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ABSTRACT 

The effects of parenthood were investigated in a 

random sample of college graduates measured at four times 

over an eight-year interval . Birth timing was examined 1n 

relation to age and length of marriage in a group of 

subjects (n=60) who had a first child age 12 months or 

less at one of the four times of measurement. Age was 

positively correlated with intimacy for men, and length of 

marriage was related to lack of well-being for women. Age 

differences were not found in a multivariate analysis of 

var1ance, although women were found to be more liberal in 

gender-role attitudes . 

At Time 4, married parents ( n=161) and married 

non-parents (n=62) did not differ in marital adjustment , 

although women overall, and mothers in the parent group, 

were found to be higher than men in marital adjustment. 

Among Time 4 parents with marital adjustment scores at 

previous times of measurement, an overall pattern of 

correlation of marital adjustment scores across times of 

measurement was found. A regression analysis revealed 

that, especially for men, intimacy and marital adjustment 

from earlier times of measurement were significant 

predictors of Time 4 marital adjustment . 

v 



These findings suggest that overall. birth timing 1n 

this sample is not a crucial determinant of adjustment 

following the transition to parenthood, and that in a 

broad sense, parenthood does not have a negative effect on 

marital adjustment. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This study was concerned with the augme ntat i on o f 

knowledge in the area of the transition to parenthood . 

The current literature on the transition to parenthood 1S 

rich and diverse, and includes such areas as ( a ) 

investigation of the transition to parenthood as a c r1S1S 

(Dyer, 1963; Hobbs, 1965, 1968; Hobbs & Cole, 1976 ; 

Jacoby, 1969; LeMasters, 19.57), (b) as a "normal " pa r t of 

f am i 1 y d eve lop me n t (M i 11 e r & So 11 ie, 1980 ), ( c ) 

exploration of the transition to parenthood a s i t r elates 

to sex-roles (Feldman & Aschenbrenner , 1983; Fischer & 

Sollie, 1988; Waldron & Routh, 1981), and ( d ) ma ri tal 

quality (Belsky , Spanier & Rovine, 1983; Cowan e t a l. , 

1985; Fischer & Sollie, 1988; Goldberg, Michae l s & Lamb. 

1985; Ryder, 1973 ; White & Booth, 1985). One neg l e cted 

area of inquiry, however, is the examination of 

differences in the age of parents at the time of the birt h 

of their first child (Roosa, 1988). Investigation and 

understanding of differences among various age group s a s 

they transition to parenthood may be critical in regard t o 

the current pattern of couples delaying parent hood (Roosa . 

1988) . 

1 
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Defining the term "delayed childbearing " was 

important for the current study. Because defining a 

phenomenon is a crucial part of its investigation, and 

because the term has often been used uncritically, careful 

definition is essential (Bloom, 1984). An example 

provided by Bloom (1984) was the definition of delayed 

childbearing as "the avoidance of childbirth by 

post-pubescent women" (p. 105). This definition would 

require that a delay in childbearing 1S demonstrated by 

women whose puberty began at the age of 13, but who waited 

until age 20 to have children, 1n which case delayed 

childbearing cannot be considered a recent custom (Bloom. 

1984) . Other definitions used 1n relevant literature do 

not encompass the frequency of births occurring to 

unmarried women (Bloom, 1984). With these and other 

issues in mind, Bloom (1984) proposed the definition of 

"delayed childbearing as the tendency of one group or 

cohort of women to initiate childbearing at a later a~ 

than another group or cohort of women" (p. 106). This 

overcomes conceptual problems 1n other definitions through 

defining delayed childbearing 1n relation to cohorts or 

groups (Bloom, 1984). Hence, while the current study was 

concerned in part with age as it may correlate with 

selected dependent variables, the variable of age was also 

examined in terms of groups of "older" and "younger " 

parents. 

• 
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Delayed parenthood is indeed a detectable demographic 

pattern in recent decades (Baldwin & Nord, 1984; Bloom, 

1982, 1984; Bloom & Trussell, 1984; Sweet & Bumpass, 1987; 

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1984; Wilkie, 1981). Baldwin 

and Nord (1984) reported that the baby boom following 

World War II was contributed to by women in their teens as 

well as women ln their upper thirties. There were over 42 

million births in the United States from approximately 

1955-1965, a figure nearly doubling that seen in the 

1930s. The number of births was highest in 1961 and 

diminished thereafter (Masnick & Bane, 1980). Those 

individuals born during the baby boom largely constituted 

the delayed childbearing population of recent times 

(Baldwin & Nord, 1984; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1984). 

Women born prior to World War II started families earlier 

than those born in postwar years (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census, 1984). Hence, persons born during the baby boom 

years comprlse a sizeable group that has substantially 

affected contemporary fertility patterns. 

Baldwin and Nord (1984) indicated that attention to 

the issue of delayed parenthood has been kindled by growth 

in both the number and rate of first births to women aged 

25 or more since the 1970s. For example, the first birth 

rate (i.e., number of first births per 1,000 women) ln the 

30-34 age group in 1982 was higher (14.6) than in 1970 

(7.3) (Baldwin & Nord, 1984). These authors also reported 



a corresponding decrease in the first birth rate for 

younger women. Bloom and Trussell (1984) cited several 

studies that, while utilizing different data sources and 

different methods of analysis, supported trends toward 

delayed parenthood and/or childless couples. Bloom and 

Trussell's (1984) analysis of three national surveys 

provided further affirmation of these trends, and these 

authors noted that their work corresponded to similar 

analyses performed by Bloom (1982). 

Examination of the studies cited above reveals the 

many complexities involved in ascertaining the existence 

of the trend toward delayed parenthood. Even so, Baldwin 

and Nord (1984), while signalling that this trend is not 

"epidemic" (p. 6), proclaimed that "delayed childbearing 

has indeed become the U.S. fertility phenomenon of the 

1980s" (p. 3). These authors indicated that with such 

4 

factors as increased educational and occupational choices 

available to women, contraception, legalized abortion, and 

the number of baby boom women still of childbearing age, 

the trend toward delayed parenthood 1S likely to continue. 

The trend in recent years for couples to delay the 

transition to parenthood creates a need for further 

research. Wilkie (1981), for example, pointed out that 

the great majority of research regarding age at first 

birth has focused upon an earlier rather than a later 

transition to parenthood. Delaying parenthood after 



marriage involves an extension of the coupl e relat ionship 

in the absence of children (Sweet & Bumpass , 1987 ), which 

immediately suggests a need for research examining the 

relationship between the timing of parenthood and th e 

marital relationship. Baldwin and Nord (1984) reas oned 

that couples who marry and subsequently delay parenthood, 

having persisted in their marriage for a given amount o f 

time prior to having children, may exper1ence less 

interference in the marriage when their first child 1S 

born. These authors also speculated that if this is so 

there may be higher marital satisfaction among delayer s, 

and noted that the issue of length of marriage and f i rs t 

birth in relation to marital satisfaction has not been 

researched. More recently, however, Roosa (1988 ) 

conducted one such study which, although not findi ng 

significant differences in marital adjustment betwee n age 

groups, suggested a need for further research . 

Specifically, Roosa suggested that those who wait longer 

before having children may be more mature, but have 

stresses in life that differ from earlier childbearers , 

and that this may account for the finding of a lack of 

significant differences in marital adjustment between the 

two groups. Roosa (1988) further noted that there i s a 

lack of research con c erning delayed parenthood that 

considers males as well as females , and rec ommended 

additional research relating sex-roles and delayed 

5 



parenthood. Wilkie (1981) indicated a lack of researc h 

investigating age of parents in relation to the raising 

and development of children. These lssues are considered 

in greater detail in Chapter II. 

The Current Study 

6 

The research documented here was concerned with the 

examination of age differences and parenthood, and what 

variables, if any, come into play that serve to facilitate 

or impede the adjustment to having children, or 

distinguish one age group from another. The research 

expanded a long-term study conducted by Fischer and Sollie 

(1988) that examined many aspects of the progression 

through normative transitions in young adult life . The 

original study differed from much research on the 

transition to parenthood in that subjects were randomly 

selected (from a university population of 1980 and 

prospective 1982 graduates), rather than being selected on 

the basis of an already existing pregnancy. Comparison 

was thereby possible between groups of subjects who 

already had children, subjects who became parents during 

the time of the study, and subjects who did not transition 

to parenthood (Fischer & Sollie, 1988). An additional 

time of measurement in this study, five years after the 

last measurement, provided the opportunity to compare age 

differences among parents. The study also investigated 
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variables such as intimacy, and well-being (Fischer & 

Sollie, 1988) that had not yet been examined in this 

context. It was anticipated that findings from a randomly 

selected population would add to what is kn rY .... cl about 

parenthood and possible differences between couples who 

delay parenthood and those who do not, as well as enhance 

interpretation of findings from previous studies that have 

used non-random samples, and alternative methods and 

measures. In this regard, questions concerning levels of 

marital adjustment following parenthood regardless of age 

differences were also of strong interest to the current 

study. 

The following chapters provide further elaboration of 

these issues. Chapter II reviews in greater detail 

findings in the general area of the transition to 

parenthood, as well as literature describing what 1S 

currently known about age differences among those who 

become new parents. Chapter II also incorporates a 

presentation of the conceptual frame of family development 

and the family life cycle to provide a theoretical 

orientation for the research. Family development is 

presented as a logical vantage point for viewing the 

transition to parenthood and for understanding the 

possible clinical implications of the research . Chapter 

III describes the methodology used, and Chapters IV and V 



present results of the study, and discussion and 

conclusions, respectively. 
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CHAPTER II 

CONCEPTUAL FRAME AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

The transition to parenthood involves a change in 

family membership and family structure. What was once a 

couple becomes a family through the addition of a child . 

This ostensibly simple fact, however, provides a point of 

access to a theoretical backdrop for research on the 

transition to parenthood, as it immediately leads one to 

consider the transition to parenthood as a part of the 

family life cycle. Indeed, one manner of denoting a 

change from one stage of family life to another 1S through 

change in family constitution. This 1S evident 1n 

depictions of the family life cycle that are segmented by 

such a criterion. As indicated by Duvall (1957), such 

portraits date back several decades in the work of 

Sorokin, Zimmerman, and Galpin (1931). Hence, the family 

life cycle offers a logical conceptual beginning within 

which to frame the research at hand. 

A second, related notion is implicitly suggested by 

the family life cycle, this being the family developmental 

framework. The family life cycle and family developmental 

framework are terms sometimes used without distinction, 

but are best understood as having somewhat different 

referents (Falicov, 1988a). Falicov (1988a) cited Duvall 

9 
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(1957) in describing the family life cycle as referring to 

the "nodal events" (Falicov, 1988a, p. 13) that primarily 

involve change in family membership. Focus was placed 

upon the relative similarity of family change, even across 

cultures. Family development, on the other hand, is 

regarded as the broader of the two ideas, "referring to 

~ transactional coevolutionary processes connected with 

the growth of a fami ly" (Fal icov, 1988a, p. 13). Fal icov 

(1988a) described the greater breadth of family 

development as including such lssues as processes of grief 

in a family, intimacy development, change of job, or 

processes that differ from one family to another in terms 

of their distinctive "developmental path" (p , 13). Thus, 

the family life cycle is regarded as one aspect of family 

development and therefore is incorporated into the broader 

frame of the latter. 

In this chapter a brief history of the family 

developmental framework is outlined. The notion of 

development as it may be applied to families is discussed 

along with an elaboration of theoretical assumptions 

utilized in the current study. Included is a presentation 

of ideas pertaining to family development from both 

sociological and family therapy perspectives. The 

combination of these perspectives reflects the 

interdisciplinary confluence of ideas that characterizes 

the family developmental perspective (Duvall, 1988; 
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Falicov, 1988a). Additionally, the inclusion of a family 

therapy perspective on family development provides a basis 

for discussion of the clinical implications of findings of 

the current study, which are included in Chapter V. Given 

the pervasiveness of assumptions of family development 

across clinical models of family therapy (Falicov, 1988a), 

the findings of the current study are likely to be useful 

in the understanding of families for family clinicians as 

well as for researchers and educators. 

Subsequent to the presentation of the general 

conceptual frame for this research is a section describing 

how the family life cycle has been utilized in research on 

the transition to parenthood. This is followed by a 

review of research literature in the global area of the 

transition to parenthood. A final section reviews 

research findings from studies that have dealt more 

specifically with age differences of parents during the 

transition to parenthood. 

Developmental Stages and the 
Family Life Cycle 

Whatever specific issues are involved 1n the 

transition to parenthood, and whatever approach to the 

subject is taken, at the very least it can be said that 

adding a first child to a family constitutes an important 

change. Thus, examining issues concerning a couple's 

exPerience of having a child requires some basis for 
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conceptualizing change in a family. The notion of 

development is one that may be seen as relevant to Issues 

of human functioning that take into account aspects of 

change in human systems. "Change over time " IS, In fact, 

a chief concern of any theory of development (Miller, 

1983, p. 5). Developmental concerns may thus be said to 

come into play in the examination of natural change 

processes occurring in human systems. In this regard the 

family developmental framework seems particularly relevant 

in that "no other framework has made a pretense of 

attending to the issue of family time, the orderly changes 

which occur in most families over the life span" (Hill & 

Mattessich, 1979, p. 163). The transition to parenthood 

falls naturally into such a framework. 

Over twenty years ago, Hill and Rodgers (1964) noted 

that a developmental perspective on the family was 

relatively young, with its inception occurring in the 

1930s. They also indicated, as did Duvall (1988), that 

this perspective is characterized by contributions from a 

variety of theoretical areas. Hill and Rodgers (1964) 

made the point that the family developmental perspective 

is one of diversity and not a neatly circumscribed area of 

knowledge and thought. Similarly, Hill and Mattessich 

(1979) described how family development arose specifically 

from areas of economics, demography} and rural sociology, 

as well as from developmental theorists. The field of 
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family therapy is also represented as a recent source of 

applied and theoretical contributions to the family 

developmental framework (e.g., Carter & McGoldrick, 1980; 

Haley, 1973; Liddle, 1983; Falicov, 1988b). 

Early research in this area utilized the family life 

cycle as an independent variable whose then unrefined 

demarcations were used to study economic and demographic 

aspects of family life (Hill & Rodgers, 1964). Hill & 

Rodgers (1964) credit Glick (e.g., 1957) as beginning to 

examIne the family according to what is happening in a 

given stage. 

More recent work has studied the family life cycle in 

terms of its empirical as well as its conceptual utility. 

Spanier, Sauer, and Larzelere (1979) examined the family 

life cycle through comparison of the stages of the family 

life cycle with other means of dividing the life span 

(birth cohort and marriage cohort) as predictors of 

selected demographic variables. Several dependent 

variables included were, for example, family Income, level 

of education, number of children, and age of husband, wife 

or children. These authors found that neither the family 

life cycle, age cohort, nor length of marriage showed an 

overall advantage in differentiating stages according to 

census variables. Spanier et al. (1979) noted, however, 

that their study was limited by the use of variables from 
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census data, which may not be optimally meaningful f o r the 

study of family development . 

Nock (1979) studied the relationship between the 

independent variables of marriage length and the presence 

of children in the home (encompassed by the broader 

variable of family life cycle) with instrumental, 

expreSSIve, and attitudinal variables. All three 

independent variables predicted various features of 

families and individuals , the most substantial predi c tor 

being presence of children. However, the relationship 

between family life cycle and dependent variables was 

found to change when length of marriage was controlled , 

suggesting that the family life cycle alone is not a 

powerful predictor (Nock, 1979). Nock (1979) concluded 

that the primary usefulness of the family life cycle is 

conceptual rather than empirical. The more narrowly 

defined variables of length of marriage and presence of 

children do, however, show empirical usefulness and were 

recommended for application in further research (Nock, 

1979). 

These two studies portray certain limitations of t h e 

family life cycle, specifically in its broad utilization 

as a predictor variable. It seems reasonable to infer. 

however, that the empirical utility of the framework wil l 

rest largely upon how and for what kind of research it is 

used . Empirical investigation , for example , may also take 
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the form of further elaboration of specific aspects of the 

life cycle, thereby strengthening its conceptual 

applicability. This latter case is the more relevant to 

the current study. 

Conceptual refinement of the family developmental 

perspective was furthered in the work of Duvall (1957), 

who developed a categorization of family development as 

occurring in eight stages, according to the age of the 

oldest child in the family. These stages were labelled as 

beginning families, childbearing families, families with 

preschool children, families with school children, 

families with teenagers, families as launching centers, 

families in the middle years, and aging families (Duvall, 

1957, p. 8). Duvall's (1957) work, which was the premier, 

comprehensive text on the subject also contributed to the 

conceptualization of family developmental tasks (Hill & 

Rodgers, 1964). Duvall understood the family as needing 

to accomplish certain tasks in each stage of development 

1n order to optimally proceed to subsequent stages, this 

being a direct analogy to the concept of a developmental 

task in individual development as depicted by Havighurst 

( 1953) . Developmental tasks are prominent 1n Duvall's 

scheme to the point that families are defined as 

"successful" when they achieve the respective individual 

and family developmental tasks appropriate for varlOUS 

stages of development (Duvall, 1957, p. 116). 
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Rodgers (1962/1963; Hill & Rodgers, 1964) expanded 

Duvall's scheme into one of 24 stages by incorporating the 

position of the youngest child in the family. Rodgers was 

critical of prior conceptualizations of family stages in 

that they fell short of explaining changes occurring in 

the family with each added child, and they lacked the 

capacity to conceptualize aberrations from "normal" 

development, such as an untimely death in the family (Hill 

& Rodgers, 1964). His family developmental formula 

described changes in the family career, which is based on 

changes in positions, roles, and norms experienced by each 

member in relation to one another (Hill & Rodgers , 1964). 

A position, for example, such as "father" is comprised of 

various roles, each of which are defined by their 

respective norms. As norms for a given role change with a 

person's age, the role content of a given position also 

changes, resulting 1n a process of change termed the 

positional career. The interplay of evolving positions 1n 

the family, with the addition over time of new positions 

(e.g., children), defines the complex process of the 

family career 1n this systemic model of family development 

(Hill & Rodgers, 1964) . From this perspective, these 

authors noted the importance of understanding the 

transition to parenthood in terms of families, not just 

individuals (cf. Dyer, 1963; LeMasters , 1957), 
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An important aspect of the family developmental 

perspective is its relation to family stress theory 

(Falicov, 1988a). The ABCX model of family crisis is 

concerned with how the family responds to stress according 

to their resources and their appraisal of the stress 

(Hill, 1949; 1958; McCubbin & Patterson, 1983). Within 

this context, changes in the life cycle may be considered 

as stress events to which the family must respond 

(Falicov, 1988a; McCubbin & Patterson, 1983). As 

discussed later, Hill's (1949) definition of "crisis" 

served as a starting point for research on the transition 

to parenthood. 

In their review, McGoldrick and Carter (1982) noted 

the work of Hill (1970) who framed the life cycle in terms 

of three generations in families, thereby providing a 

broadened view of the family life cycle. McGoldrick and 

Carter (1982) defined "family" in terms of a 

three-generational emotional system (p. 168), and referred 

to the work of Bowen (1978) in describing a vertical 

(cross-generational) dimension of development in addition 

to the usual horizontal (transitions across time) 

dimension (Carter & McGoldrick, 1980; McGoldrick & Carter, 

1982). The result of such a formulation is the conceptual 

ability to understand present family development (i.e., 

the addition of a family member) in light of historical 



family influences and expectations (Carter & McGoldrick, 

1980; McGoldrick & Carter, 1982). 

18 

The above provides illustration of how a 

developmental conceptualization has been used as a broad 

means for understanding how families change across the 

life cycle. A developmental conceptualization has also 

been prominent as a base for understanding families from a 

clinical perspective. The following section outlines how 

a developmental view has been utilized in the field of 

family therapy. 

Family Development and Family Therapy 

The perspective of family development is one that is 

utilized across varlOUS models of family therapy without 

exclusivity to anyone model (Falicov, 1988a). McGoldrick 

and Carter (1982) credited Haley (1973) and Solomon (1973) 

as breaking the ground for applying the family life cycle 

as a framework for understanding the therapeutic 

situation. Solomon (1973) presented a developmental 

scheme for the family consisting of five stages, where 

entrance into a new stage is considered a family crlS1S, 

and within each stage the family must accomplish 

appropriate tasks in order to prepare for subsequent 

stages. For example, in the transition to parenthood the 

couple must strengthen their marital relationship while 

incorporating the new roles of father and mother. Solomon 
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suggested that problems may arlse if too much focus 1S 

placed upon the parental role at the expense of the 

marital role, especially in that the strength of the 

marriage is important ln the couple's progress through 

later stages. 

