gazes, picnics, rwvies, etc# 
as a fand 3y ? 

6. you have a fanily night during tho weekS 

7. you go to church together as c family? 

8* did you have religious activities together at home as a family? 

9* you work around tho farm or hone to0\)ther as o family? 

10« you attend co&raunity events with rolativo3 rathor than with others? 

11* you attend events outside the cornunity with relatives rather 
tiian with others? 

12* you exchange work nore with relatives than with others? 

13. you associato noro with relatives than ./ith others? 

14* you talk to your parents when you wero troubled? 

Plosso rate the following* 

•' (very true, true, neither true nor false, untrue, very untrue) 

15» I enjoyed being with ray fcurily* 

16* ijr family wa3 never indifferent to me a3 a parson. 

17• The family was tho nost important aspect of ny life* 

18 • 4 person should always be completely loyal to his fanily* 

19* A porson should always avoid ovary action of which his fardly 
disproves* 

20m A person should always help his parents with the support of his 
younger brothers and 3istors if accessary* 



65 

Items Comprising the MRE Scales 

Scales pertaining to both males and females: 

1. Socio-Emotional Integration - 22, 23, 25, 31, 32, 33 

2. Socio-Intellectual Equality - 1, 2, 3 

3. Pre-Marital Chastity - 14, 15 

4. Sexual Fidelity - 16, 17 

5. Wife Adequacy - 13, 18, 20, 36, 31 

Scales pertaining only to males: 

6. Social Influence - 42, 43, 44 

7. Togetherness - 5, 6, 7, 24 

8. Role Sharing - 9, 11, 12, 13, 21 

9. Intimacy - 28, 37, 38, 40, 41 

10. Parental Adequacy - 34, 35 

Scales pertaining only to females: 

11. Community Affairs - 9, 24, 36, 39 

12. Togetherness & Role Sharing - 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 25 

13. Desire for Masculine Dominance - 4, 18, 45 

14. Intimacy - 34, 35, 37, 38, 40, 41 
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