Haley (1973) presented a family life cycle frame for 

understanding the occurrence of symptoms in family members 

in his articulation of the therapeutic work of Milton 

Erickson. Haley (1973) stated that 

Symptoms appear when there is a dislocation or 
interruption in the unfolding life cycle of a 
family or other nat~ral group. The symptom is a 
signal that a family has difficulty in getting 
past a stage in the life cycle. For example, an 
anxiety attack in a mother when she gives birth 
to a child is an expression of the difficulty of 
that family in achieving the child-rearing stage 
of development. (p. 42) 

Empirical support for such a position was found by 

Hadley, Jacob, Milliones, Caplan, and Spitz (1974), who 

showed that symptom onset in a family member is positively 

related to the addition or loss of a member of a family 

(Falicov, 1988a). Walsh (1983) extended the perspective 

of examining symptom occurrence and life cycle transitions 

into a three generational context. She recommended, for 

example, that clinical assessment should include tracing 

commonalities between life cycle transitions of the 

symptom bearer with those of persons in the previous 

generation. Specifically, this diagnostic exploration 

would include examination of the previous generation a t 



the corresponding family stage, at the time when parents 

were the age at which the identified patient developed 

symptoms, and at the time of individual life transitions 

of the identified patient (Walsh, 1983, p. 126) . 

2 0 

Hughes, Berger, and Wright (1978) related the 

concepts of first- and second-order change (Watzlawick. 

Weakland, & Fisch, 1974) to the family life cycle 

(Falicov, 1988a). Their paper discussed the clinical side 

of changes from stage to stage in the family life cycle. 

They expressed that the occurrence of a transition event 

such as childbirth does not by itself assure that the 

family will undergo the second-order changes necessary for 

successful development. In this regard classes of 

intervention for promoting second-order change were 

discussed. Another example of the clinical application of 

the family life cycle is Coppersmith's (1981) concept of 

"developmental reframing." Here the problem behavior of a 

child (e.g., an adolescent) is defined as being 

developmentallY younger than the child's chronological 

age, thus changing connotations of "badness" or "madness " 

that may be part of the family's understanding of the 

situation. Such reframing defines a context for promoting 

growth, rather than an unsolvable problem. 

These and other examples illustrate the growing 

literature relating the theory and practice of family 

therapy to the family life cycle. Several compilations 
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cited earlier (Carter & McGoldrick, 19S0 ; Falicov, 19S5b; 

Liddle, 1983) provide a broad range of articles dea ling 

with many facets and implications of this perspective . 

The above section in general provides a sketch of the 

nature and purview of the family development framewor k a s 

it has evolved over the last several decades, with 

contributions from various disciplines. The section below 

addresses certain metatheoretical assumptions that come 

into play when the notion of developmental change is 

considered. 

Developmental Issues and the 
Family Developmental Framework 

Of the varl0US, broad categories of classification o f 

developmental theories, three are of particular interest 

for the current study, and are discussed briefly below . 

These include issues of continuity and discontinuity, 

variation in developmental course, and age . These 

discussions are designed to provide a specification of 

assumptions for the current study, and are not intended as 

exhaustive treatises of these complex developmental 

lssues. 

Discontinuity and the Family Life Cycle 

The notion of a "stage " of the family life cycle 

invokes the issue of continuity and discontinu i ty when 

viewing family change developmentally. Hi ll and 
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Mattessich (1979) reviewed this issue, and noted that 

initially the family developmental perspective was 

characterized by a view of discontinuity of change 1n 

development. They reported that over time other 

conceptualizations were considered, and noted three 

different descriptions of stage theories described by 

Klein, Jorgensen, and Miller (cited in Hill & Mattessich, 

1979), where movement from one stage to another is either 

discrete, transitional, or dynamic, the latter of which 

involves an indistinct movement from one stage to another. 
~ 

Hoffman (1980) presented a view based 1n modern 

cybernetics that favors discontinuity 1n change across the 

life cycle. Rather than a sharp or sudden leap from one 

stage to the next, Breunlin (1988) proposed that 

transitions between stages occur through oscillation 

between stages until a point is reached where the new 

stage prevails. These examples illustrate that some 

combination of continuity and discontinuity, or some 

degree of preference for one over the other is expressed 

in various theoretical formulations . Writing about 

individual development, Lerner (1976) noted that 1n stage 

theories some prOV1Slon for both continuity and 

discontinuity is usually acknowledged. 

Lerner (1976), inferring from the perspective of 

Werner, also pointed out that the matter of continuity and 

discontinuity is more a theoretical than an empirical 



question. This is a point well taken, given that one 

could understand any circumstance related to change as 

being continuous, discontinuous, or both, depending upon 
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how it is viewed and described. For example, one may view 

the transition to parenthood over a relatively long period 

of time, and describe the transition as continuous in 

terms of the adjustment and preparation that occurs during 

pregnancy. Purchasing a crib and infant clothing, 

discussing expectations with friends and family, attending 

childbirth classes, etc., could reasonably be described as 

parts of a process of continuous change through the 

transition. On the other hand, a shorter temporal 

punctuation where the transition is understood in terms of 

the immediate changes that are required at the actual time 

of birth could be depicted as a discontinuous change. 

For the purpose of the current study, a position 

encompassing both continuous and discontinuous change 

across the life cycle is preferred. The change from one 

stage to another may be understood as a discontinuous or 

second-order change, thus being a qualitative (Lerner, 

1976) change. First-order change, by comparison, involves 

changes within the system (Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch , 

1974), and therefore describes continuous change within 

stages. Such a Vlew has been explicitly set forth by 

Hughes et al . (1978) utilizing the change model of 

Watzlawick, Weakland, and Fisch (1974) , and by Weeks and 
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Wright (1979) drawing upon the dialectical perspective o f 

Riegel (e.g., Riegel, 1975). Homeostatic (first-order ) 

processes of change, although criticized by sociologists 

(see Cadwallader, 1959) and family therapists ( Dell, 1982 ) 

are viewed here as being a necessary complement to 

second-order processes of change in depicting a 

developmental view of family change. The assumption 1S 

made that opposing terms (in this case, continuity and 

discontinuity) may be more fruitfully understood as 

comprising "cybernetic complementarities " (Keeney, 1983 ; 

Varela, 1976), where each concept is regarded as an 

inseparable counterpart of the other. Such a position 

would seem consistent with a family developmental outlook 

that encompasses both morphostasis and morphogenesis 

(Hill, 1971) . Thus, in the case of the transition to 

parenthood, a view is taken that allows for consideration 

and understanding of both continuous change (e.g., changes 

in levels of marital satisfaction) and discontinuous 

change (e.g., from couple to family, or from the role of 

spouse to the role of parent). 

Variation 1n the Family Life Cycle 

It 1S clear that not all families go through the same 

stages. Some families, for example, may experience 

divorce and remarriage before children are launched , wh il e 

others do not. Although Duvall's (1957) original 
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formulation spoke of "the universal sequence of family 

development" (p. 4), ln subsequent pages she discussed a 

number of possibilities for variation among families . 

Variation in the progression of families through the life 

cycle is important to consider given the alternatives 

possible (Aldous, 1978; Duvall, 1988). For instance, 

families may vary in the timing of marriage or of 

launching children, or life cycle progression that IS 

interrupted by death in the family (Duvall, 1988). Duvall 

(1988) also indicated an increase in the number of life 

cycle stages in the family due to demographic changes. In 

this vein, and of direct relevance to the current study, 

Wilkie (1981) suggested that persons who delay parenthood 

may experIence a transitional new stage in the life cycle 

where they spend a prolonged period of time away from 

their parents but without children of their own. 

One possible way of conceptualizing such variation 

among families is to consider the idea of "probabilistic 

epigenesis," which asserts that "developmental changes are 

determined by a multiplicative interaction of two sources 

of development, nature and nurture" (Lerner, 1976, p. 35). 

Applying this concept on a family level, and given 

assumptions of families as systems with some degree of 

openness (Bertalanffy, 1968; Falicov, 1988a ; Hill, 1971 ), 

both internal and external factors can be said to 

influence the course of development. The likelihood, 
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therefore, that a given family will undergo a certain 

stage of development may be said to be influenced by the 

internal dynamics of the family as contextualized by the 

sociocultural milieu of which the family is a part (see 

Lerner & Busch-Rossnagel, 1981). The discussion in 

Chapter I of this document illustrated, for example, how 

the trend toward delayed parenthood was influenced by the 

sociocultural phenomena of World War II and the baby boom. 

Thus, a view is taken here in regard to family development 

where progression through stages is held to be 

probabilistic rather than determined. The adherence to 

such a probabilistic VIew for this study highlights the 

expectation that the timing of parenthood would be related 

to situational, individual, and marital issues, and that 

differences important to understanding the transition to 

parenthood may exist between couples who transition at 

different times. 

Time, Age and Family Development 

The current study was intended to investigate what 

possible differences there may be among persons who have 

children at different ages. It is therefore important to 

describe how age is to be regarded within a family 

developmental framework. Hill and Mattessich (1979) 

indicated that mechanistically oriented developmental 

theorists may pay little attention to age, which, like the 
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variable of time, 1S noncausal. For organismic theorists , 

however, concern with notions of stage and sequence 

denotes age as a fundamental part of theory construction. 

In viewing family development it was suggested that 

efforts to identify sequential events "that are not age 

determined" (Hill & Mattessich, 1979, p. 185) , including 

moving from marriage to parenthood, and changing residence 

or job are relevant concerns for family researchers. 

These authors also noted that with the application of "age 

norms" in family stages, age would likely be considered 

"intrinsic to family development" (p. 186). Falicov 

(1988a) discussed "age-appropriate behaviors " as relevant 

"markers" (p. 44) of time in the life cycle, and in this 

way viewed age as a clinically relevant aspect of family 

development . Subsystem "age" (e.g., length of marriage) 

may also be regarded as such a marker (Falicov, 1988a) . 

Neugarten (1979) aptly expressed the importance of "time 

and timing" in the life cycle in observing that: 

Being on time or off time is a compelling basis 
for self-assessment. Men and women compare 
themselves with their friends, siblings, work 
colleagues, or parents in deciding whether they 
have made good, but it is always with a time 
1 ine in mind. It is not the fact that one 
reaches 40, 50, or 60 which is itself important, 
but rather, "How am I doing for my age? " (p. 
888) 

Furthermore, one must also consider the relationship 

between individual age and development to family 

development (Minuchin, 1985). ~Ihen fami ly development 1S 
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conceptualized, for example, within a frame of reciprocity 

it is apparent that individuals in families influence "the 

various relational networks in the family " while it is 

also possible to "view the development of these networks 

as contributing to the development of each family member " 

(Klein, Jorgensen, & Miller, 1978, p. 113). With this in 

mind it may be stated that the current study was concerned 

with the family developmental transition to parenthood In 

vIew of variation of individual or couple development. 

Age was thus investigated as a variable that may 

distinguish between individuals and couples as they 

undergo the family developmental process of the transition 

to parenthood. 

The Change from a Crisis to a Developmental 
Orientation in Research Literature 

Use of theory in regard to research on the transition 

to parenthood has gone through a transformation from an 

emphasis upon the notion of crisis to a broadened 

understanding of the transition as developmental. Such 

transformation allows for a broader scope of investigation 

of the process of becoming parents, rather than focusing 

upon a notion carrying such negative connotations as that 

of crisis. The following sketches how this transformation 

has taken place. 

Early research concerning the transition to 

parenthood (e.g., Dyer, 1963; Hobbs , 1965, 1968; 
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LeMasters, 1957) investigated the extent to wh ich t h e 

birth of the first child constituted a "crisis " in the 

family. The notion of crisis, originally applied t o th e 

family in the study of stressful events such as 

bereavement, the depression, natural disasters , or surgery 

(see LeMasters, 1957; Rossi, 1968), was introduced to the 

study of the transition to parenthood by LeMasters (1957 ). 

In his pioneering study, LeMasters (1957) used Reuben 

Hill's definition of "crisis": "any sharp or decisive 

change for which old patterns are inadequate " (Hill, 1949 , 

p. 51). Hill (1949), in his study of Families Onder 

Stress, also asserted that in addition to the specific 

nature of an event in itself, its determination as a 

crlS1S depends upon whether the family perceives it as 

such, and the quality of the family resources for dealing 

with the event. While Hill's (1949) research was 

concerned with war separation as a family crisis, his 

definition is broad and may apply to a varied range of 

events. LeMasters (1957), holding the assumption of the 

family as a system, hypothesized that adding a new member 

to a family (i . e . , the first child) would constitute a 

crisis event, wherein a substantial level of 

reorganization would be required in the family to adapt t o 

the new member. 

Lemasters' (1957) work thus initiated a 

conceptualization of the transition to parenthood as a 
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cr1s1s event in families. Other researchers such as Dyer 

(1963) and Hobbs (1965, 1968) also used the "cr1s1s 

formulation for investigating the effect of the first 

child's birth. However, roughly ten years after the 

publication of LeMasters' (1957) work, Rossi (1968) 

published an article that called into question whether the 

notion of crisis provided the most suitable perspective on 

the transition to parenthood. Although Rapoport (1963) 

employed the term "normal crises" to denote "the critical 

transition points in the normal, expectable development of 

the family life cycle" (p. 69), Rossi (1968) noted an 

"uncomfortable incongruity" (p. 28) in the conceptual 

juxtaposition of "normal" and "cr1sls," and suggested the 

abandonment of the expression (Miller & Sollie, 1980). 

Interestingly, in his original study LeMasters (1957) 

noted that although people plan for children, they 

ultimately may not be ready for the birth of the child. 

Hence, "The fact that parenthood 1S 'normal' does not 

eliminate crisis. Death is also 'normal' but continues to 

be a crisis event for most families" (LeMasters, 1957, p. 

355) . 

As an alternative to the concept of cr1SlS, Rossi 

(1968) stated a preference for the view of new parenthood 

as a transition, and suggested that a fitting conceptual 

frame could accommodate positive as well as negative 

aspects of this period. Similarly, Jacoby (1969) 



indicated that the "cr1s1s V1ew of parenthood did not 

make allowance for positive aspects of the process of 

becoming new parents (Russell, 1974). 
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Hobbs (1965) noted Simmel's view that a two-person 

relationship is hindered by the addition of a third member 

in discussing how the birth of a child may interfere with 

the existing parental relationship, Russell (1974) 

pointed out that Simmel's ideas were not introduced until 

after early studies on parenthood were conducted. Jacoby 

(1969), citing the work of Freilich (1964) noted that 1n 

coalition theory, power 1n a triad is likely to be 

manifest in the weakest party engaging in coalition with 

other members. Jacoby (1969) indicated that in a new 

family situation this would involve the coalition of a 

parent and child against the second parent. Such a 

configuration 1n a family has been discussed by family 

therapists 1n terms of a "rigid cross-generational 

subsystem" (Minuchin, 1974, p. 61), or a "perverse 

t r i ang 1 e " (H a ley, 1967 / 1977, p . 37). In the 1 at t e r cas e , 

there is evident in the system a cross-generational 

coalition as well as communication which denies its 

presence. In general such patterns are regarded as 

dysfunctional or problematic. 

Rossi (1968) commented on the possible effect of 

delaying parenthood in terms of such coalitions. She 

expressed that with the greater likelihood for married 
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women to be employed, a heightened egalitarianism in the 

marriage 1n conjunction with an increased interval b etween 

marriage and pregnancy may enhance the development o f a 

parental coalition prior to the birth of the firs t child. 

Hence, delayed parenthood may create a context for 

improved marital and parental functioning. 

Research Findings on the 
Transition to Parenthood 

This section reviews general findings regarding th e 

transition to parenthood in terms of categories of 

variables relevant to the current study. Included h e r e 

are subsections relating to (a) early research on cr i s i s 

and stress in regard to the nature of the transition to 

parenthood, (b) research addressing aspects of pers ona l 

and marital adjustment, and (c) findings relating t o 

sex-roles and the transition to parenthood. A subseque n t 

section then focuses more particularly on age differenc e s 

and delayed parenthood 1n regard to variables addressed in 

the current section. 

It is to be noted that, for clarity, the term 

"sex-role" IS used in this text in reference to 

"masculine " and " feminine " qualities of an individu a l. 

while "gender-role " is used to refer to the degree t o 

which one's attitudes are relatively liberal or 

tradi tional. The terms "marital satisfaction " and 

"marital adjustment " are used interchangeably . 
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Crisis and the Transition to Parenthood 

As mentioned above, early research on the transition 

to parenthood investigated whether the birth of the first 

child constituted a crisis experience for new parents . 

However, findings differed 1n crisis studies in that some 

(e.g., Dyer, 1963; LeMasters, 1957) found the notion of 

cr1S1S to characterize the transition to parenthood, while 

others (e.g., Hobbs, 1965, 1968; Hobbs & Cole, 1976) did 

not. LeMasters (1957) rated interviews on a five-point 

scale ranging from no crisis to severe crisis, and found a 

majority (83%) of respondents to have experienced 

extensive or severe crisis in response to the birt of the 

first child. Dyer (1963) administered questionna res to 

couples who had given birth within two years prior to his 

study, and used a rating similar to that of LeMasters, 

although it was arrived at through the use of a scale 

rather than through interviews as in LeMasters' study. 

Similar to LeMasters, Dyer found a majority of couples 

experienced either extensive (28%) or severe (25%) crisis. 

No one in Dyer's study failed to experience crisis, while 

9 percent fell in the category of slight crisis, and 38 

percent in the category of moderate crisis. 

Dyer (1963) indicated that comparison to LeMasters' 

study should be done cautiously, given differences in 

samples and measurement of crisis. Dyer also found that 

less crisis was experienced by couples who rated their 
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marriage as "excellent," those who had taken preparation 

courses for marriage, couples who had been married at 

least three years, couples who had "planned " their child , 

and those whose child was more than six months old at the 

time of the study. Couples experienced greater crisis if 

the husband had not graduated college. Among other 

variables, neither the length of marriage prior to the 

birth of the first child nor the parents ' ages were found 

to be related to crisis. While the sc )e of Dyer's (1963 ) 

study went beyond that of LeMasters' (1957) research, Dyer 

concurred with LeMasters on the point that the first 

child's birth can be considered a crisis event. 

Hobbs (1965) devised a 23-item checklist using items 

from LeMasters' (1957) results and from observations of 

clinicians to measure the degree of crisis experienced at 

the birth of the first child. The 53 couples in Hobbs' 

(1965) study answered items according to how much they 

were "bothered" by them. Using this method, no subjects 

fell into either category of extensive or severe crlS1S, 

contradicting the findings of previous studies. Hobbs 

noted the possibility of measurement and definitional 

problems with the concept of crisis . Additionally , Hobbs 

mentioned that differences in the l eng t h of time data was 

collected after the birth of the baby across studies may 

have influenced results. He noted Feldman 1s ( cited in 

Hobbs, 1965) notion of a baby honeymoon , where the parents 
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are at first cheerful about the baby's birth, but 

experience crisis after the first month of being parents. 

In a replication of the above study} Hobbs (1968) 

used the same 23-item scale used in the 1965 study, along 

with interview data as a second type of assessment. Hobbs 

found that the results of the two methods correlated 

significantly for both men and women. The checklist data 

placed most individuals in the "slight" crisis category, 

but none in the "extensive" or "severe" categories. The 

interview method resulted in 3.7 percent of fathers and 

18.5 percent of mothers in the "severe " crisis category. 

In light of his 1965 study, Hobbs (1968) also investigated 

the relationship between babies' age and degree of 

difficulty experienced by parents. This relationship was 

found to be low, negative, and statistically 

nonsignificant. Hobbs (1968) interpreted these general 

findings as supporting his 1965 results, and concluded 

that it is likely to be more appropriate to understand the 

birth of the first child "as a period of transition which 

is somewhat stressful" (p. 417) rather than as a crlS1S. 

Additionally, in a ten-year replication of the Hobbs 

(1965) study, Hobbs and Cole (1976) reported similar 

findings and conclusions. 

Hobbs and Wimbish (1977) endeavored to test whether 

findings of Hobbs (1965) and Hobbs and Cole (1976) would 

hold in a sample of black parents . Difficulty of the 



transition to parenthood was measured through o ra l 

administration of the Hobbs (1965) checklist . Black 

parents in the Hobbs and Wimbish (1977) study wer e f ound 

to have higher mean difficulty scores than did wh ite 

parents in previous studies (Hobbs, 1965; Hobbs & Cole, 

1976) . Among black parents, womens' mean difficul ty 
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scores were significantly higher than those of men . Th e 

authors concluded that women's experlence of greater 

difficulty than men across the transition to parenthood 1 S 

a consistent finding in research. 

Russell (1974) sought to investigate both posit i ve 

and negative aspects of the transition to parenthood i n a 

random sample of subjects known to be recent first-time 

parents. From¥Hobbs' (1968) checklist, Russell (19 7 4 ) 

constructed a "gratification checklist," which inc l uded 

such items as "pride in my baby's development ," " fewer 

periods of boredom," and "feeling of 'fulfillment' " ( p . 

295) . Findings showed wives to have significantly higher 

crlS1S scores than husbands . Negative relationships were 

found between marital satisfaction and level of crisis , 

and with planning the first child and level of crisis . 

Gratification scores decreased for men and women as 

education levels increased, and positive relationships 

were found between gratification and parenthood 

preparation for men and between gratification and ma ri ta l 

satisfaction for women. 
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Discussion 

Findings discussed above reveal that method o l ogi cal 

and conceptual 1ssues were prominent in early 

investigations of the nature of the transition to 

parenthood. For example, Miller and Sollie (1980 ) no ted 

that LeMasters' (1957) results were likely to have b e e n 

influenced by his participation in determining crisis 

ratings, and commented that samples utilized by both 

LeMasters (1957) and Dyer (1963) were not representati ve. 

The means of operationalization utilized by Hobbs and 

successors to his method resulted in a lack of finding 

high levels of crisis (Miller & Sollie, 1980); hence , 

differences 1n methods have yielded different findings. 

Furthermore, Hobbs' checklist does not directly 

operationalize the concept of crisis as defined by Hill 

(Russell, 1974). Such related conceptual and 

methodological issues as these are likely to explain , a t 

least in part, contradictory findings in respect to the 

notion of cr1S1S when applied to parenthood . 

This is not to deny, however, that, as would be 

expected from a family developmental perspective , some 

aspect of stress is clearly involved in the transiti on to 

parenthood. While differences in conceptualization and 

method have led to inconsistency in specific f ind ings 

relating to cr1S1S, such differences in approach a lso have 

supported the developmental propositi on that the b i r th of 
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the first child involves a change in the family that is to 

some degree stressful. Personal stress, and decreases in 

personal well-being, for example , have been shown to be 

part of couples' experience across the transition to 

parenthood (Miller & Sollie, 1980). Such specific issues 

as infant illness, crying, and nutrition, and role 

conflict for parents have been reported by new parents 

(McKim, 1987), as have problems pertaining to infant care 

and role demands (Ventura, 1987). It was concluded by 

Miller and Sollie (1980) that "as a normal developmental 

event in the individual and family life cycle, the birth 

of the first child can be both a source of stress and an 

event to test the family's coping strategies " (p. 464). 

With respect to the stress of the first birth on the 

couple, the present study was designed in part to further 

investigate whether stress, in a general sense, 1S 

experienced differently by people who have children at 

different ages. Along these lines such variables as 

marital adjustment, intimacy, and well-being were 

investigated. The following sections set the stage 

further for the investigation of such variables through 

reviewing research findings that relate to individual and 

marital functioning across the transition to parenthood. 



Marital Relationship and 
Marital Adjustment 

The functioning of the marital relati onship 1S of 

crucial importance to understanding the transition to 
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parenthood. From a family developmental perspective, the 

formation of a family through the birth of the first child 

would be expected to change how new parents relate to one 

another. A couple who has to some degree established a 

relationship as a couple is now required to form and 

negotiate parent-child relationships, as well as meet new 

demands imposed upon the marriage. 

Study of the marital relationship , particularly 1n 

terms of marital adjustment, has been prominent in 

research on the transition to parenthood . The focus of 

this section is upon studies that have attempted to deal 

with the nature of marital adjustment across the 

transition to parenthood, as well as studies which more 

generally shed light upon aspects of the marital 

relationship during the time surrounding the birth of the 

first child. 

In a report of longitudinal data ranging across the 

first 20 years of married life, Pineo (1961) described a 

prevailing decline of marital satisfaction and intimacy, a 

"disenchantment," which was regarded as " an inescapable 

consequence of the passage of time in a marriage" (p. 6). 

It was further reported that individual adjustment was 
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stable across time in marriages. Although a curvilinear 

trend across the life cycle, with decreasing marital 

satisfaction following childbearing, and increasing 

satisfaction following the launching of children, IS 

indicated by some studies, the issue IS inconclusive (see, 

e.g., Lee, 1988; Rollins & Cannon, 1974; Schram, 1979). 

Similarly, findings pertaining specifically to changes in 

marital satisfaction across the transition to parenthood 

cannot be considered conclusive. For example, some 

studies show an increase in marital satisfaction across 

time (Hobbs & Wimbish, 1977; Meyerowitz and Feldman, 

1966), others (e.g., Belsky, Spanier, & Rovine, 1983; 

Miller and Sollie, 1980; Waldron & Routh, 1981) show a 

decrease, and another (Fischer & Sollie, 1988) did not 

detect change in marital satisfaction, either positive or 

negative. Such findings are examined in more detail in 

the following. 

Meyerowitz and Feldman (1966) found that while 

marital satisfaction was reported to have declined during 

pregnancy (more for men than for women), a modest increase 

in satisfaction was reported the month after delivery , and 

highest satisfaction was reported at five months 

postpartum. Meyerowitz and Feldman (1966) concluded that 

the transition to parenthood was one "to a more mature and 

rewarding triadic system " (p. 84), and that their findings 

were consistent with those of Hobbs (1965). In their 
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study of black couples, Hobbs and Wimbish ( 1977 ) reported 

that marriage was rated as more satisfying after the 

baby's birth by majorities of both men and women. 

By comparison, Miller and Sollie (1980) found 

significantly higher levels of marital stress for women 

between one and eight months postpartum. Marital stress 

for men in Miller and Sollie's study did not change. The 

authors noted that their results were consistent with 

those of Ryder (1973), whose chief finding was that after 

giving birth women reported a lack of attention from their 

husbands. Similarly, Waldron and Routh (1981) reported 

that both husbands and Wlves showed decreased marital 

adjustment scores over time, although this change was 

significant for wives only. Wives' scores were 

significantly higher than husbands' during the last 

trimester of pregnancy, and lowered to a level that was 

not significantly different from husbands' scores at six 

weeks postpartum. Roosa (1988) found a general decline in 

marital adjustment for both men and women at three months 

following the birth, and a modest increase in dyadic 

adjustment for men between the sixth and twelfth months 

following birth. 

A decline in marital adjustment across the transition 
, 

to parenthood was also found in a study by Belsky et al. 

(1983), who, furthermore, reported that on the affectional 

expression subscale of Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment 
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Scale, the most pronounced decline was noted at the third 

month following birth. This was ostensibly contrary, so 

they reported, to Miller and Sollie's (1980) finding that 

the most notable decline in marital satisfacti on occurred 

between one and eight months following birth . Mille r and 

Sollie (1980) suggested that there may be some validity to 

the idea of a baby honeymoon in that there was greater 

evidence of stress in parents as time increased past the 

birth of the baby. Belsky et al. (1983), however, 

proposed that the baby honeymoon lasts through the first 

postpartum month (Miller & Sollie, 1980), and ends between 

the first and third months (Belsky et al., 1983) . 

A significant decline for wives, but not for 

husbands, was found on the marital cohesion subs cale of 

the DAS between three months preceding and three months 

following the birth of the baby (Belsky et al ., 1983). It 

was also reported that during the last trimester of 

pregnancy, husbands' scores were well below those of 

wives, but because of the decline in wives' scores no 

difference was evident at three months postpartum . 

Similar changes in mens' and womens' scores were found by 

Waldron and Routh (1981) between the last trimester of 

pregnancy and SlX weeks postpartum as measured by the 

Locke-Wallace (1959) scale. Moreover , Belsky, Lang , and 

Rovine (1985) replicated the findings of Belsky et al . 

(1983) using more detailed measures of the couple 
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relationship. Between the last trimester of pregnancy and 

nine months following birth there was an overall decline 

in marital satisfaction that was sharper for women than 

for men. 

In a study by Goldberg, Michaels, and Lamb (1985), 

marital adjustment was assessed only at the final time of 

measurement (three to four months postpartum), and it was 

reported that marital adjustment did not differ between 

men and women. For fathers, higher parental adjustment 

was associated with more involvement with the child , and 

the converse was found for marital adjustment for mothers . 

Mothers were more bothered by lifestyle changes than were 

fathers, and decreased marital adjustment for fathers was 

related to performance of feminine tasks in the home. 

Lewis (1988a) approached the issue of marital 

functioning across the transition to parenthood through 

deriving a rating of marital competence from observation 

and several scales. In a second article, Lewis (1988b ) 

reported findings across the transition to parenthood. 

Couples rated as "highly competent" or "complementary 

dominant-submissive " were found essentially to maintain 

their respective levels of marital competence over the 

transition to parenthood (i.e., were stable), and couples 

who were rated as "competent but pained " decreased in 

marital competence. Of this marital type, dissatisfaction 

increased, more so for wives, as did marital conflict and 
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The greatest level of unpredictability 

was found in conflictual marriages . At one year 

postpartum, four of the seven couples in thi s c a t e go r y did 

not change, one couple regressed , and two couples imp r oved 

in marital functioning. Findings of a third study (Lewis, 

Owen, & Cox, 1988) generally showed that prenatal mar ital 

competence is a predictor of how well the family ad justs 

to the child, and the authors surmised from their dat a 

"that what 1S important is the level of marital c o mpe tence 

at a given time " (Lewis, Owen, & Cox, 1988, p . 42 0). The 

authors also suggested that a measure of marital 

competence better predicts how well a child is 

incorporated into the family than does a measure o f 

marital satisfaction. 

Four recent studies (Cowan et al., 1985; McHale & 

Huston, 1985; Riskin, 1986/1987; White & Booth, 1985 ) 

provided further illumination on the nature of changes 1n 

marital satisfaction across the transition to parenthood 

through explicit comparison of parent and nonparent 

groups. McHale and Huston (1985) found a decrease 1n 

marital satisfaction in the first year of marriage fo r 

couples who had children and for couples who did n ot . 

Findings reported revealed that instrumental activ ity 

increased for parents, with greater increase in t h i s 

respect for women than for men . Nonparents we r e found to 

show an analogous pattern of change , leading to the 
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conclusion that in the first year of marriage , change 

tends toward the establishment of a "working partnershi p " 

(McHale & Huston, 1985, p. 430). Using a nati onal samp le, 

corresponding results were found by White and Booth 

(1985), where parents and nonparents both declined In 

marital quality between 1980 and 1983, but parents and 

nonparents did not differ significantly in how they 

declined. In the interval from the last trimester of 

pregnancy to the sixth postpartum month, Riskin 

(1986/1987) found a decrease in marital satisfaction In 

both a new parent group and a nonparent control group . 

Cowan et al. (1985) found a decrease of marital 

satisfaction across the transition to parenthood, and a lso 

found that this decrease continued beyond the first year 

after the baby was born. Contrary, however, to the 

findings of McHale and Huston (1985), Riskin (1986 / 19 8 7 ) 

and White and Booth (1985), Cowan et al. (1985) found 

stability in marital satisfaction In a nonparent group 

across the same period of time. 

Studies that compare new parent and nonparent groups 

are especially informative in that inferences can be mad e 

regarding the impact of becoming parents as compared wi t h 

changes across time that may not involve the birth o f a 

child. However, such inference must be done with care . 

Several differences between the above studies , such as the 

use of different measures and procedures , and 
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dissimilarity of subjects in mean age and length of 

marriage should be noted when considering the conclusions 

of these studies together. Additionally, in regard to 

childless comparison groups, Houseknecht (1979) pointed 

out that there may be differences between parents who are 

voluntarily childless and parents who ' are only delaying 

childbearing. Cross-sectional comparisons showed that 

voluntarily childless women were higher in marital 

satisfaction than mothers, especially in levels of 

cohesiveness (Houseknecht, 1979), which is consistent with 

findings supporting a decline in satisfaction following 

childbirth. It was recommended that future researchers 

take into consideration possible differences between 

couples who are childless involuntarily or by a choice to 

delay having children. 

Furthermore, even studies that show greater decline 

1n marital satisfaction for new parents than for 

nonparents do not necessarily require the explanation that 

this is due to the presence of the baby in the home (Cowan 

et al., 1985; Cowan & Cowan, 1988). Although Cowan et al. 

acknowledged the stress of change involved 1n the addition 

of a new member to a family, they proposed that increasing 

differences between husbands and wives across the 

transition to parenthood accounted for dissatisfaction 1n 

the marriage. Differences in perceptions and ideas about 

marriage and parenthood, or how to deal with specific 



stressors (e.g., a baby crying) come into play with the 

birth of the first child, and gender differences in the 

broader sense of how men and women . th= exper1ence ..; r:;; 
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transition to parenthood were suggested as being important 

in understanding the decline in marital satisfaction for 

new parents (Cowan et al., 1985). 

In regard to the above, Cowan et al. (1985) found 

specific gender differences in their sample. These 

included, for example, lower self-esteem among women as 

compared to men, and more involvement as parents for 

women. Men and women in parent groups also showed 

differences in marital satisfaction. Women markedly 

decreased between expectancy and SlX months after 

delivery, and decreased somewhat further between six and 

18 months after delivery, while men were stable across the 

first two measurements but declined dramatically between 

the second two measurements. 

Discussion 

The studies reviewed here collectively affirm the 

notion that the transition to parenthood involves some 

level of stress and change 1n the marriage. Although 

there 1S compelling evidence of a decrease in marital 

satisfaction in some samples , there is not clear consensus 

among studies on how marital satisfaction changes across 

the transition to parenthood. Belsky et al . ( 1983) for 
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example. have cited 1ssues such as differences 1n samples , 

cohort effects, and measurement as possible explanations 

for differences in the findings of Meyerowitz and Feldman 

(1966) and Miller and Sollie (1980) regarding marital 

satisfaction. Moreover, even with group declines in 

marital adjustment, the rank ordering of individuals 

rema1ns stable (Belsky et al., 1985; Belsky et al., 1983; 

Cowan & Cowan, 1988). It was noted that this interesting 

finding draws attention to the need to consider individual 

as well as group changes in the study of the transition to 

parenthood (Belsky et al., 1983). Indeed, Cowan and Cowan 

(1988) pointed out that statistically signifi cant 

decreases in marital satisfaction nevertheless tend to be 

small. Furthermore, they noted that marriages not 

troubled prior to the birth of the baby do not become so 

following the birth. 

Findings that marital satisfaction decreased in both 

new parent and control groups (McHale & Huston , 1985; 

Riskin, 1986/1987; White & Booth, 1985) may suggest that 

time or negotiation of the marital relationship 

contributes to changes in marital satisfacti on. Inferring 

from the findings and interpretations of Cowan et al . 

(1985) , changes in marital satisfaction may be due to 

different factors in parent and nonparent groups, whether 

or not significant differences in marital adjustment exist 

between such groups . 
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The current study sought to advance what is kn o wn 

about marital satisfaction and parenthood . In the s amp l e 

pr10r to the current study, data did not reveal 

significant differences in marital adjustment a c r o s s time 

or between groups (Fischer & Sollie, 1988). This finding 

1S important in that it was derived through use of a valid 

and reliable instrument (Locke & Wallace, 1959), and a 

sample that was selected randomly, rather than from 

known-to-be expectant mothers. Such a finding would 

suggest that a decrease in marital satisfaction at the 

time of the first birth should not be taken for granted 1n 

all cases. Additionally, it may be that both increas e s 

and decreases occurred in marital satisfaction in relat i on 

to differences in the interval between the birth o f the 

baby and the time of measurement, resulting in the ove r al l 

appearance of stability in marital satisfaction acro s s 

time. Additional analyses are therefore merited to 

determine whether marital satisfaction differs, for 

example, between sexes, or at different intervals 

following the birth of the child. This is discussed 1n 

greater detail at a later point in this chapter . 

Further group comparisons on the variable of ma r ital 

adjustment were expected to enrich an understanding of 

marital adjustment overall. Additionally , the cu rrent 

study incorporated age differences among parents as a 

possible means for further understanding mari t al 
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satisfaction and parenthood. Persons, for example, at 

different points in their individual development may 

experience family development in the domain of becoming 

parents differently. Additionally, general results of 

studies reviewed above may indicate that women experIence 

more of a decline in marital satisfaction than men, and 

that changes in marital satisfaction differ according to 

when postpartum measurements are taken. The current study 

thus tested for overall gender differences in marital 

satisfaction. Moreover, given that an overall decline In 

marital satisfaction was not found in this sample prior to 

the current study, marital satisfaction was examined with 

consideration of how long following birth measurements of 

marital satisfaction were made. 

Sex-Roles 

From the preceding section it IS evident that 

differences exist in how men and women experience the 

transition to parenthood. This section further explores 

the issue of gender more specifically in terms of 

sex-roles and gender-role attitudes in relation to the 

transition to parenthood. 

The transition to parenthood was investigated by 

Feldman and Aschenbrenner (1983) in terms of sex-role 

behavior, sex-related personality traits, and sex-typed 

identity. It was found that for men and women both. there 
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1S with parenthood an 1ncrease 1n feminine role behavior , 

feminine identity, and instrumental personality feature s. 

For women this revealed a magnification of feminine 

identity, and while feminine role behaviors increased for 

men, substantial masculine identity persisted. It was 

noted, however, that men high in masculinity exhibited a 

diminished likelihood of such change toward feminine role 

behavior (Feldman & Aschenbrenner, 1983). 

In somewhat of a contrast to the findings of Feldman 

and Aschenbrenner (1983), Feldman and Nash (1984) found 

that while periods of expectancy and new parenthood were 

characterized very positively by subjects, role changes 

occurred across the transition, most notably 1n the form 

of a greater degree of positive and negative role changes 

for women. Feldman and Nash (1984) reported that 

differences between the sexes were more pronounced after 

the baby's birth, and these differences were portrayed as 

being inclined toward cultural stereotypes (cf. Cowan et 

al., 1985). Consistent with the findings of Ryder (1973 ) 

and Miller and Sollie (1980), it was found that women were 

more concerned with changes in how much time they spent 

with their husbands than were their husbands . Women wer e 

more satisfied with their own " friendliness " than wer e men 

after becoming parents, while the sexes tended to be 

similar on this account pr10r to parenthood. Men s howed 

more satisfaction than women concerning their feelings of 
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being autonomous and competent. Feldman and Nash (1984) 

also reported that women were not as happy with marital 

quality after becoming mothers, and that once they became 

parents, women derived more satisfaction from their baby 

than from their husband. Such differences were discussed 

in terms of different expectations at a cultural level for 

men and women, where the mother role is a required 

expectation for women while a nurturant, caregiving father 

role is not obligatory for men (Feldman & Nash, 1984). 

Goldberg, Michaels, and Lamb (1985) found that the 

division of labor between spouses was more traditional at 

early pregnancy and after delivery, but more egalitarian 

in late pregnancYJ thus comprising a curvilinear 

trajectory eventuating in a traditional division of labor. 

Similarly, Riskin (1986/1987) found an 1ncrease 1n 

traditional gender role values for new parents, and McHale 

and Huston (1985) reported that in their sample, women 

tended to perform more traditionally female tasks with 

parenthood. 

Describing differences between parent and nonparent 

groups, Cowan et al. (1985) found that nonparents 

consistently showed more egalitarianism in performance of 

household tasks than did parents, with parents becoming 

more traditional in this respect across the transition to 

parenthood. Parent couples showed a decreased role 

satisfaction across the transition, while nonparents 
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showed stability across time in this respect . Parents 

increased their levels of marital conflict over time whil e 

nonparents decreased such levels. For both parents and 

nonparents, more favorable change in quality of sex was 

reported by women than by men. 

It is interesting that whi Ie Cowan et al. (1985) 

found more traditional behavior among parents and more 

egalitarian behavior among nonparents, Fischer and Sollie 

(1988) found more traditional sex-roles among nonparents 

as compared to new parents. Additionally , women in the 

Fischer and Sollie study were found to have more liberal 

gender-role attitudes than men, and men were found to have 

more traditional sex-roles than women. 

The apparent discrepancy in findings 1n the above two 

studies would appear to rest upon the relationship between 

behaviors as measured and classified by Cowan et al., and 

sex-roles as measured by Fischer and Sollie. Such a 

relationship is addressed in a study by Waldron and Routh 

(1981). Based on findings that nurturant behavior is 

related to femininity and androgyny (Bem ~ 1975; Bern, 

Martyna & Watson, 1976), Waldron and Routh (1981) reasoned 

that adjustment to parenthood would be easier for 

androgynous persons, who would therefore show less of a 

decrease in marital satisfaction than their counterparts. 

This hypothesis was not supported. Waldron and Routh 

(1981), however, argued that a relationship between 
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sex-roles and marital adjustment should not be ruled out, 

in that sex-role behaviors (e.g., husband assisting with 

traditionally feminine tasks) are not necessarily measured 

in a sex-role inventory. These authors also noted that 

their results may be specific to their sample, which was 

largely comprised of couples participating in Lamaze 

classes. Further investigation, therefore, of sex-roles, 

gender-role attitudes, and marital adjustment seems 

merited in other samples. Additionally, given that 

sex-role and gender-role attitude differences have already 

been found (Fischer & Sollie, 1988) as noted above, 

further clarification of these variables may arise through 

analysis of age differences. 

Research Findings on Agg 
and Delayed Parenthood 

Focus is turned at this point to a review of research 

findings relating to couples who delay starting families. 

Emphasis is thus shifted to the question: How, if at all. 

do couples who delay childbearing differ from those who do 

not? From a demographic perspective, delayed parenthood 

is related to a broad range of areas including education. 

occupation, fertility rates, economics and 

intergenerational relationships (Wilkie, 1981). As a 

further example, the difference between age of parents and 

age of children increases with delayed parenthood (Wilkie. 

1981), thus creating possibilities for differences in 



personal and family life. The highlight of this section 

is on studies that have specifically attempted to 

illuminate such issues in terms of personal and family 

variables. 

In early research on crlS1S and parenthood, age has 

been found to be unrelated to crisis scores (Dyer, 1963; 

Hobbs, 1965). Russell (1974)~ however, found that for 
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men, increased age was associated with decreased crisis. 

Length of marriage before the birth of the baby was not 

related to crisis scores in Hobbs' (1965) study , while 

Dyer (1963) found lower levels of crisis among parents who 

had been married three or more years, and Russell (1974) 

found a weak, but significant, negative relationship 

between length of marriage and level of crisis for women. 

More recently, Hobbs and Cole (1976) found that difficulty 

in the transition to parenthood was positively related to 

age for men, but not for women. Similarly , difficulty of 

adjustment to parenthood has been found to be 

significantly related to parents' age for black men and 

women (chi-square analysis), and correlational analysis 

showed that the younger the father, the greater the 

difficulty in adjustment to parenthood (Hobbs & Wimbish. 

1977). These findings show that age has been found to be 

a significant correlate of some aspects of the transition 

to parenthood. 
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The past decade has produced more focused research on 

how differences in age may affect the experience of 

becoming a parent. The remainder of this section reviews 

the findings of studies that have explicitly sought to 

investigate the nature of delayed parenthood. 

Through qualitative analysis of interview data, 

Soloway and Smith (1987) studied 15 dual-career couples 

and developed a model of antecedents of the decision to 

delay parenthood. In their model, the impetus for delayed 

parenthood was depicted in terms of "injunctions" from the 

family of origin, such as attaining financial security and 

marital commitment, and finishing education before having 

children. The authors described that prompting from the 

woman's "biological clock" encourages reevaluation of 

injunctions from the family, followed by reconsiderati on 

of one's sex-role identity prior to making the decision to 

start a fami ly. The issue of identity was discussed in 

terms of Bowen's (1978) conceptualization of the process 

of individuation from one's family of origin. 

From census data, Alden (1981/1982) determined that 

women in childbearing years who do not have children are 

primarily highly educated women. Not surprisingly , career 

has been identified as an important issue for some women 

who delay childbearing. Delaying parenthood has been 

found to be associated with issues of stress career 

change .. and requirements for childcare for professional 



5 7 

women (Alden, 1981/1982). Hence, women who complete their 

education and start careers before beginning families are 

faced with issues such as a need for childcare once they 

do have children. Interestingly, it has also been found 

that for many professional women, career diminishes 1n 

value after the birth of a child (Alden, 1981/1982; Coady , 

1982/1983), and that there 1S an accompanying wish to 

spend more time at home with the baby (Coady, 1982/1983 ) . 

Attention to career planning therefore becomes a need f o r 

women who delay becoming mothers (Alden, 1981/1982) . 

Does delayed parenthood influence women's feelings of 

satisfaction in motherhood? Russell (1974) proposed from 

her data a relationship between parental gratification , 

age, and length of marriage, where younger women would 

require more time for marital adjustment before having 

children than would older women. Coady (1982/1983) 

studied the variable of maternal satisfaction in light of 

such issues as whether women who delay parenthood will 

experience such delay positively because the timing of 

their first child is thoughtfully determined, or 

negatively because they perceive the timing of their first 

child as being outside of traditional or expected limits . 

In a sample of women age 28 or older at the time of their 

first birth, maternal satisfaction was found to be related 

to feeling competent as a mother, receiving support from 

the father, and the temperament of the infant. The 
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discrepancy between women's percepti on of t h e id e a l ag e to 

have a first child and the age at which they actua l ly had 

their first child was not found to be related t o maternal 

satisfaction (Coady, 1982/1983) . 

It has been shown from the review above that mari t al 

adjustment has been an important variable of study in the 

transition to parenthood literature . In regard to the 

effect of the transition to parenthood on marriage, it was 

previously noted that In some studies crisis has been 

shown to be unrelated to age (Dyer, 1963; Hobbs , 1965 ), 

negatively associated with age for men (Russell, 1974), 

related to length of marriage (Dyer, 1963), and that 

difficulty scores have been associated with age for men 

(Hobbs & Cole, 1976) and for black men and women ( Hobbs & 

Wimbish, 1977). One recent study investigated the 

variable of marital satisfaction in terms of age and 

length of marriage (Riskin, 1986/1987 ) . As mentioned 

earlier a significant decrease In marital satisfaction was 

reported across the transition to parenthood for both new 

parents and a nonparent group. Significant age 

differences, however, were not found in the parent group. 

Roosa (1988) compared 32 "delayed " childbearing 

couples with 32 "normative" childbearing couples ( p. 323), 

with the delayed group defined by the mother ' s age being 

28 or older when the first child was born. Wome n a nd men 

In the delayed parent group were signifi c ant ly higher t h an 



their normative counterparts in age, education, 

occupational rank, income and age at marriage. No 

significant differences were found, however, between 

normative and delayed groups on the variables of 

self-esteem, sex-roles, or dyadic adjustment. 

While the measures and methodology of the study did 

not find differences between age groups, Roosa (1988) 

noted that greater stresses experienced by older couples 

might be managed with greater capability, with a 

consequent similarity between the groups on dependent 

variable scores. Wilkie (1981), for example, cites 

evidence that older parents may be more capable than 

younger parents of creating an atmosphere conducive to 

emotional well-being for children. Thus, it may be 
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possible that differences in personal maturity (Roosa, 

1988) or parenting style (Wilkie, 1981) would mediate 

between the variables of age and marital satisfaction. 

Stated alternatively, there may be variables yet to be 

tested that illuminate a qualitative difference in 

marriages between older parents as compared with younger 

parents, even while levels of marital satisfaction do not 

appear to differ. 

Of related interest to the current study are the 

variables of well-being, and intimacy. Ryder's (1973) 

study, for example, showed that after the birth of a child 

women reported an unsatisfying level of attention paid to 
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them by their husbands , which may carry i mpl i cations that 

a variable such as intimacy relates to changes a c r oss the 

transition to parenthood. Miller and Sollie (19 30) f ound 

that well - being scores lowered for mothers bet ween one and 

eight months after the baby's birth , and for fa t he r s 

between pregnancy and eight months postpartum , a nd be tween 

one and eight months postpartum. Well-being has t hus been 

demonstrated to be pertinent to the transition t o 

parenthood. 

While parents and nonparents were not shown to di f fe r 

on variables of well-being or intimacy in the curren t 

sample at previous times of measurement (Fischer & Sol l ie, 

1988), an exploration of possible age differenc es is 

merited. Daniels and Weingarten (1982) question ed whet h e r 

matters of intimacy in marriage, for instance , are 

different for people when they are 18 as compared to wh en 

they are 38, and how becoming parents relates to suc h a 

question. Intimacy becomes a prominent lssue as coup les 

undergo the family developmental change of incorpo r a ting 

the child in their relationship, Furthermore , in addit ion 

to differences in age, these authors also indicated that 

couples who delay having children after marri age have more 

time to develop intimacy in their marital rel ationship. 

This latter point thus introduces length of marr iage p r i o r 

to birth as a salient variable. 
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Through interviews with subjects ~ Daniels and 

Weingarten (1982) found that couples who delay having 

children after marriage had more time to develop intimac y, 

and experienced certain freedoms such as lovemaking 

whenever they wanted . By comparison, couples wh o had 

children earlier were characterized as being unable to 

recall ever not being parents. All parents were reported 

as having 1n some way expressed that the new child was 

initially an encumbrance to the marital relationship . 

While intimacy was enhanced for some and dampened for 

others, the authors inferred that the timing of the first 

child was not necessarily the discriminating factor . At 

the same time, it was acknowledged that early timing may 

be likely to impede intimacy for the couple. The current 

study, then, examined whether differences in intimacy 

exist among persons of different ages at the time of the 

birth of a child. 

Discussion and Hypotheses 

The foregoing has presented a description of the 

ongoing demographic trend toward the delay of parenthood, 

and identified this trend as an area for further 

investigation in family research. Placed in the 

conceptual framework of family development and the family 

life cycle, the trend toward delayed parenthood has been 

identified as indicating a need for a focus upon age as a 
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variable in research on the transition to parenthood. 

Attention has also been placed upon marital adjustment a s 

a prominent focus of research in the transition to 

parenthood literature. The current s tudy was an effort ~ I~O 

build upon present knowledge and further illuminate the 

1ssues involved in this important time of transition in 

family life. The remainder of this chapter is direc ted 

toward the presentation of hypotheses for the current 

study from the conceptual and empirical foundation that 

has been delineated thus far. 

One crucial methodological 1ssue 1n the current study 

deserves emphasis at this point, this being the sample 

selection procedure. In a recent review, Goldberg and 

Michaels (1988) noted that little attention has been paid 

to the fact that most research on the transition to 

parenthood is based on data from self-selected volunteers . 

The greater generalizability of larger, random samples 

perhaps is one of the chief needs for research on 

parenthood. It has been mentioned previously that 

respondents in the current study were selected randomly 

from a population of college graduates, and that at the 

time of selection, among those who were not already 

parents, who would or would not become parents was unknown 

(Fischer & Sollie, 1988). This difference from other 

studies is important in that it extends the study of the 

transition to parenthood beyond samples of respondents wh o 

___ -=-..:...::...:= 0.:--_______ .,..-"-, _. ____________________________ _ 
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are, for example, participating 1n Lamaze classes or 

otherwise known to be pregnant. Hence, findings in the 

current study provide a broadened view of the transition 

to parenthood 1n light of and in contrast to previous 

research in this area. This issue therefore becomes a 

point of consideration in the specific areas addressed 1n 

what follows. 

Furthermore, it is inherent in the methodology of the 

current study that subjects initially fall into various 

groups (e.g., married/unmarried, parent/nonparent), and 

that, as stated above, it was unknown at the time of 

selection who would follow what trajectory as far as when 

(or whether) a given respondent would get married or 

become a parent. Hence, an important aspect of this study 

is a demographic description of the sample at Time 4. 

Marital Relationship and 
Marital Adjustment 

The pr1mary hypotheses of the current study focus 

upon how the variables of age and length of marriage 

relate to the dependent variables of marital satisfaction, 

intimacy, well-being, and gender-role attitudes. It is 

generally hypothesized that couples who delay parenthood 

either thro1Jgh waiting until they are older, or waiting 

until they have been married longer, will be better able 

to deal with the adjustment to a new baby 1n the home than 

will those who are younger. Roosa (1988 ), f o r e xample, 
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reasoned that couples who delay parenthood are likely to 

have greater personal maturity and ability to deal with 

the new responsibilities of parenthood, and therefore 

would be likely to experience less decrease in marital 

satisfaction than would couples who have children earlier. 

Daniels and Weingarten (1982) found that couples who have 

children earlier are not as established as older parents 

in their identity as individuals or as couples. However, 

they also reported that younger parents may experience 

less conflict in the marriage across the transition to 

parenthood. Even so, delaying parenthood was portrayed as 

having clear advantages to the marriage, including greater 

equality in household and childcare responsibilities. 

Thus, while Daniels and Weingarten (1982) did not clearly 

distinguish delayed parenthood as a definitive factor 1n 

reducing marital distress, it was nevertheless viewed as 

having advantages over earlier childbearing. From this it 

was proposed that although age differences have not been 

found in terms of marital satisfaction in studies where 

parents were known-to-be expectant couples at the outset 

of research (Riskin, 1986/1987; Roosa, 1988), further 

testing in a random and more representative sample was 

merited. 

tested: 

The following three hypotheses therefore were 



Hi: Among persons for whom a child was born within 

one year before measurement, age will be positively 

associated with marital adjustment. 

H2: Among persons for whom a child was born within 

one year before measurement, age will be positively 

associated with intimacy . 

H3: Among persons for whom a child was born within 

one year before measurement, age will be positively 

associated with well-being. 
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The above hypotheses predicted age of parent 

correlates of marital and personal well-being for parents 

with recent births. Delaying childbearing after marriage, 

a situation similar but not identical to age~ should be 

related to the variables of marital adjustment, intimacy. 

and well-being. 

hypotheses: 

This was tested in the following 

H4: Among all respondents for whom a child was born 

within one year of testing, length of marriage will be 

positively associated with marital adjustment. 

H5: Among all respondents for whom a child was born 

within one year of testing, length of marriage will be 

positively associated with intimacy. 

H6: Among all respondents for whom a child was born 

within one year of testing, length of marriage will be 

positively associated with well-being. 
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In addition to the prlmary investigation of how 

delaying parenthood relates to the above variables, othe r 

findings in the empirical literature on the transition to 

parenthood were examined in the current study. These we r e 

introduced essentially as a way of testing findings of 

previous studies using a random sample . Given the 

pervasive use of nonrandom samples in the investigation o f 

the transition to parenthood, testing the following 

hypotheses in a random sample was expected to make an 

important contribution to the understanding of this time 

of family life. 

Several studies have indicated that women experlenc e 

greater difficulty in adjusting to being new parents th a n 

do men (Belsky et al., 1985; Belsky et al., 1983; Miller & 

SolI ie, 1980; Ryder, 1973; Waldron & Routh, 1981) . In 

light of these findings, the following hypothesis was 

proposed: 

H7: Mothers will exhibit lower overall scores lO 

marital adjustment than will fathers. 

Of similar interest is the possibility that women and 

men may differ in marital adjustment in terms of the time 

interval following birth during which a decrease occurs 

(Cowan et al., 198.5). While n o change in marital 

adjustment was found between parents and nonparents In the 

sample prior to the current study , there may exist the 

possibility that differences in marital adjustment occu r 



at different times after the birth of the child, as 1S 

evident in a collective appraisal of var10US studies 

reviewed above. For example, Miller and Sollie (1980) 
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found no significant change in marital stress at one month 

postpartum; by six weeks postpartum Waldron and Routh 

(1981) found a significant decrease in marital 

satisfaction for wives; at three months Belsky et al. 

(1983) found a decrease 1n marital cohesion for women; 

Roosa (1988) found a significant decline for both men and 

women by three months postpartum, and a modest increase in 

satisfaction for men by 12 months; and Cowan et al. (1985) 

found that at six months men had not changed 1n marital 

satisfaction while women's marital satisfaction had 

decreased significantly, and between six and 18 months 

postpartum men's marital satisfaction decreased 

substantially. 

The earlier decrease 1n satisfaction for women as 

compared with men results 1n similar scores between the 

sexes following birth, as women have been found to be 

higher in satisfaction during pregnancy (Belsky et al. , 

1983: Waldron & Routh, 1981). With this in mind. and in 

consideration of the finding of Cowan et al . (1985) that 

men's decrease in satisfaction comes later than women ' s , 

the following was hypothesized : 

H8: Among parents measured within SlX months 

following birth, men and women will n o t differ in marita l 



adjustment, whereas among parents measured more than S1X 

months following birth, men will be lower than women 1n 

marital adjustment. 

Additionally, following the work o f Belsky et al . 

(1983) and Belsky et al. (1985), and the conclusion that 

marital quality is stable across the transition to 

parenthood (Cowan & Cowan, 1988; Goldberg & Michaels, 

1988), the following hypothesis was tested: 

H9: Marital adjustment scores will be positively 

related across times of measurement. 

Studies reviewed here that compared parent and 

nonparent groups differed in findings relating to the 

marital relationship in that three studies (McHale & 

Huston, 1985; Riskin, 1986/1987; White & Booth, 1985) 

found comparability in group changes, while one study 

(Cowan et al., 1985) found a decrease in marital 

satisfaction for parents but not for nonparents. It may 
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be further noted that only the latter of these studies 

used the same measure of marital adjustment (Locke & 

Wallace, 1959) as the current study ~ which did not detect 

group or time differences prior to the current 

investigation (Fischer & Sollie. 1988). From a family 

developmental perspective the stage transition involved 1n 

having a child would be expected to be a time of stress 

and adjustment. The following hyp othesis was tested: 
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H10: Parents will be lower in marital adjustment 

than married nonparents at Time 4. 

Sex-Roles 

Various studies (Cowan et al., 1985 ; Feldman & Nash , 

1984; Goldberg, Michaels, & Lamb, 1985; McHale & Huston, 

1985; Riskin, 1986/1987) have shown some measure of a 

trend toward traditionalism in roles across the transition 

to parenthood. McHale & Huston (1985) speculated that if 

persons who delay parenthood are less traditional than 

those who do not, a trend toward traditionalism after 

becoming a parent may be especially stressful for 

delayers. Delayers have also been described as more 

egalitarian in their roles as parents (Daniels & 

Weingarten, 1982). 

was tested: 

Accordingly, the following hypothesis 

H11 : Among persons for whom a child was born within 

one year before measurement, older parents will be more 

liberal in gender-role attitudes than younger parents. 

In addition to the hypotheses proposed above , two 

exploratory analyses were tested as a further means of 

promoting the understanding of processes o f family change 

relating to the birth of children. The fir st examined 

whether variables at earlier times of measurement would 

predict marital adjustment at later times . Predictor 

variables included were masculinity, femininity, 
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loneliness, well-being, intimacy, gender-role attitudes , 

length of marriage, and earlier marital adjustment. A 

second exploratory analysis investigated whether selected 

variables would discriminate between persons who later 

become parents and those who do not. One study, for 

example, found that in the absence of a significant 

multivariate pattern, there were significant univariate 

differences between persons who later became parents and 

persons who did not on variables concerning the division 

of labor (White & Booth, 1985). Variables in the current 

study of sex-roles and gender-role attitudes , intimacy, 

and well-being were examined to further illuminate whether 

persons who became parents and persons who did not 

differed from one another at previous times of 

measurement. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Primarily, this study was designed to investigate 

whether the time-related variables of age and length of 

marriage are empirically related to marital adjustment, 

intimacy, well-being, and gender-role attitudes following 

the transition to parenthood. Additionally, other 

hypotheses were tested which examined more general 

findings relating to the transition to parenthood using a 

random sample. The current chapter provides a descripti on 

of the sample, methodology, measures, and analyses used 1n 

the study. Because the study overlapped and directly 

extended the research conducted by Fischer and Sollie 

(1988), the following description of subjects and 

procedures for times one through three was derived from 

their work, and further details can be found there. 

Subjects 

Subjects for the current research are those who 

participated in the study conducted by Fischer and Sollie 

(1988). These participants were selected randomly from a 

list of 1980 and prospective 1982 graduates from a larg e 

southwestern university. In an initial effort to reach a 

goal of 400 participants, 1600 letters were sent to 

persons selected, which resulted in a modest response. 
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Letters were followed up with telephone contacts, 

resulting at Time 1 in a total of 387 responde nts with an 

additional 35 spouses who also were interviewed a nd fill ed 

out questionnaires. Persons from the 1980 cohort at Time 

1 (Spring, 1982) included 96 men and 95 women ( n=191) , 

with 99 men and 97 women (n=196) comprising the 1982 

cohort. At time 2 (Winter, 1983) the 1980 group included 

73 men and 76 women (n=149) with 74 men and 87 women 

(n=161) in the 1982 group. At Time 3 (Winter, 1984) a 

total of 61 men and 70 women (n=131) responded from the 

1980 cohort with 62 men and 75 women (n=137) in the 1982 

c ohort. Dropout rate for respondents was similar for eac h 

cohort, but greater overall for men (45%) than for women 

(30%) . 

Fischer and Sollie (1988) reported that the age range 

of respondents at Time 1 was 20 to 37, with a mean, 

median, and standard deviation of 23.57, 23.00, and 2.38, 

respectively. Almost all subjects were Caucasian and wer e 

from intact families. In terms of marital status there 

were 187 single and 187 married subjects, 42 who were 

engaged, and 6 previously married subjects. Most 

respondents (88%) did not have children at Time 1. 

Religious affiliation included 80% protestant, 13% 

Catholic, with the remaining 7% comprising other faiths. 

At Time 1 there were 95 single men and 91 single 

women; 19 engaged men and 23 engaged women ; and 79 marr ied 
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men and 73 marrierl women. By Time 3 , of those who 

responded, there were totals of 41 single men and 49 

single women; three engaged men and 12 engaged women; and 

60 married men and 66 married women . A detailed account 

of these changes in marital status is found in Fischer and 

Sollie (1988, pp. 24-25; 121-122). New parents in the 

study as of Time 3 included 10 men and 12 women, and 15 

men and 12 women were already parents at Time 1 (Fischer & 

Sollie, 1988). A comprehensive analysis was conducted in 

regard to respondents who dropped out of the study, 

revealing that more men than women dropped out, and that 

differences between dropouts and non-dropouts could be 

traced to the greater tendency of men to drop out (Fischer 

& Sollie, 1988). 

A total of 405 questionnaires were mailed in the 

Spring of 1990 to obtain Time 4 respondents. Of these, 

325 (80%) were returned. Twenty-six of the 325 Time 4 

respondents were spouses of subjects, and were not 

included in analyses in this study. At Time 4 the entire 

sample included 162 men and 163 women ranging in age from 

26.8 years to 44.5 years, with a mean age of 32 years. 

Forty subjects were single at Time 4 , while 4 were 

engaged, 254 were married, two were separated, 11 were 

divorced, and 14 were remarried. About 64% of respondents 

were parents at Time 4, with most of these having either 

one or two children . Concerning education , 1% of 
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respondents indicated "some college, " most individuals 

(55%) had undergraduate degrees, 20% pursued " some 

graduate" education, 18% received Master's degrees and SlX 

percent received doctoral degrees. Sixty percent of Time 

4 subjects considered themselves financially 

"comfortable," on a five-point scale ranging from "not 

well off" to "very well off." Most respondents (76%) were 

employed full-time. 

Dropouts at Time 4 were compared with Time 4 

respondents on the basis of Time 1 data. Dropouts and 

respondents did not differ significantly on any of the 

dependent variables used in the study, including 

masculinity, femininity, loneliness, intimacy, gender-role 

attitudes, marital adjustment, and well-being. 

Additionally, the greater likelihood for men to drop out 

that was found at Time 3 was not found at Time 4: dropouts 

and respondents at Time 4 did not differ on the variable 

of gender. 

Subject Selection for Analyses 

The following approaches were utilized to select 

subjects into groups appropriate for the various analyses 

conducted. In analyses involving subjects from more than 

one time of measurement, measures were used for the 

particular time of measurement at which a subject was 

eligible for the analysis. Thus , for example, for a 
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subject who had a first child less than a year old at T ime 

2, measures for Time 2 were used . 

Two selection methods were used for examining the 

effects of recent parenthood on the dependent variables 

used in the study. One approach was to select only 

subjects whose first child was age twelve months or less, 

comprising a group to be designated as the prlmlparous 

group. A second approach selected a group of subjects who 

had a child aged twelve months or less, regardless of the 

number of children. Thus, any subject with a child aged 

twelve months or less at the time of measurement was 

selected. The group of respondents so selected comprised 

the any-parous group. Subjects who were eligible at more 

than one time of measurement were selected for the 

earliest time at which they were eligible. This procedure 

avoided the use of a subject more than once 1n a given 

analysis. In most instances, focus is placed upon 

primiparous subjects and findings are reported for 

any-parous subjects where appropriate. 

Because data were used only for the time of 

measurement for which a subject was eligible for 

inclusion, the following statisti c s reflect 

characteristics of the primiparous and any-parous groups 

based on reports at the time the subjects ' data were used . 

The mean age of primiparous subjects , for example. 



indicates the average age of subjects at the time when 

their first child was 12 months old or less. 
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The primiparous group (N=60) was comprised of 27 

women and 33 men. Of these, 18 were included at Time 1, 

eight at Time 2, 16 at Time 3, and 18 at Time 4. Age 

ranged from 21 to 33.3 years, with a mean age of 26.8 

years and a median age of 26 years. Age at first birth, 

obtained by subtracting the first child's age from the 

subject's age, ranged from 20.3 to 32.8 years, with a mean 

of 26.4 years and a median of 25.3 years. Length of 

marriage ranged from less than one month to nearly twelve 

years, with a mean of 3.4 years. Fifty-six subjects were 

married, three were remarried, and one was engaged. All 

subjects 1n this group had only one child, except for one, 

whose first birth was to twins. 

The any-parous group (N=90) consisted of 41 women and 

49 men. There were 18 subjects included at Time 1, nine 

at Time 2, 18 at Time 3, and 45 at Time 4. Age ranged 

from 21 years to 38.4 years, with a mean age of 28.4 years 

and a median age of 30.1 years. Age at first birth ranged 

from 18.8 to 37 years, with the mean and median age at 

first birth both equalling 26.7 years. Length of marriage 

ranged from less than one month to 12.6 years, with a mean 

of 4.7 years. Of these subjects, 84 were married, five 

were remarried, and one was engaged at the respective 

times for which their measures were used. The number of 



children ranged from one to five, with the maj o r i ty o f 

subjects (90%) having either one or two children. The 

composition of the primiparous and any-parous groups is 

summarized in Table 1. 
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Sever~l analyses required the selection of subjects 

who were either "parents" or "nonparents. " Nonparents are 

individuals who, at Time 4, were married and had never had 

children. The group of parents included married subjects 

who had one or more children (see Table 2). The group of 

nonparents included 27 men and 35 women (n=62) who ranged 

in age from 26.8 to 36.2 years (M=31.4). Length of 

marriage ranged from less than a month to 12.9 years 

(M=4. 3). Among nonparents, 42 (of 62) indicated that they 

were childless by choice, and of those, 30 were planning 

to have children in the future. Most nonparent 

individuals (95%) were employed full-time. 

The group of parents was comprised of 84 men and 77 

women (n=161), age 29.3 years to 40.9 years (M=32.3). 

Length of marriage varied from eight months to 21.1 years 

(M=8.4). Most men (92%), and 42% of women were employed 

full-time. Other subgroups of subjects used in varlOUS 

analyses are defined in the context of the respective 

analyses. 



Procedure 

All respondents originally sampled for the study 

conducted by Fischer & Sollie (1 988) f o r wh om address 

information was available (405 of the or ig i nal 422) were 

sent questionnaires containing several meas u re s already 

utilized in the study . Addresses were obtained from 

university alumni association records and tel ephon e 

contacts of subjects or their relatives. Sub j ects we r e 

also sent a cover letter explaining the study and a 
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summary of earlier findings in the study. As an incentive 

to participate, subjects who sent in completed 

questionnaires postmarked by a specified deadl i n e we r e 

included in a drawing for a cash prize of $75 .00. 

Additionally, a brief handwritten note thanking the 

respondent for their participation was attached to each 

cover letter. A follow-up mailing of reminder post car ds 

was sent to subjects who did not respond immedi ately to 

insure the maximum possible response from sub jects. Data 

collected through these procedures constituted what 1 S 

designated as Time 4 measurement . 

described in the following. 

The measures u sed a re 

Measures 

Marital Ad j ustment 

The Marital Adjustment Test is a 15-item scale 

developed by Loc ke and Wallace ( 19 59) a s a me ans of 
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validly and reliably assessing marital adjustment in 

couples with a shortened format. The short form of the 

MAT addresses the general level of happiness in marriage , 

the level of agreement on such issues as finances, sex , 

and friends, and other items concerning the functioning of 

the relationship. Items included on the short form are 

those having established utility from previous research . 

A split-half reliability of .90 was reported for the scale 

(Locke & Wallace, 1959), and a Cronbach's alpha of . 67 was 

obtained for the entire Time 4 sample in the current 

study. 

Gender-Role Attitudes 

The scale used to measure gender-role attitudes 

(Weis, Slosnerick, Cate, & Sollie, 1986) consisted of 18 

items, for which the respondent designated a range from 

strong disagreement to strong agreement on a six-point 

scale. Liberal attitudes were indicated by a high score 

and traditional attitudes were indicated by a low score 

(Fischer & Sollie, 1988). The alpha value obtained in the 

Time 4 sample of the current study was .82. 

Well-Being 

The well-being scale (Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers , 

1976), consisted of nine sets of bipolar adjectives, such 

as boring/interesting and miserable/enjoyable. For each 

item the respondent indicated a point on a five-point 
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continuum that best typified their current life . In this 

study, the scale was recoded so that a higher score 

reflected a lack of well-being. At Time 4, a Cronbach's 

Alpha of .83 was obtained. 

Intimacy 

The Intimacy Scale (Fischer & Narus, 1981) consisted 

of 39 items for which the respondent indicated on a 

six-point scale their level of agreement. Items on the 

scale were answered regarding the person whom the 

respondent considered closest to them, and addressed 

sharing, closeness, and affection (Fischer & Sollie, 

1988) . The scale has been shown to be high in internal 

reliability, with a Cronbach's alpha of .93 (Fischer & 

Narus, 1981) . The alpha value for the Time 4 sample was 

. 93. 

Sex Roles (0(1 I 
I 

The measure for sex role~l was not included at Time 4, 

but was used from previous measurements 1n the study. The 

Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) consisted of 60 items 

depicting masculine ("assertive," "independent"), feminine 

( "cheerfu 1," "affect ionate" ), and neutral (" convent ional, .. 

"tactful") personality traits. The subject designated on 

a seven-point scale to what degree ("Never or almost never 

true," to "Always or almost always true ") each trait 

described himself or herself (Bern, 1974). Typically the 
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test yields a score for the masculin i t y, f e min i nity, and 

androgyny of the individual . Howe v e r , in th i s s tudy the 

masculinity and femininity s ca les we r e used separately to 

measure constructs of masculinity and femini n ity for eac h 

subject (Fischer & Sollie , 1988) . Al pha va lues of .88, 

.86, and . 86 were obtained a t Time s 1-3, respecti v e ly, fo r 

the masculinity scale , and . 78 , . 79 , and. 8 0 a t Times 1- 3 

for the femininity scale (Fis c her & Sollie , 1988 ) . 

Lone 1 ine~.;s 

The variable of loneliness was used from preV l OUS 

measurements, but was not included at Time 4 . The UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 198 0) 

consisted of 20 items, ten positive and 10 negative , wh ich 

relate to loneliness. The respondent indicated their 

experlence of each item on a four-point scale ranging fr om 

"never" to "often ." An alpha value of .94, indicating 

high internal consistency, was found for the measure 

(Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona , 1980). In the current study, 

a six-point scale ranging from "strong agreement " to 

"strong disagreement " was used to maintain consistenc y 

with other measures used. The scores of each item are 

added, and the higher the score , the greater the 

loneliness experienced by the respondent ( Fischer & 

Sollie, 1988). At Times 1- 3 , respectively , alpha va l ues 



of .91, .92, and .92 were obtained for the loneliness 

scale (Fischer & Sollie, 1988). 

Analyses 
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Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 11, which are identical 1n 

form, were each tested using a correlational procedure, 

which was conducted separately for men and for women as 

well as combined. These hypotheses predicted that among 

parents who completed measures within one year after the 

birth of a child, age would be positively related to 

marital adjustment, intimacy, well-being, and 

egalitarianism; that is, the older the parent, the greater 

the marital adjustment, intimacy, well-being, and liberal 

gender-role attitudes. Age was treated as a continuous 

variable for the following two reasons. First, a 

correlational procedure has the advantage of fully 

utilizing the information in a variable rather than losing 

information through separation into groups. Secondly, 

treating age as a continuous variable is consistent with 

the developmental argument that as an individual ages they 

are likely to be better prepared to deal with the 

transitions involved in becoming parents. Other studies 

(e.g., Roosa, 1988) have examined delayed childbearing in 

terms of demographically defined groups: those who delay 

childbearing and those who do not. While this 1S an 

appropriate and valuable means of cl)nceptualizing delayed 
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parenthood, it is of equal interest to examlne age as a 

continuum, providing another angle from which to Vlew 

birth timing. Hence, it was expected that among recent 

parents, age would correlate significantly and positively 

with the above dependent variables. 

Additionally, however, to maintain consistency with 

the concept of delayed parenthood as described previously, 

age differences were tested further using a 2 X 2 

multivariate analysis of variance design, with factors of 

age (younger and older) and gender (male and female), on 

the dependent variables of marital adjustment, intimacy, 

well-being and gender-role attitudes. Age 28 was used as 

the point of demarcation between "older" and "younger " 

parent groups in this sample (Roosa, 1988). Additional 

analyses were run using the group median age, and the 

group median age at first birth as points of demarcation 

between "0 lder" and "younger" groups. In both the 

correlational and ANOVA procedures, analyses with and 

without length of marriage as a control variable were 

calculated. Each of the age divisions produced groups of 

"older" and "younger" subjects that were significantly 

different in age. Mean ages are reported in Table 3. 

Length of marriage was treated as a continuous 

variable, and hypotheses 4, 5, and 6 were tested utilizing 

a correlational procedure. Correlations were run 

separately and combined for men and for women. Thus , it 



84 

was predicted that among recent parents, length of 

marriage would correlate significantly and positively with 

the dependent variables of marital adjustment, intimacy, 

and well-being. 

Hypotheses 7 and 10, respectively, predicted that 

there would be group differences between mothers and 

fathers, and between parents and nonparents on the 

variable of marital adjustment. These hypotheses were 

tested together with a 2 X 2 factorial analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) procedure, which would reveal a group by 

gender interaction if such an effect were present. 

Support for hypotheses 7 and 10 would be demonstrated by 

the presence of significant main effects for gender and 

parent/nonparent, with mean differences in the predicted 

directions. Analyses were run with and without controls 

for age and length of marriage. 

Following the work of previous researchers (Belsky et 

a 1., 1985; Bel sky eta 1., 1983) th est a b iIi t y 0 f rna r ita 1 

adjustment (Hypothesis 9) was tested by correlating 

adjustment scores (combined and separately for men and for 

women) from Time 1 to Time 2, Time 2 to Time 3, and Time 3 

to Time 4. Significant correlations across times of 

measurement were predicted, and would indicate that 

persons who tend to score relatively higher or lower at 

one time are likely to score relatively higher or lower at 

subsequent times. 
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Hypothesis 8 predicted that although men and women 

would not differ in marital adjustment in the first SlX 

months postpartum, men would be lower than women in the 

second six postpartum months. This was tested with a 2 X 

2 factorial ANOVA design, with groups being gender and 

months since birth of child. Support for this hypothesis 

would be demonstrated by the presence of a significant 

interaction effect. 

The first exploratory hypothesis was tested with a 
. 

multiple regression procedure. Specifically, variables of 

sex-role orientation, loneliness, well-being, intimacy and 

gender-role attitude of married individuals at Time 1 were 

independent variables and later marital adjustment (Time 

4) was the dependent variable, to determine the extent t o 

which such previous variables predict later marital 

adjustment. This analysis was run a second time with 

prevlous marital adjustment entered first as a control. 

The second exploratory hypothesis examined whether 

those who became parents by Time 4 can be distinguished 

from those who did not on the basis of previous data 

through the use of discriminant function analysis. 

Sex-roles and gender-role attitudes, intimacy, and 

well-being were investigated as possible discriminating 

variables for married individuals who later become pare nts 

and those who remained childless. 



Table 1: 

Time 1 

Time 2 

Time 3 

Time 4 

Total 

Time 1 

Time 2 

Time 3 

Time 4 

Total 

Composition of Primiparous and Any-Parous 
Groups by Time of Measurement. 

Primiparous Group 

Men Women Mean Age SD 
of Subject 

N N 

11 7 24.4 1.9 

6 2 26.0 2.7 

4 12 24.9 1.5 

12 6 31.3 1.0 

33 27 26.8 3.4 

Any-Parous Group 

11 7 24.4 1.9 

6 3 25.8 2.6 

6 12 2.5.3 2.1 

26 19 31.7 1.5 

49 41 28.4 3.8 

Mean Length SD 
of Marriage 

2.4 1.5 

3.6 2.3 

3.1 1.0 

4.7 2.7 

3.4 2.1 

2.4 1 . 5 

3.5 2.2 

3.9 2.6 

6.3 2.6 

4.7 2.9 
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Table 2: 

Group 

Parents 

Non
parents 

Composition of Time 4 Parent and Nonparent 
Groups. 

Men Women Mean SD Mean Length so 

Age of Marriage 

N N 

84 77 ")2 ") 
-.) "J 2.1 8.4 

27 35 31.4 1.5 4.3 3.0 

Combined 111 112 32.0 2.0 7.3 3.6 
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Table 3: 

Split 

Age 28 

Median Age 

Median Age 
at First 

88 

Age Means and Standard Deviations* for Young e r 
and Older Groups. 

Primiparous Any-Parous 

Younger Older Younger Older 

24.5 30 . 8 24.6 31.4 
( 1. 5 ) ( 1. 4) ( 1. 6 ) ( 1. 7 ) 

23.8 29.3 24.9 31.7 
( 1. 2 ) (2. 5) ( 1. 9 ) ( 1. 5) 

23.8 29.3 24.3 31. 1 
Birth ( 1. 2 ) ( 2 . 5 ) ( 1. 4) (2.0) 

*In parentheses 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Hypotheses one through SIX, and 11 were tested with a 

correlational procedure. The time-related variables of 

age and length of marriage were treated, in the initial 

analysis, as continuous variables. The variable of age 

was reexamined through the use of analysis of variance, 

where relatively "older" and relatively "younger " persons 

could be compared as groups. Results of these analyses 

are reported first, and are followed by findings for the 

remaining hypotheses concerning comparisons between 

parents and non-parents, mothers and fathers, correlations 

between marital adjustment scores across time, and the two 

exploratory hypotheses. 

Preliminary Considerations 

First considered are findings pertaining to the 

variable of age and the dependent variables of interest to 

the study. Findings are indicated for men and women 

together, and then separately in the primiparous group. 

This is followed by a report of findings pertaining to the 

independent variable of length of marriage for primiparous 

subjects. Because a number of prImIparous subjects 

sufficient for the analyses was obtained, focus is placed 

on the findings for this group. 
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Analyses were also run 



for the any-parous group, and these findings, which, 

overall, were similar to that of the primiparous group, 

are reported in Tables 8-11 at 'the end of this chapter. 
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Additionally, the independent variables of age and 

length of marriage were found to be significantly related 

to one another in both the primiparous (r=.49, p<.OOl) and 

any-parous (r=.62, p<.OOl) groups. In the any-parous 

group, "number of children" also correlated significantly 

with age (r=.53, p<.OOl) and length of marriage (r=.71, 

p<.OOl). Given the relationship between these variables, 

it was of interest to examine their effects on the 

dependent variables both with and without their respective 

effects controlled. Financial status, a five-point scale 

ranging from "not at all well off" to "very well off, " did 

not correlate significantly with any of the dependent 

variables in either the primiparous or any-parous group. 

Educational attainment as of Time 4 correlated 

significantly with marital adjustment in the primiparous 

(r=-.25, Q<.05) and any-parous (r=-.27, 2< . 01) groups. 

The variable of occupation, ranked in order of 

professional/management, other job, and no paid job, 

correlated in the any-parous group with lack of well-being 

(r=.18,2<.05). Overall findings are reported below . 



Findings for Age: 
One, Two, Three, 

Hypotheses 
and Eleven 
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Hypotheses one, two, three, and eleven , respectively , 

predicted that the variables of marital adjustment, 

intimacy, well-being, and gender-role attitudes would be 

positively correlated with age among parents with a child 

aged one year or less. When men and women were included 

together in the analyses, age did not correlate 

significantly with any of the variables of marital 

adjustment, intimacy, lack of well-being, or gender-role 

attitudes. Controlling for length of marriage did not 

affect this finding (see Table 4). When men and women 

were considered separately in the analyses, a signifi cant 

and positive correlation was found between age and 

intimacy for men. When controlling for the effects of 

length of marriage, the relationship weakened but remained 

significant (p=.038), and strengthened when occupati on or 

financial status was controlled (r=.46, Q<.Ol). 

Significant correlations did not exist between any of the 

four dependent variables and age for prlmlparous women . 

Hypotheses relating to age (one through three , and 

11) were further examined through a multivariate analysis 

of variance (MANOVA) procedur e. The independent variabl e 

was age, and the dependent variables were marital 

adjustment, lack of well-being , intimacy, and gender-role 

attitudes . This was done in addition to the correlational 
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analyses as a way of conceptualizing the age of subjects 

as relatively "younger" or "older" in relation to 

parenthood. Age was divided into "older" and "younger" 

categories at 28 years, which is the time subsequent to 

the age at which most women have their first child (Roosa, 

1988). Analyses were repeated using the median age of 

subjects, and the median age at first birth as points of 

demarcation. 

When dividing groups at age 28, there were no 

significant multivariate interaction effects for Age by 

Gender, nor was there a significant effect of age (see 

Table 5). A significant multivariate effect for gender 

was found (Q < .01), and a corresponding univariate gender 

effect for gender-role attitude resulted (R < .001). 

Examination of cell means (see Table 6) revealed that 

women scored higher (i.e., more liberal) on gender-role 

attitudes. The same findings resulted when length of 

marriage was used as a covariate, and when number of 

children was used as a covariate in the any-parous group. 

The analyses were repeated when dividing the groups at the 

median age (26 years, primiparous; 30 years, any-parous) 

and median age at first birth (age 25 primiparous; age 27 

any-parous). Cell sizes were more equal when groups were 

divided at the median age, but findings were replicated 

regardless of how age was divided. 

~ __ --=-== ___ C'- -. ___________________________ _ 
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Findings for Length of Marriage : 
Hypotheses Four, Five, and Six 

Table 7 shows the correlations for length of marriage 

as it relates to four dependent variables in the 

primiparous group. For men and women together, the 

variables of marital adjustment, intimacy, and lack of 

well-being did not correlate significantly with length of 

marriage for primiparous parents. Length of marriage and 

lack of well-being approached significance at the .05 

level (r=.20, p=.059). Gender-role attitudes were related 

to length of marriage, with the relationship strengthened 

somewhat when the effects of age were controlled. 

For prlmlparous men, length of marriage did not 

correlate significantly with any of the three relevant 

dependent variables, although a significant, positive 

relationship was found between length of marriage and 

gender-role attitudes when the effects of age were 

controlled. 

When women only were included in the analysis, length 

of marriage correlated significantly and positively with 

lack of well-being. A positive relationship between 

length of marriage and gender-role attitudes approached 

significance (p=.065). 



Overall Findings for the 
Any-Parous Group 

Corresponding findings for the any-parous group are 
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shown In Tables 8-11. No correlations were significant In 

Table 8, where age was used in the analyses. For 

any-parous men, length of marriage was positively and 

significantly related to gender-role attitude both as a 

zero-order correlation and a partial correlation when age 

was controlled. The correlation was not significant when 

number of children was controlled. Length of marriage and 

lack of well-being were significantly correlated for women 

only when number of children was controlled. When Time 4 

educational attainment was controlled, age (r=-.28, Q<.05) 

and length of marriage (r=-.27, Q<.05) correlated with 

marital adjustment for men. When controlling for 

occupation, no significant correlations were found. 

Findings for Time 4 Parents 

As a supplemental test of hypotheses pertaining to 

age and length of marriage, correlations were run on a 

group of Time 4 parents with one child, regardless of the 

child's age (N=67). This allowed looking at subjects at 

one time of measurement. In this group, parents' age was 

found to correlate negatively with marital adjustment 

(r=-.22, Q<.05). None of the variables of marital 

adjustment, intimacy, lack of well-being or gender-role 
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attitudes correlated significantly with length of 

marriage. 

Parent and Non-parent Group Findings : 
Hypotheses Seven and Ten 

It was predicted in hypotheses 7 and 10 that on the 

variable of marital adjustment at Time 4, mothers would 

score lower than fathers, and parents would score lower 

than non-parents. In a 2 X 2 factorial analysis of 

variance (parent group X gender) there was no interaction 

effect, and no main effect for parental status. A main 

effect for gender was present (see Tables 12 and 13). 

Overall, women scored higher than men on marital 

adjustment. To specifically test for a gender difference 

among parents only (Hypothesis 7), a separate ANOVA was 

conducted using parents only. Tables 14 through 19 show 

that these effects were maintained when age, length of 

marriage and number of children were included as 

covariates. There was a significant covariate effect for 

age, but not for length of marriage or number of children. 

The analysis revealed, contrary to the hypothesis, that 

mothers were significantly higher than fathers in marital 

adjustment at Time 4 (Table 20) . 



Marital Adjustment Within the 
First Year of Parenthood : 

Hypothesis Eight 
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Hypothesis 8 predicted that men and women whose child 

was six months old or less prior to measurement would not 

differ in marital adjustment, while for those whose child 

was more than six months old, men would score lower 1n 

marital adjustment. To test this hypothesis, prlm1parous 

subjects were divided into two groups according to whether 

their child's age was six months or less, or more than SIX 

months. A 2 X 2 factorial analysis of variance with 

factors of age and gender resulted in nonsignificant 

findings for either main effect or for an age by gender 

interaction (see Tables 21 and 22). Planned contrasts 

between men and women whose child was six months or less 

(t=-O.26, Q=.79) and men and women whose child was over 

SlX months in age (t=1.6, Q=.12) failed to find support 

for the hypothesis. If anything, the means for men and 

women with infants over SlX months old were in a direction 

opposite to that predicted. It should be noted from Table 

22 that cell sizes were small. The analysis of var1ance 

for the any-parous group also was nonsignificant (see 

Tables 23 and 24). 



Time 1 - Time 4 Intercorrelation 
of Marital Adjustment : 

Hypothesis Nine 
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Hypothesis 9 predicted that marital adjustment scores 

would correlate significantly across all four times of 

measurement . This was tested with married subjects who 

had become parents by Time 4, which allowed examination of 

those who were always parents, or who became parents at 

some time during the course of the study. Pearson 

correlations using listwise deletion of missing data were 

conducted, which yielded 69 cases. Results (Table 25) 

showed significant correlations from Time 1 to Time 2. 

from Time 2 to Time 3, and from Time 3 to Time 4. 

Correlations for women were consistent with the overall 

finding, and for men, correlations were signifi cant from 

Time 2 to Time 3, and from Time 3 to Time 4. 

This hypothesis was tested further by examining 

subjects 1n the primiparous group in order to specifically 

investigate those who had recently experienced the 

transition to parenthood. Subjects married at each 

respective time of measurement were included. For 

subjects whose child was 12 months of age or less at 

Time 2. marital adjustment between Times 1 and 2 

correlated significantly. For those who made the 

transition to parenthood within 12 months prior to Time 3, 

marital adjustment did not correlate significantly with 

Time 2 scores and a nonsignificant correlation was also 
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found between Time 3 and Time 4 scores for those whose 

child was age 12 months or less at Time 4. The number of 

subjects in the latter comparison (n=4) was particularly 

small. 

Exploratory Hypotheses 

Predicting Time 4 Marital Adjustment 

Seven variables measured at Time 1 were selected as 

possible predictors of marital adjustment at Time 4. 

These variables were length of marriage, sex-role 

orientation (masculine or feminine), gender-role 

attitudes, loneliness, intimacy, and lack of well-being. 

Among the independent variables, the highest correlation 

found was between loneliness and lack of well-being for 

women (r=.68), suggesting overall the absence of 

multicollinearity. 

Time 4 marital adjustment was regressed on this set 

of variables using a forced entry procedure, so that 

possible effects of all variables could be examined. This 

analysis was run a second time, with Time 1 marital 

adjustment entered in the regression first in order to 

control for possible effects of Time 1 marital adjustment 

on Time 4 marital adjustment. 

Subjects included in the analyses were those who were 

married at both Times one and four. This resulted in 99 

subjects, including 51 men and 48 women. All regressions 
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were run with a listwise deletion of missing data, so only 

subjects who had scores on all variables were included. 

This reduced the number of subjects to 94 (49 men and 45 

women) when Time 1 marital adjustment was not included, 

and 93 (49 men and 44 women) when Time 1 marital 

adjustment was included. 

For men and women combined, the independent 

variables, without the inclusion of Time 1 marital 

adjustment, accounted for 25% (R-squared) of the variance 

in Time 4 marital adjustment (see Tables 26 and 27). 

Examination of Beta weights showed that significant 

contributors included intimacy, masculinity, and length of 

marriage. When Time 1 marital adjustment was added to the 

equation, the R-squared increased to .28. Intimacy and 

masculinity remained as significant contributors. 

When men were considered separately, 29% (R-Squared) 

of the variance in Time 4 marital adjustment was accounted 

for by the seven independent variables. Significant Beta 

weights included intimacy, and loneliness. When Time 1 

marital adjustment was added to the analysis, R-squared 

increased to .40. Beta weights remained significant for 

intimacy and loneliness, and the variables of Time 1 

marital adjustment and length of marriage emerged as 

significant predictors. 

For women, R-squared showed that the seven 

independent variables significantly accounted for 33% of 
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Time 4 marital adjustment. Beta weights revealed that 

masculinity was a significant predictor of Time 4 marital 

adjustment. When Time 1 marital adjustment was entered as 

an independent variable, the R-squared value remained at 

.33, and the overall equation was non-significant. 

In a supplemental analysis, parental status was 

entered into the regression as a three-level dummy 

variable (always parents, never parents, or those who 

became parents between Times one and four). This variable 

made no overall contribution to the explained variance in 

Time 4 marital adjustment. 

The procedure was repeated selecting subjects married 

at Times 2 and 4, and at Times 3 and 4. Significant 

variables in these analyses are indicated in Tables 26 and 

27. Among independent variables at Time 3, a correlation 

of .70 was found between marital adjustment and intimacy 

for men and women combined, and .77 for women. 

Discriminant Analysis 

The final analysis, through a discriminant function 

analysis procedure, sought to determine whether selected 

variables from Time 1 would discriminate between 

individuals who did or did not become married parents by 

Time 4. Variables of interest included masculinity, 

femininity, intimacy, gender-role attitude, and lack of 

well-being. Because the Time 4 parent group was 
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considerably larger than the non-parent group, a random 

sample of parents was selected to equalize group SIze. 

This procedure did not produce a significant discriminant 

function. Further exploration was conducted using Time 2 

and Time 3 variables as discriminators with the same lack 

of significant results. 

Summary of Supported Hypotheses 

For new parents , the time-related variables of age 

and length of marriage were not related, overall, to the 

dependent variables utilized in this study. Correlational 

support was found for a positive relationship between age 

and intimacy (Hypothesis 2) for primiparous men. 

Hypothesis 9, which predicted positive correlations of 

marital adjustment across time, was supported for 

individuals who, by Time 4, were married and had become 

parents. Additionally, intimacy and earlier marital 

adjustment, especially for men, appear to be fairly 

consistent long-term predictors of marital adjustment. 
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Table 4: Pearson and Partial Correlations Between Age 
and Dependent Variables for Primiparous Group. 

Primiparous Group 

Dependent Variable 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Controlling for Length 

of Marriage (Partial r) 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

All 
n=60 

-.05 

.08 

.10 

-.05 

.04 

.08 

.01 

-.18 

* R < .05; ** R < .015; *** Q < .01 

Men 
n=33 

-.03 

.38** 

.08 

.02 

.07 

.32* 

.02 

-.18 

Women 
n=27 

-.09 

-.12 

.18 

.04 

-.01 

-.07 

.07 

-.06 
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Table 5: Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Age by 
Gender and Dependent Variables for Primiparous 
Group. Age Group Divided at 28 Years. 

Multivariate 

Variable df F Wilks 

Age 4,52 .90 .94 

Gender 4,52 4.09** .76 

Age by Gender 4,52 1.07 .92 

Univariate 

Variable df F 

Marital Adjustment 

Age 1,55 .57 

Gender 1,55 1.05 

Age by Gender 1,55 1.15 

Lack of Well-Being 

Age 1,55 1.90 

Gender 1,55 3 . 09 

Age by Gender 1,55 2.06 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Age 1,55 . 40 

Gender 1,55 16.63*** 

Age by Gender 1,55 .10 



Table 5: Continued. 

Univariate 

Variable 

Intimacy 

Age 

Gender 

Age by Gender 

df 

1,55 

1,55 

1,55 

F 

.01 

.29 

3.9 

* ~ < .05; ** ~ < .01; *** ~ < .001 
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Table 6: Means and Standard Deviations* of Dependent 
Variables by Age** and Gender for Primiparous 
Group. 

Under 28 

Variable 

Marital Adjustment 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Intimacy 

*In parentheses 

Men 
n=17 

118.2 
( 13. 6) 

1.9 
( . 34) 

3.8 
( . 59 ) 

4.9 
( . 38) 

**Over or under 28 years 

Women 
n=20 

118.5 
(26.7) 

2.0 
( .67) 

4.5 
( .66) 

5.1 
( .69) 

Over 28 

Men 
n=15 

120.0 
(15.3) 

1.9 
( .48) 

3.9 
( . 81 ) 

5.2 
( . 36 ) 

Women 
n=7 

107.9 
(24.0) 

2.4 
( .64) 

4.7 
(.65) 

4.8 
( .76) 
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Table 7: Pearson and Partial Correlations Between Length 
of Marriage and Dependent Variables for 
Primiparous Group. 

Primiparous Group 

Dependent Variable 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Controlling for Age (Partial r) 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

All 
n=60 

-.18 

.01 

.20 

.22* 

-.18 

-.03 

. 17 

.28* 

* Q < .05; ** Q < .015; *** Q < .01 

Men 
n=33 

-.15 

.22 

.09 

.27 

-.16 

- .01 

.05 

.32* 

Women 
n=27 

-.26 

-. 19 

.38* 

.30 

-.25 

-.16 

.34* 

.30 
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Table 8: Pearson and Partial Correlations Between Age 
and Dependent Variables for Any-Parous Group. 

Any-Parous Group 

Dependent Variable 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

All 
n=90 

-. 12 

.09 

.13 

-.02 

Length of Marriage Controlled (Partial r) 

Marital Adjustment -.03 

Intimacy . 10 

Lack of Well-Being .04 

Gender-Role Attitude -.11 

Number of Children Controlled (Partial r) 

Marital Adjustment -.03 

Intimacy .10 

Lack of ~1e ll-Being .09 

Gender-Role Attitude -.01 

* Q < .05; ** Q < .015; *** Q < .01 

Men 
n=49 

-.23 

.06 

.23 

.09 

-.08 

.06 

. 11 

-.14 

- . 05 

. 13 

.11 

.02 

Women 
n=41 

-.03 

· 13 

.07 

- .06 

-.00 

· 12 

-.01 

- . 06 

-. 11 

.02 

· 12 

.08 
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Table 9: Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Age by 
Gender and Dependent Variables for Any-Parous 
Group. Age Group Divided at 28 Years. 

Multivariate 

Variable 

Age 

Gender 

Age by Gender 

Univariate 

Variable 

Marital Adjustment 

Age 

Gender 

Age by Gender 

Lack of Well-Being 

Age 

Gender 

Age by Gender 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Age 

Gender 

Age by Gender 

df 

4,81 

4,81 

4,81 

df 

1,84 

1,84 

1,84 

1,84 

1,84 

1,84 

1,84 

1,84 

1,84 

F Wilks 

1.77 .92 

5.47*** .79 

.16 .99 

F 

.54 

.03 

.06 

1.64 

.85 

.08 

.12 

19.86*** 

.31 



Table 9: Continued. 

Univariate 

Variable 

Intimacy 

Age 

Gender 

Age by Gender 

df F 

.81 

1.41 

.00 

* R < .05; ** R < .01; *** 2 < . 001 
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Table 10: Means and Standard Deviations* of Dependent 
Variables by Age** and Gender for Any-Parous 
Group. 

Under 28 

Marital Adjustment 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Intimacy 

*In parentheses 

Men 
n=18 

118.0 
(13.2) 

1.9 
( .34) 

3.8 
(.58) 

4.9 
( . 39 ) 

**Over or under 28 years 

Women 
n=21 

117.6 
(26.3) 

2.0 
( . 65) 

4.5 
( .66) 

5.0 
( . 72) 

Over 28 

Men 
n=30 

113.7 
(18 . 0) 

2 . 0 
( . 53) 

3.9 
( .68) 

5.0 
( . 46) 

Women 
n=19 

115.5 
(21.1) 

2.2 
( . 61 ) 

4.5 
(.58) 

5.2 
( . 62) 
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Table 11: Pearson and Partial Correlations Between Length 
of Marriage and Dependent Variables for 
Any-Parous Group. 

Dependent Variable 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Age Controlled (Partial r) 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Any-Parous Group 

All 
n=90 

-.14 

.02 

.13 

.09 

-.09 

-.05 

.09 

.14 

Men 
n=49 

-.22 

.01 

.16 

.24* 

-.10 

-.03 

.03 

.26* 

Women 
n=41 

-.06 

. 07 

.13 

-.03 

-.05 

-.04 

. 16 

. 07 



Table 11: Continued. 

Number of Children Controlled (Partial r) 

Marital Adjustment 

Intimacy 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

-.04 

.02 

.13 

.18 

* R < .05; ** R < .015; *** R < .01 

.01 

. 12 

.05 

.24 
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-.17 

-.15 

.28* 

.24 



Table 12: Analysis of Variance for Time 4 Marital 
Adjustment by Parental Status and Gender . 

Variable 

Parental Status 

Gender 

Parental Status by Gender 

df 

1,213 

1,213 

1,213 

* R < .05; ** Q < .01; *** R < .001 

F 

.17 

5.91* 

.01 

Table 13: Analysis of Variance for Time 4 Parents , 
Marital Adjustment by Gender. 

Variable df F 

Gender 1,154 4.71* 

* R < .05; ** R < .01; *** R < .001 
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Table 14: Analysis of Variance for Time 4 Marital 
Adjustment by Parental Status and Gender with 
Age as Covariate. 

Variable 

Age 

Parental Status 

Gender 

Parental Status by Gender 

df 

1, 212 

1,212 

1,212 

1,212 

* ~ < .05; ** B < .01; *** Q < .001 

F 

11.12*** 

1. 11 

5.67* 

.00 

Table 15: Analysis of Variance for Time 4 Parents, 
Marital Adjustment by Gender with Age as 
Covariate. 

Variable 

Gender 

df 

1, 153 

1,153 

* ~ < .05; ** Q < .01; *** Q < .001 

F 

8.48** 

4.47* 
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Table 16: Analysis of Variance for Ti me 4 Marital 
Adjustment by Parental Status and Gend e r with 
Length of Marriage as Covariate . 

Variable df F 

Length Marriage 1,208 1.84 

Parental Status 1 , 208 1 . 77 

Gender 1,208 7 . 22** 

Parental Status by Gender 1,208 . 09 

* ~ < .05; ** ~ < .01; *** p < . 001 

Table 17: Analysis of Variance for Time 4 Parents, 
Marital Adjustment by Gender with Length of 
Marriage as Covariate. 

Variable df F 

Length Marriage 1, 149 1.46 

Gender 1,149 6.07* 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Table 18: Analysis of Variance for Time 4 Marital 
Adjustment by Parental Status and Gender with 
Number of Children as Covariate . 

Variable df F 

Number of Children 1,212 .06 

Parental Status 1,212 .44 

Gender 1,212 5.75* 

Parental Status by Gender 1,212 .01 

* Q < .05; ** Q < .01; *** Q < .001 

Table 19: Analysis of Variance for Time 4 Parents, 
Marital Adjustment by Gender with Number of 
Children as Covariate. 

Variable 

Number of Children 

Gender 

df 

1,153 

1,153 

* ~ < .05; ** Q < .01; *** Q < .001 

F 

.42 

4.54* 



Table 20: 

Parents 

Non-parents 

Time 4 Marital Adjustment Means and Standard 
Deviations* by Gender and Parental Status. 

Men 

n=81 
109.80 
(23.5) 

n=26 
108.81 
(21.8) 

v-1omen 

n=75 
11 7.31 
(19.3) 

n=35 
115.63 
(24 . 4) 
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*1n parentheses 

Table 21: 

Variable 

Age Group 

Gender 

Analysis of Variance in the Primiparous Group 
of Marital Adjustment by Age of Child+ and 
Gender. 

df F 

1,55 .64 

1 , 55 .57 

Age Group by Gender 1,55 2.04 

* Q < .0.5; ** l2. < .01; *** l2. < .001 

+Over or under SIX months 
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Table 22 : Means and Standard Deviati on s* fo r the 
Primiparous Group of Marital Ad justment by Age 
of Child** and Gender. 

Under Six Months 

Over Six Months 

*1n parentheses 

Men 

n=17 
118.0 
(11.9) 

n=15 
120.2 
(16.8) 

**Over or under SlX months 

Women 

n=19 
119 . 7 9 

(23.4 ) 

n=8 
106 . 0 

(30.8) 

Table Analysis of Variance in the Any-pa r ou s Gr oup of 
Marital Adjustment by Age of Child+ and Gender. 

Variable df F 

Ag'e Group 1,84 

Gender 1,84 .07 

Age Group by Gender 1,84 .36 

* 12 < . 0.5 ; ** 12 < .01; *** Q < .001 

+Over or under SlX months 
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Table 24: Means and Standard Deviations* for the 
Any-parous Group of Marital Adjustment by Ag e 
of Child** and Gender. 

Under Six Months 

Over Six Months 

*1n parentheses 

Men 

n=27 
115.4 
(13.6) 

n=21 
115.2 
(19.7) 

**Over or under SlX months 

Women 

n=25 
118.6 
(22.7) 

n=15 
113.2 
(25.6) 
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Table 25: Marital Adjustment Correlations Between Times 
of Measurement for Parents. 

All (n=69) 

Men (n=34) 

Women (=35) 

Primiparous Group 

T2 (n=8) 

T3 (n=13) 

T4 (n=4) 

T1-T2 

.32** 

.24 

.30* 

.65* 

T2-T3 

.56*** 

.58*** 

.53*** 

.39 

* R < .05; ** 2 < .01; *** R < .001 

T3-T4 

.52*** 

.61*** 

.40** 

.43 
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Table 26: Regression Results of Time 1 Variables on Time 
4 Marital Adjustment . 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude · 

Masculinity 

Femininity 

Length of Marriage 

Intimacy 

Loneliness 

R-squared 

df 

F 

All 
n=94 

Beta 

-.05 

-.05 

-.24* 

.04 

- . 20*~ 

.36**+~ 

.16 

.25 

7,86 

4 . 20***+~ 

* Q < .05; ** Q < .01; *** Q < .00 1 

Beta weights are for Time 1 variables. 

Men 
n=49 

Beta 

-.02 

.03 

-.05 

.09 

-.23~ 

.51**+# 

.35* 

.29 

7,41 

2.36*+# 

Women 
n=45 

Beta 

-.05 

-.22 

-.35* 

-.24 

-.28 

.18 

-.13 

.33 

7,37 

2.57* 

+ Significant T2-T4 at Q<.05 or better and R-squared also 
significant. 46 men, 45 women. 

# Significant T3-T4 at Q<.05 or better and R-squared also 
significant. 49 men, 51 women. 
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Table 27: Regression Results of Time 1 Variables on Time 
4 Marital Adjustment. Time 1 Marital 
Adjustment Entered First. 

Mari tal Adjustment 

R-squared 

df 

F 

Marital Adjustment 

Lack of Well-Being 

Gender-Role Attitude 

Masculinity 

Femininity 

Length of Marriage 

Intimacy 

Loneliness 

All 
n=93 

Beta 

Equation 1 

(T1) . 36***+ti 

.13 

1,91 

13.41*** 
+ti 

Equation 2 

(T1) .20+# 

.01 

-.03 

-.23* 

.05 

-.18 

.28*+ 

. 15 

Men 
n=49 

Beta 

. 45**+ti 

.20 

1,47 

11.71** 
+# 

. 44**ti 

.18 

.08 

.09 

.05 

-.29* 

.38*+ 

.35* 

Women 
n=44 

Beta 

. 23+ti 

.05 

1,42 

2.24+ti 

-.04 

-.06 

-.23 

-.34* 

-.23 

-.26 

.19 

-.12 



Table 27: Continued. 

R-squared 

df 

.28 

8,84 

4.07*** 
+# 

* R < .05; ** R < .01; *** R < .001 

Beta weights are for Time 1 variables. 
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.40 . 33 

8,40 8,35 

3.30**+** 2 . 12 

+ Significant T2-T4 at Q<.05 or better and R-squared also 
significant. 46 men, 45 women. 

# Significant T3-T4 at Q<.05 or better and R-squared also 
significant. 49 men, 51 women. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This study was designed to contribute to the 

understanding of how individuals and couples experience 

the family developmental transition of becoming parents . 

A primary interest of the study was the hypothesized 

relationship between the timing of the transition to 

parenthood and how the transition is made. The recent 

trend for some individuals and couples to delay having 

children until, for example, educational goals are 

achieved or careers are launched, raises the question: Do 

people who postpone the transition to parenthood 

experlence becoming parents differently than others who do 

not? The present research, set in the context of the 

family developmental framework, addressed this question . 

Utilizing data collected at four points over a period of 

eight years, this study examined whether, 1n the first 

year of parenthood, age and length of marriage were 

related to such variables as intimacy, well-being, marital 

adjustment, and gender-role attitudes. 

Of further interest to this study was the application 

of a research methodology little-used in the study of 

parenthood. It is common to find research on parenthood 

that utilizes volunteer samples of subjects who are 
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already pregnant and engaged in either prenat al med ical 

care or Lamaze classes. While findings fr om such r esearch 

are valuable, they are also limited in generalizability, 

and often do not include comparisons between pare nt and 

nonparent groups. Although having its own limitati ons, 

which are discussed later in this chapter, the current 

study offered greater generalizability of findings t h r ough 

the use of a random sample. It was not known at the 

inauguration of the research who would or would n o t become 

parents, and this enhanced the generalizability of the 

findings. Additionally, the methodology of the study 

allowed for the inclusion of a comparison group of 

nonparents, and therefore it could be determined if 

parents and nonparents from the same larger sample studied 

at the same point in time were significantly differe n t 

from one another. 

The present chapter examInes the findings in light of 

the above issues and in relation to previous research on 

the transition to parenthood. First considered are 

findings supportive of the hypotheses, followed by 

discussion of hypotheses that were not supported. 

Finally, applications, suggestions for further resea r ch, 

and conclusions are offered. 

With respect to the time-related variables of ag e and 

length of marriage, it was hypothesized that among r ecen t 

parents, a higher age or a longer marriage would be 
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associated with greater intimacy, marital adjustment, 

well-being, and more liberal gender-role attitudes (the 

latter being hypothesized in relation to age only) . 

Partial support for this group of hypotheses was found. 

In the primiparous group, support was found only for men 

1n relation to the variables of age and intimacy. 

Specifically, in the correlational analysis, for men who 

had recently become parents for the first time, higher 

intimacy was associated with increased age. 

The finding of a relationship between age and 

intimacy for primiparous men 1S consistent with the 

postulation that waiting longer before having children 1S 

in some ways an advantage over having children earlier 1n 

life. Solomon (1973) indicated that once a child is born 

it is important for the parents to maintain a focus on 

their needs as marital partners 1n addition to the new 

role demands involved in having a child in the horne . He 

contended that the strength of the marital relationship 

maintains its importance as the family progresses through 

subsequent stages. Daniels and Weingarten (1982) found 

from their sample of couples that earlier childbearers 

were less individuated from their own families than later 

childbearers. Thus, the quality of the relationship 

between marital partners as they enter parenthood may be 

understood as setting a foundation for how the couple will 

progress through the family life cycle. The level of 
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intimacy maintained in the marriage following the birth of 

a child would seem to be an important aspect of how such a 

foundation is laid. The finding of this study suggests 

that for men, becoming a parent later 1n life may have a 

positive influence on intimacy in the first year of 

parenthood. 

In regard to intimacy , Daniels and Weingarten (1982 ) 

found that as couples who had children relatively early 

looked back on their experience, they reported seeing 

advantages to delaying childbearing. This was discussed 

in the context of longer time in the marriage for the 

development of intimacy with one another, and in this 

regard it is noteworthy that a relationship between 

intimacy and length of marriage was not found in the 

present study. Although some, after becoming parents. may 

perceive the possibility of benefits to delaying 

parenthood, the variable of intimacy as measured 1n the 

current study was not correlated with length of marriage. 

Delaying parenthood may provide time for the couple before 

having children that is valued later, whether or not it 

effects their level of intimacy, which may be a helpfu l 

consideration for prospective parents. 

Daniels and Weingarten also drew attention to the 

possibility of gender differences in the experience (Jf 

intimacy through the transition to parenthood . In their 

study, wives' attention to the child was perceived by 



12 8 

husbands as a potential loss of intimacy between the 

parents as spouses. The finding of the present study 

suggests that the fear, or actuality , of such loss may be 

less for men who become parents when they are older. 

Overall support was obtained for the hypothesis that 

marital adjustment is stable across time . Marital 

adjustment scores for those who had become parents by Time 

4 were generally stable as expressed by the presence of 

significant, positive correlations. Thus, in a global 

sense, marital adjustment among those who eventually 

became parents 1S stable over a long period of time. 

Among subjects 1n the primiparous group, correlations were 

not significant for those whose first child was born 

between Times 2 and 3, and Times 3 and 4. It should be 

noted, however, that this finding pertains to a relatively 

small number of persons whose measures of marital 

adjustment were taken as far apart as five years between 

Time 3 and Time 4, and that measures were not taken a 

short time prior to the baby's birth. Belsky et al. 

(1983), by compar1son, found a high level of stability 

across time with measures taken three months prior to 

birth, and at three and nine months following the birth. 

The findings of the current study, while not showing the 

strength of relationship found by Belsky and his 

colleagues, afforded a different view of the question of 

marital adjustment over time. The methodology of the 
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current study allowed a very broad conception of the 

question of marital stability as individuals progress 

through parenthood, as compared to the narrower frame of 

reference taken by other researchers. It therefore seems 

reasonable to conclude that the current findings were 

consistent 1n a broad sense with the expectation that 

persons who are relatively high or low in marital 

adjustment at a given point will remain so into the 

parenthood stage of the life cycle. 

Overall, marital adjustment at earlier times of 

measurement was a consistent predictor of Time 4 marital 

adjustment. This analysis did not specifically address a 

group of parents; however, among subjects whose data were 

included as Time 1 to Time 4 predictors, most did not have 

children at Time 1 but had become parents by Time 4. 

Thus, the level of marital adjustment is an important 

factor in the context of family developmental change. 

Furthermore, the relationship-oriented variable of 

intimacy, especially for men, emerged as a significant 

predictor of later marital adjustment. These findings are 

consistent with the expectation that the strength and 

closeness of the marital relationship are important 

determinants of how individuals fare through the process 

of family development. 

The regression analysis, which sought whether 

selected variables would predict Time 4 marital 
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adjustment, showed that for men and women combined, and 

for women separately, low masculinity at Time 1 was a 

significant predictor of Time 4 marital adjustment. 

Feminine characteristics were not shown to lead to greater 

marital adjustment, but masculine traits, especially in 

women, predicted lower marital adjustment. This finding 

may be understood in conjunction with the finding that In 

both the primiparous and any-parous groups, women were 

more liberal in gender-role attitudes than were men. 

Simply stated, an undercurrent of tension may exist 

between men who are more traditional in gender-role 

attitudes and women who are high in masculinity (i.e., 

non-traditional) (cf. MacDermid, Huston, & McHale, 1990). 

This speculation IS offered cautiously, however, as these 

findings pertain to two subgroups within the larger 

sample, rather than to the sample as a whole, and to 

persons who were not married to one another. 

The hypothesis predicting that mothers and fathers 

would differ in marital adjustment in the second six 

months following the birth of a child, but not in the 

first six months was not supported. Men and women did not 

differ significantly at either time. Moreover, marital 

adjustment for women, not men, was lower (ns) in the group 

of parents who were measured more than six months 

following the birth of a child. Studies have shown that 

the transition to parenthood is associated with greater 
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change in marital and individual stress for women (Miller 

& Sollie, 1980), and decreases for women In marital 

adjustment (Belsky et al., 1983; Waldron & Routh, 1981). 

Furthermore, Cowan et al. (1985) found that for fathers, 

marital adjustment did not decline significantly until 

after six months following the birth of the child . The 

lack of consistent findings in the current study may be 

due, first of all, to the low number of cases per cell in 

this analysis, particularly women In the over SlX months 

group. Secondly, it should be considered that the 

analysis in the current study was cross-sectional, and the 

studies cited above were each longitudinal designs . For 

these reasons, the lack of a significant finding 1n the 

present study should be compared cautiously with findings 

of other studies. 

Of further interest In the comparIson of mothers and 

fathers, it was found that among all Time 4 married 

parents, mothers were higher in marital adjustment than 

were fathers. Moreover, an overall main effect for gender 

was found in an analysis where parents and nonparents were 

both included. Research reviewed for the present study 

has suggested that the transition to parenthood may 

involve more difficulty for women than men in terms of how 

the process of becoming a parent relates to marital 

adjustment. Women have been found to be significantly 

higher in marital adjustment (Waldron & Routh, 1981) and 
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cohesion (Belsky et al . , 1983) during the las t t rimester 

of pregnancy. The greater decrease on these var iab les for 

women across the transition to parenthood equ a l izes 

differences between men and women after the ch ild IS born. 

Belsky et ale (1985) concluded that "husbands and WI ves 

seem to start off at different places; then, as wives 

experIence greater change throughout the year , men and 

women make more similar appraisals of their marriage " (p. 

864). The finding in the current study of greater mari tal 

satisfaction for women, and for mothers, perhaps helps to 

place these gender differences in a more global 

perspective. While women may decrease in marital 

adjustment across the transition to parenthood, overall , 

women tended to be more adjusted to the marital 

relationship. 

Support was not found for the hypothesis that parents 

would be lower in marital adjustment than nonparents. 

This finding is of particular importance in light of the 

criticism of transition to parenthood studies that do not 

use nonparent control groups. The absence of a group 

difference is consistent with findings of several studi es . 

including subjects in a national sample tested at a 

three-year interval (White & Booth, 1985), couples In 

their first and second years of marriage (McHale & Hus ton, 

1985; MacDermid et al., 1990), and couples as they go 

through the transition to parenthood compared with a 



nonparent group (Riskin, 1986/1987). In these studi e s , 

parents and nonparents were similar in marital qua l ity 

change according to the measures used. 

Studies of subjects across the transition to 

parenthood have been valuable in describing changes 1n 

marital adjustment across relatively short intervals o f 

time. However, the lack of a more routine use of 
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nonparent comparisons perhaps leads too easily to the 

acceptance of an exclusive association between decreased 

marital adjustment and the birth of a child. This 

analysis did not address changes 1n marital adjustment 

across time, nor did it focus upon the specific time of 

transition. Additionally, the finding of similarity 

between parents and nonparents is not common to all 

studies that have used a comparison group of nonparents 

(e.g., Cowan et al., 1985). The finding does suggest, 

however, that a Vlew of change in marital adjustment as 

being primarily associated with parenthood should not be 

uncritically accepted. It also suggests, in view of 

studies that have detected a decrease in marital 

adjustment among parents following the birth of a child, 

that marital adjustment may be moderately affected across 

the transition to parenthood, but in a more global sense , 

the presence of children is not associated with lowered 

adjustment in the marriage. 



Finally, hypotheses predicting a positive 

relationship between time-related variables and marital 

adjustment and well-being were not supported. 
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Furthermore, length of marriage was found to correlate 

with lack of well-being for primiparous women, which was 

opposite to the direction hypothesized. In light of 

Miller and Sollie's (1980) finding of a decrease in 

well-being for parents in the year following a child ' s 

birth, a longer marriage may to some degree extend, rather 

than ameliorate, such a decrease for women. The finding 

in this study of a relationship between length of marriage 

and lack of well-being for women in the first year of 

parenthood, and the lack of overall support for the 

time-related hypotheses, provides evidence that the delay 

of parenthood in and of itself is not necessarily 

beneficial. This is consistent with the findings of other 

researchers who did not find age differences in their 

samples (Riskin, 1986/1987; Roosa, 1988). The 

relationship found between age and intimacy for 

pr1m1parous men indicates the importance of the 

examination of new variables in regard to differences 1n 

birth timing. This finding also highlights the need to 

include men in studies relating to the timing of 

parenthood (Roosa, 1988). Of further importance 1S that 

the current study provided confirmatory evidence , through 

the use of a random sample, that overall, birth timing may 



not influence the experience of the transition to 

parenthood to the extent expected . 
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In summary, the current study has shown that intimacy 

1S an important issue for men as it relates to age for new 

fathers, and as a predictor of later marital adjustment. 

The timing of parenthood as examined 1n correlations 

between age and length of marriage with the dependent 

variables of intimacy, gender-role attitudes, lack of 

well-being, and marital adjustment, did not appear to make 

an overall difference in the first year of parenthood. 

The expectation that greater age or length of marriage 

would be beneficial in the adjustment to parenthood was 

not supported. In one instance, for pr1m1parous women, 

length of marriage was shown to be a possible detriment to 

well - being in the first year of parenthood. While it is 

possible that time in a marriage prior to parenthood may 

help to establish roles within the marital relationship , 

changes from long-standing patterns that accompany 

becoming a parent perhaps are greater for mothers, and 

thus affect feelings of well-being . 

The variable of marital adjustment was of interest 1n 

several respects as it relates to parenthood . It was 

found that generally speaking, marital adjustment scores 

correlated across times of measurement in the study. Men 

and women were not found to differ in marital adjustment 

in the first six months or the second six months of 
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parenthood. Parents and nonparents at Time 4 also did not 

differ on marital adjustment, and it was suggested that 

while the time of transition may involve fluctuation in 

marital adjustment, parenthood in a more general sense lS 

not necessarily associated with decreased marital 

adjustment. Moreover, while some research has suggested 

that a decrease in marital adjustment is greater for women 

than for men during the transition to parenthood, findings 

from the current study indicate that overall, women 

maintain a higher level of marital adjustment than do men. 

While the current study did not assess trends or changes 

across time, the findings imply that in a very broad 

sense, parenthood is not associated with lowered marital 

adjustment. 

Limitations of the Study 

Although the design of the present research offered 

improvements over previous studies on the transition to 

parenthood, several limitations of the study merit 

discussion. One primary advantage of the study was the 

use of a random sample, which allows greater 

generalizability of findings than studies using volunteer 

samples . One limitation was that, although a substantial 

overall number of primiparous subjects was obtained, more 

subjects in this group would have been desirable. A 

substantially larger initial sample than what was 
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available in the present study would be required to 

provide more subjects in specific groups. This limitation 

was particularly salient with regard to comparisons of 

marital adjustment among prImIparous parents whose child 

was either six months old or less, or more than six months 

old. Along these same lines, subjects in the study were 

college educated, limiting the generalizability of 

findings to well-educated individuals. 

A second limitation was that, because of the large 

time intervals between measurements, comparisons across 

time (i.e., just prior and just after a child is born) 

were not undertaken. This is precisely the advantage of 

studies that use volunteer samples, and an important 

contribution to understanding the transition to parenthood 

made by such research. 

Finally, inherent In the design where age and length 

of marriage were tested as correlates of the dependent 

variables used, was the possible effect of history 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963). Subjects were measured at 

four times across an interval of about eight years, and 

measures were used for each subject according to the time 

at which their child was born. Therefore, the history 

prior to the measurement used differed among subjects. 

Even so, subjects In the study were from the same birth 

cohort, which may be seen as an advantage to the design of 

the research. 
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Applications 

This study adds to the growing body of literature 

that has shown that individuals who begin parenthood at 

different times do not necessarily differ in how they 

progress through the transition to parenthood. Roosa 

(1988) indicated that the absence of differences found 1n 

his study between older and younger parents would suggest 

to family professionals that some issues in dealing with 

older and younger parents may be similar. The current 

research, however, added new measures to the study of 

birth timing. Of particular interest 1S the finding that 

men who are older when they begin parenthood express a 

higher level of intimacy than their younger counterparts. 

Older couples approaching parenthood may fare through the 

transition somewhat better if the husband, 1n fact, 

reports a higher level of intimacy during that time. By 

the same token, women who begin parenthood after a longer 

time in their marriage may eA~erience greater difficulty 

in regard to personal well-being. This is especially 

salient with respect to research findings that show a 

greater decrease in marital adjustment for women than for 

men. While research on birth timing has not found overall 

differences in people who undergo the transition to 

parenthood at different times in their personal and 

marital careers, findings from the current study suggest 

that important differences may exist, and family 
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professionals should be sensitive to individual and gender 

differences in this regard (cf. Roosa, 1988). For 

example, an awareness on the part of a family counselor or 

family educator that individual needs may differ between 

men and women as they become parents may help the 

professional understand more clearly their unique 

experience and facilitate the transition process. 

The findings of the study carry several clinical 

implications. The need to include men in research 

concerning birth timing (Roosa, 1988) was shown in this 

study in the finding of a gender difference: age was 

associated with intimacy for primiparous men, but not 

pr1m1parous women. Clinicians working with couples who 

have recently become parents would thus benefit from a 

sensitivity to age and gender differences. At the same 

time, the lack of an overall pattern of findings linking 

age or length of marriage to the variables utilized in 

this study would suggest to the clinician that birth 

timing may not be a critical factor in the adjustment to 

parenthood. 

Of further interest to the clinician are findings 

pertaining to the quality of the marital relationship over 

time. As mentioned previously, the entrance into a new 

stage of family development involves a second-order change 

of the system (Hughes et al., 1978), and may be associated 

with symptom development 1n a family member (Hadley et 
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al., 1974; Haley, 1973). Furthermore , the possibility for 

the formation of a cross-generational coalition (Haley, 

1967/1977; Jacoby, 1969; Minuchin, 1974) becomes relevant 

when a third person is integrated into a two-member 

system. Although the current study did not assess symptom 

development or families in a clinical setting, the 

importance of marital adjustment is shown in the finding 

of a correspondence of marital adjustment scores across 

time. This highlights the need for focus on healthy 

marital functioning in times of family transition, as 

noted by Solomon (1973). Individuals who are high In 

marital adjustment to begin with are more likely to 

maintain a higher level of adjustment across the 

transition to parenthood (Belsky et al ., 1985; Belsky, et 

al., 1983), and as found in the current study. across 

longer spans of time as well. 

The findings of the current study also carry 

implications for further research. Larger random samples 

need to be utilized to add greater generalizability to 

findings in this area. Furthermore. the use of a 

comparison group of nonparents has been shown to be of 

value in this and other studies of parenthood. The 

understanding of results obtained in studies of parenthood 

is enhanced by such a comparison. Additionally, because 

all studies using comparison groups are not in full 

agreement on how or whether parents and nonparents differ , 
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a need for further research is indicated. The findings in 

the current study also imply a need for continued 

investigation of variables such as intimacy that may be 

associated with differences in birth timing. 

Specifically, the replication of a relationship between 

intimacy and age for new fathers in other samples will be 

required to further substantiate this finding. 

In conclusion, the research presented here examined 

the question of whether birth timing makes a difference in 

how individuals adjust to becoming parents. It was 

hypothesized that those who wait would experlence 

advantages in adjusting to parenthood. An overall pattern 

suggesting that birth timing makes a difference was not 

found. Perhaps, as Roosa (1988) suggested, greater stress 

is met with greater abilities for those who have children 

later, and this accounts for a lack of difference between 

older and younger parents. It may also be that while the 

circumstances of life may vary between these groups, the 

issues of adjustment to parenthood are basic to both 

groups. 

It also was hoped that this study would contribute to 

the understanding of parenthood in a more general sense 

through the use of a random sample, and the comparison of 

parents and nonparents. Findings revealed that in a broad 

sense, parents did not differ in marital adjustment from 

nonparents. It was concluded from this finding that while 
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previous research has shown a moderat e dec r ease 1n marital 

adjustment across the transition to p a renthood, the 

presence of children in the home 1S not necessar ily 

equated with lower levels of marital adjustment. 

Similarly, while some research has shown that wome n s how a 

sharper initial decrease in marital satisfacti on following 

the birth of a child than men, findings from the curre n t 

study indicate that overall, women are better ad j us ted 1n 

their marriages than men. Finally, marital adjustme n t was 

found to correlate significantly across long peri ods o f 

time. This finding highlights the importance of marital 

adjustment for couples as they move through parenthood. 
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_17. How .ac1.f1od ia your .poua. wich ~ currenc employmenc acatua7 
1. Very .aci.fied 4. Very di,satl,fled 
2. So •• what ,atl,fied ~. Not applicable 
). So •• what dlssati,f1od 

Uhat 1. ~ current or Doat rocent occupaclon7 ______________ _ 

Vhac i. yoyr spoyse', currenc or Doac recenc occupaclon7 
(lAav. blallk it noc married) ----------

Number ot chlldren (wric. ln number) 

It you do Dot have children, 1. chl. by cholce7 
1. Ve. ). Noc Applicabl. 
2. No 

It you dQ not have children, do you plan to havo chlldren ln tho future7 
1. Ve. 1. Not Applicable 
2. No 

2)-46. It you ~ have chlldren, plea,e flll in chelr ~otCJ of birth and th.ir rcadre 
below. Leave blank if noc appllcable. lor ~cndcr. U~e 1 Molt· 2 [rm. l e . 

Chl1d 1: Cender ___ _ Child 4: Ccnder ____ _ 
2) 

~~~ ~~-.J 
.0 <1.y year .0 day year 

Child 2: Cender ____ _ ChUd 5: Cender __ 
27 

-.J~-.J 
DO day year 

Child 3: Cender___.. Child 6: Cender ____ _ 
31 4) 

47-51. Have you or your .pouae experlenced any of che following7 Check all that apply 

_____ 47. 
_____ 48. 

_49. 
_~O. 

_~l. 

One or Dor •• 1.carrlage,1 
an. or .ore .cillblrcha7 
Oeach ot a chl1d any tLm. after birchl 
Adopt10n ot a child. 
Curr.nc1y livin, apare fro. your chl1d(r.n) 501 of chI year or Dore. 

_52. It pr.v10u.ly aarrl.d. which. it any, ot che chl1dren 11sced In Ite •• 2)·46 above 
are fro. your previo~ .arrla,e7 (Ueit. in che Chl1d number(a) (1·6) (ro. above 
(or each child chac app1i ••. e.,. 1,2,) ... Laav. blank lf noc .ppllcabl.). 

_____ 53. It your .pouso ha. b •• n provioualy aarrled, which, it any, of the children 11sted 
in ic ... 2)·46 above are fro. hi. or h.r pr.vio~ marria,e7 (Urice in the Child 
n~er(.) (1·6) feoa .bov. fur e.ch child chac app11e •. e.,. 1,2,) ... LAave ~l.nk 
it noc applicable). 

_____ 54-56. It you have childr.n and you were Imploy.d aC cheir clm. of birth, how much 
ci .. oft (1n vests) dld you cak. froD your occupaclon Collow1n, the birth of 
your la~C ch11d7 (Leav. blank if not applicabl.). 
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For each oC the followln, atat ••• nt. about ~a rol •• of .en and women. fir't decide 
vh.~.r you a,r •• or d1aa,r.e. Th.n, ch.ck wh.cher you hold chat opInion ,cron&1y • 
• odarac.ly, or .11 8 \,.cly. Th.r. Ar. no rl,h. or correc. t... r ~. - ~ ~ an.w.r.. SL.ply .a r ~ C r • • an,w' 
whIch co ••• c10a •• c to vO" .. "e-arAl t •• 11n,. _'-o .. r .-ch 1 b 1 J -. _ ,- - _u _~ _ .Catem.nt ualn& the aea. a ow ; 

6. Stron, A'r .... ne 
~. HodAr.t. A'r .... nt 
4. S11&hc Agr •••• nt 
1. SLIght Oiaagr •••• nt 
2. Hod.rat. Di,.&r •••• nt 
1. Strong Dla.,ra.aant 

1. Vo .. n ar. by nAture .or. emotlonal than .. n. 

2. Unl.a. It 1. absolut.ly n.eesaary, wo.en who have youn, chIldren should 
ra.trlct th.lr actlvitie. and Inc.r.sc. to tha ho.a. 

1. No vo.an'. 11f. 1. raally co.plac. untIL .h ... rria •. 

4. Vo •• n who choose to r.m.ln chlldle •• ar. danyln, thalr tru. rola. ln 11!a. 

5. Ie 1. 1.portant that .an .how proper ralpect for wo.an by opening door. [or 
~ ••• allowln, ch •• to &0 flr.c. 

6. Vomen r.ally like b.in, dependent on .en. 

7. It 1. O.K. for a wIfe to rataln her &alden nea. It aha want. to . 

a. It 1. not a good Idaa for a huaband to at.y ho •• and car. for ch. chIldren 
whl1. hI. wIfe 1. employed full·cl_ ouclid. cl.a home. 

9. A m.rrled wo.an' •• o,t l~portanc talk in 11f. ,hould b. takln, car. of her 
h~band and chIldren. 

10. [v.n though a wlf. work. outside the ho •• , the hu,band ,hould b. tha m.Jor 
breadwInner and ch. Wife Ihould have ch. re~ponalbillty of runn1n, the hous •. 

11. Havin, a job haraalt ahouid b. a. t.portant to a woman a. encouraging her 
hWiband In hI. Job. 

12. Hoth.r. and father. ahould .qually b. reaponsibl. for taking cara of young 
chI1dran. 

13. ~ a .. tter of prlncipl., a mAn and a WOmAn lIvIng together ahould Ihar • 
• qu.lly In hOWi.work. 

14. Harrla,. 1. a partner.hlp In which ch. vifa and husband ahould ahara cha 
.cono.1c raaponllbI11ty for supportIng ~e f~lly. 

1S. IC a coupl. i. ,01ng lomewh.r. by car, it i. better for the man to do .Olt of 
t.h. drlving. 

16. It bot.h hWiband And vif. vork, h.r career should b. Jw;t .. imporcant a. hl. In 
detaraining where ch. f.mlly lIve •• 

17. The hu.band and the vlf. 6hould h.v •• qu.l auchorlcy In sakin, famIly 
d.ci.lon •. 

1.. Parenta ahould .ncoura,e j~C as auch indep.ndence In ~.ir dau&hter. a. In 
~h.It' .one. 
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FOR ENGAGED OR HARRIED COUPLES 
(If NOT ENGACEp OR MARRIEP PLEASE PROCEED TO NEXT PAGE) 

Check the dot on the acal. b.lov whlch best describe. the degree of h.ppin •••. everythi ng 
con.idered. of your pre •• nt m.rria,e . The .iddle point. ·happy,· r.pre5ent. the degree o f 
happ1ne •• whlch ao.e people ,.t fro. "rrta, •. and the acal. gradually range. on on. 'ld. 
to those fev who are very unhappy In marrlaSe. and on the oth.r. to t la 05e few "'ho 
experlence extre •• joy or feliclty In marriaSe. 

19·20 
Vary 
Unhappy 

Happy Perfactly 
Happy 

Sta~a the approxl~te extent of agree.ent or disagreement be~een you .nd your mat. on t he 
{olloving It.... Pl.a •• check each column. 

21. 

22 . 

23. 

24. 

25·26 

27 . 

28. 

29 . 

Handllng f&aily finance. 

Katter. of recreatlon 

Oe.on£tratlon. of arC.ctlon 

frienda 

Sex r.lation. 

Conventionality (right. 
good. or proper conduct) 

Phllosophy of Ilf. 

Almoat Occa· 
Alvay. Alway. ,ionally 
Agree AGre. D15aSree 

Uay. of dealing w1th In·la",. 

fra· 
quently 
lJl".&rc. 

Almost 
Al",,_ya 
Pl·-tree 

30 · 31. Vhen diaagree.ent. ariae. they u.ually result In: (CIRCLE 8£5T AN5~£R) 

H~band giving In Ulf. giving in 

32 · 3). 00 you and your .at •• ngage in outside interest. together: 

All of the. So.e of the. Very Cev of them None ot them 

AI",ay. 
Dlu'l~ree 

34·35. In leiaure tl.e do you ,en.rally pr.f.r: To b. ·on the go· To lit.y at hom. 

36·37. Does your .at. generally prefer: To b. ·on the go· To stay at home 

38 · 39. Do you ever wiah you had not mArried? 

frequently Occaatonally Rarely Never 

40·41. It you had your 11f. to llv. ov.r, do you think you ",ould: 

K..rry the &&IIe per.on K..rry a different person Not marry at all 

42·4). Do you confide in your mAt.: 

Almoat nev.r br.ly In most thing. In everything 
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COlUlder ~he peraon vho 1. closea~ ~o you. In che (ollovlng questions, S ls a pet·son ~;h o 
la speclal co you: A spo~e. a best frlend. A relative . Conild~r ch. relationihl p you 
have vich SAnd ansver the followin, statemenc. accordin, to how much you a,ree ~h ls 1~ 
true of your r.latlolUhlp. Us. this acale: 

6. Strong Agreement 
~. HoderAte Agreement 
4. SllGht Agre •• cnt 
). Sli~c DI.a,r •• aent 
2. Hoo.rat. DI~.,re.m.nt 
1. Strong Dl,.'r •••• nt 

1. Th.r. 1 •• ome hedglng. Allbling. or eXa,&eratin& re,ardin, you or S . 

2. There 1. 11ttla d •• lra to know .uch about each other. 

l. There 1. IntentlonAl d.celt. lying, and marked hostillLy. 

4. You can rely on each oth.r ~o wlilingly ,hare Inform.tion re,ardlng .ach ocher . 

5. There ia much honesty. self·diiclosure, .nd opennes •. 

6. There 1 •• vl1llngnes. to 11sten and to learn. 

1. ~ile togecher you become avare only of your choughta and feelln&s. 

8. ~11e tog.ther you tend to become dlapleas~d, tenae, and/or irritable. 

9. ~il. to&e~er. you tend to b. ,enerally awar. and sen~ltive reGarding each 
oth.r. 

10. ~11e togecher you tend to be pleased, hopeful. and/or relaxed. 

11. There 1. competltlon to be rlght. 

12. There i. dedicatIon and ~vervlng loyal~ In the rel.tio~hip. 

13. There ara needa to thwart, frustrate, or dlsplease the other. 

14. There 1. an absence of dlscusslon wlth each other and/or remotene$. with each 
other. 

15. Problem. becween you almost alway. end up In destructlve actlon. and/ or 
re,entm.nc. •. 

16. There i •• vl111ngnes. to acknowledGe errors. 

11. Problem. almosc alvay. end up wlth r.conclilationa, compromlses, and mutUAlly 
,ati~fying solutions. 

18. There are fe.l1ng. of a need to try harder. 

19. Thera are unreall.tic re.traint. Impoaed by the other. 

20. There 1. unwillingne •• to allow the other a sense of self identity and 
ind.pend.nc. from diccatori.l conc.rol. 

21. There are f.v feellng. of obllsation and .elf demend. wlth reGard to the oth~r . 

22. There i. perSOnAl autonomy and respect for each other ' , choices . 



(Pl •••• continu. ~in, r.cin, .c.l. from pr.viou. pa, • . • . , . 6-Stron& A&reeme nt . e t c . ) 

_____ 23. Th.r. ar. inapproprl.t ••• If-expect.tlon. (too high or too low) th r ough l ack of 
r.c0&nltlon of •••• t. and .blllti ••• 

24. Th.r. 1. Ilttl. help but lot. of crltlci ••. 

2~. Approprl.t. reco&nitlon i. bein, wIthheld or credit i •• tolen for effor t a and 
achieve •• nc •. 

26. Th.r. 1. a .en •• of failur •• nd worthle.sn.,. in thi. rel.tionship . 

27. There .r •• o,tly approprlat ••• If-expectatlona through appropriate re c ognit Ion 
ot a,s.t. and abilitle • • 

28. Th.r •• r. h.lpful .u"e.tlo~, .ncoura, •• ent., and/or occasIonal kic~ In the 
panta. 

29. Ther. 1 •• lncer. apprecIatIon and .e.ningful acKnowledge.ent. 

30 . Th.r. ar. Ceelln,. ol worth, re'pect, and acceptanc • . 

31. Ther. la a vIe" of llle and other. a. of littl. worth or prollise. 

32. Ther. la h •• ltancy to ,lv •. 

33. Ther. la alIenatIon, • ..n •• ol beln, .lone . 

34. There la • vie" of 11!e and oth.rs •• worthwhile and positlve . 

35. Ther. 1. ,enero.lry and con.lderation. 

36. Ther •• re attempt. to ,1ve eVen belor. b.ln, asked. 

37. Th.r. 1. ea •• In recelvln, from each other. 

3a. Th.r. 1. Cluct~tlon berw.en .upport and no support, consideratIon and 
1oconsideraeion, and/or lovin, aod lack of 10v1n,. 

39. The welfare of tho.e outslde the relation,hlp and/or outside r.sponsibi li ties 
co_ flr.c. 

40. S i. : 
1. spouse ~. cloa. frIend 
2. f1anc •• 6. r.latlv. (ap.elfy l 
1. • e •• dy date 7 • other ,.pecify 
4. b •• t (r1.nd 

41. S I. ; 
1. Kala 
2. f __ l. 

42-43. S la y •• n old. 

44-45. You have known S ____ year •• 

46-47 •• nd • 0ntM. ----
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H.r. ar. ao •• word. w. would 11k. you ~o u.. to dascr1ba how you f •• l about your pr~s. n ~ 

11l.. for .xaapla. 1f you th1nk your pr.sant 11f. 1. very boring. put an X in the blank 
righ~ n.xt to the word -borin,.- If you th1nk your 11f. 1. v.ry 1nter •• tl n,. put &n X In 
tha blank r1,ht n.xt to th. word ·int.raat1ng.· If you think it belon,_ so~ewh.r. In 
b.cw.en. put an X whera you think It b.lon, •. 

48. 
49. 
~O. 

~l. 

!l2. 
~3. 

~4. 

~~. 

!l6. 

&ORINC 
ENJOYA.aU 
EASY 
\lSEl..£SS 
fJUENDLY 
ruu. 
DISCOURACINC 
TIED OO'.'N 
lHSAPPOn"TINC 

1 2 ) ,. 
INTEJU:STINC 
HIS £.RAlH..E 
twill 
VORnMULL 
LONELY 
Etti'TY 
HOPEHIL 
fR.£~ 

ltlVARDINC 

R.ad eh. following atate.ent. and aark In the 'pac. at the l.ft tha answer that represents 
the de,r •• to which you a,r •• or d16&,r •• with that Itatement. U6. tht_ ,cal.: 

6. Strongly Agre. 
~. Hoderac.ly Agre. 
4. Sll&hc:ly Agr •• 
3. Sll&htly 01s&,r •• 
2. Hoderately 01.a&r •• 
1. Stronsly 01 •• ,r •• 

57. Ie 1. hard for ... to mak. d.c1610ns. 

58. Ie 1. hard for m. to lay ·no·. 

59. Ie i. hard for m. to accept compli •• nt. graclously. 

60. Som.tlm •• I al.06t feel bor.d or empey If I don't have problems to focus on . 

61. 1 u.ually do not do thin,. for other p.opl. that they ar. capabl. of doing for 
t.h.ms.lve., 

62. " ~~.n 1 do so •• thing nie. for myself I u.ually fccl guilty. 

63. I do Dot worry v.ry .uch. 

64. 1 t..ll mya.lf that thin,. will ,et b.eter when the p.opla in my 11f. chang. 
whae they .r. doln,. 

65. I •••• to have r.laelon5hipa whar. 1 Am alway. eh.r. for eh ... but th.y are 
rarely th.r. for _. 

66. So •• ttae. 1 ,.e focu.ad on ona parson to tha axe.ne of n.,lectin, oth.r 
r.lat1o~hlp_ and r.6ponalblllel ••. 

67. 1 •••• co ,.t Into r.latlon.hlp. that ar. p.inful for m •• 

68. 1 don't UAually lae oeh.r. ,.a the -r.al· .a. 

PLr.A.SE COh'TIN\lE TO NEXT PACE I 

16 1 

~"----------------------.....: 



[Pl •• s. cont1nu. ~in, rat in, .c.l. troa previou. pag •.• . ,. 6-Strongly A&r •• , etc . J 

_ 69. \"1\en someone upseC • •• I v111 hold 1t 1n [or. lon& time. but one. 1n • \,Ihil. I 
.xplode. 

70. I w111 uSUAlly ,0 to .ny length. Co .void open conflict. 

71. I oft.n h.v ••• e~e ot dr.ad or 1mp.ndln, dooa. 

72. I oft.n put the needa ot other. ah.ad of .y own. 

If you v1.h. pl •••• tell u. .o.ethin, .bout the high •• nd 10\,11 1n your 11f. over the p.,t 
j year.. A •• ,roup ot people w.'ve traced throu,h varlou. l1C. chan, •• , \,Ie are v~cy 
1ntere.ted 1n the cour •• your 11fe ha. caken to d.t •. 

~ YOU FOR COKPL.£TINC THE QUESTlONNAIR£1 

P1...£ASE PL\CE IT IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED M1) MIL lXHEDIATELYI 
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