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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Going to college has become a part of an American

édream that transcends all socio-economic classes and
;;provides countless opportunities for the economic and
réeducational betterment of our citizens. During the last

. decade, there has been a trend toward more high school
seniors entering college. In the state of North Carclina,
those intending to go to co]lége have increased from S2.%9%
{ of their high school graduating class to 5%.54 (Morth

ﬁ Carclina Association of Institutional Research [NCAIRI],
1988». Given the reality of this experience for so many
;'young people, it could be assﬁmed that families prepare for
the day when their children actually leave home. These
families have accepted the fact that their adolescents are
leaving home and are moving in the direction of a life
independent of their families.(

What may be forgotten is that the family is a unit that
exists regardless of the distance separating its members.
There may be some difficulties related to the loss of a
famil¥ member, even if that loss is only a temporary one and
~a "voluntary" one. Such difficulties may include emoticnal
adJustmeht to the loss of that person around the house or
they may involve the assignment of household tasks

preuiously-assumed by the adolescent to another family



imember. Either of these situations (or others unigque to a
family) could affect family members left behind in wars that
rlare unknown or even misunderstood. The family has a history
fof shared experiences, a present reality, and future
‘xexpectations that all come into play during any period of
':transition. It is this balance that may be upset by an
adolescent’s departure from home.

What does this passage of an adolescent from home to
i:college mean to the family? What is its real impact on
family members still at home, especially the parents, and
- more specifically, the father? What Kinds of problems
- related to this passage exist and what Kinds of coping
‘ strategies are adopted to deal with the problems?

All of these questions seem to imply that the
adolescent’s passage from home to college may create added
stress in the family enufronment. In fact, Jay Haley
(19802, director of the Family Therapy Institute in
Washington, D. C., contended that when a family member
gither enters or leaves the family, there is a pericd of
change and stress. The significance of adolescent-parent
separation has been noted for some 25 years, but studies
have not investigated the parents’ reaction to that process.
The current research literature features the adolescents,
their problems, perceptions, and subsequent development.
Fuhther, most research studies focused on clinical
populations, many of whom had been forced intoc separation

from their parents due to emotional and psychological



reasons (Bloom, 1%280; Haley, 12803 Mandelbaum, 19&2;

Ekierlin, 1974; Stierlin, Levi, & Savard, 1271). These

pis

& more obvious gap existing in the adolescent-parent
’Eﬁaration literature is reference to adolescent—-father
%gparation. More attention has been given to the mother due
Erthe cultural expectations that accompany motherhood and
;%s nurturing qualities and to mothers’ easier accessibility
i; researchers. Popular literature such as magazines and
;fwspapers frequently report on mothers’ perspectives. The
ther himself has seldom been considered as a parent

eling the loss of an adolescent. @A lack of attention to
Agthers may also be attributed in part to the cultural
%pectations of men as non-emotional and less attached to
;geir children. These cultural expectations are certainly

: anging in contemporary society as research efforts address
e changing roles of men and women of today. Again,

fﬁpu]ar media are demonstrating these gender role changes.

One of the more popular examples is the recent movie "Mr.

There is a deficit of information regarding
ﬁﬁﬂolescent—parent separation in general under unforced
zﬁrcumstances (i.e., the adolescent’s leaving home to attend
fb]lege). A'particu]ar gap is the lack of focus on this

paration’s impact on the father remaining at home. The



. purposes of this research were: (a) to investigate the
family environment, as perceived by the father before and
. after the college freshman left home, as to whether
or not change does occur; (b)) to explore the extent to which
~ fathers employ coping strategies to deal with this change
(if it does occur) as they maKe the transition into a
;'new family phasej; (c) to assess whether exposure to a parent
- orientation program explaine change in family environment
and coping strategies; and (d) toc assess whether the sex of
the child entering college explains change in family
environment and coping strategies.

Long-range applications of the research could provide
- colleges and universities with the opportunity to help
1 fathers (and mothers? through parent orientation programs
prepare more adequately for the adolescent-parent
separation. A better understanding of this passage by
fathers may help minimize other stresses being experienced
at that time as well as to maximize the capacity to
~appreciate their adolescents’ new horizons. Such
understanding may in turn contribute to helping families
manage the separation in such a way that it has minimal
negative impact on the family as a whole, both emctionally
and behaviorally.

In recent years, there has been an increase in
participation by parents in Parent Orientation Programs on
college campuses across the country (National Orientation

Directors’ fAssociation [NODAl, 193803 NODA, 1982;




;@taudenmeier & Marchetti, 1783). Participation in these
i@rograms signals a renewed interest on the part of parents
;jn their children‘s college experience. It alsoc suggests
r@hat there may be gquestions and undefined needs that exist
C%ﬁ parents’ minds regarding their children’s leaving home.
Iﬂo help parents understand the adolescent-parent separationn
f@pom their own perspective would enable them to Know that
?@eeling some anxieties as their children leave home is not
ﬂ@nusual and, in fact, is to be expected. Further, to
ﬁnitiate appropriate educational interventions on this
@gubject as a part of parent orientation programs gives'
fpecognition to this significant family experience and
ipermits parents to express their anxieties while sharing
iﬁhem with others who are experiencing similar emotions.
%ﬂany parents would agree with family systems theorists that
2ﬂw whole is a sum of its parts; and when one part leaves,
3ghe whole encounters difficulties. Coping with these
fﬁifficulties then becomes a known factor with which families
ﬁmay be better prepared to contend.

Fathers of college freshmen offer a particularly
éinteresting perspective from which to study adolescent -
fparent separation. Society has taught men gender roles that

- encourage them to hide their emotions in the face of stress

A

~or change. Societal expectations and roles have also made

?it difficult to use men in research efforts related to
~}families. They are usually at work or do not have time for

~ activities related to their families because it is the



‘?cher’s responsibility to take care of family matters.

' erefore, it is the mother‘s perspective that is zeen most
egquently in the literature. This phenomenon is
rticulariy true in research related to adolescent—-parent
:ﬁgparatiun in which the separation process is frequently
'iinked with the mother’s earliest roles as nurturer and
otector. Our culture has granted these roles as a

iority for the mother (Mandelbaum, 1982 and has chosen to
‘yitend to children from the mother“s perspective. Though
ese gender role expectations are changing in our socciety
‘and men are assuming many more of the traditional female
;Enles {i.e., childrearing, household tasks, etc.), there

Il be a deficit of research focusing on the father for
-;ame time to come given the overwhelming prevalence of
thers in past research studies. Thus, the focus of this
seach was on the father whnsevcontributicns to the

iﬁdolescent—parent separation process have been overlooked.

Recsearch COuestions

There were four primary research questions asked in
a%his research;

1. Will the father’s perception of his family
environment change after his adolescent leaves home to
‘fittend college? Do these differences modify fhe coping
B o icc used by the father in dealing with this

transiticonal period?



2. Will fathers who attend a parent orientation program

experience less change in their family environment
perceptions than those who do not attend? Do these
differences modi+y the coping strategies used by the father
 to deal with this transitional period?

3. Will fathers of daughters differ from fathers of
}sons in the degree to which theyrﬁerceiue famiiyrenvironment
- changes? Do these differences modify the ﬁﬁping strategies
&used by the father in dealing with this transitional period?
4, Are changes in family environment perceptions and
icnping strategies explained by sex of child, size of
‘;ommunity, distance from college, birth order of child
kntering college, father’s educational lewel, and whether

or not the father attended a parent orientation program?

Definitions -

As a basis for understanding the research, the
%ﬂlowing definitions of terms are important.
Adolescent - a traditionally—aged college freshman
approximately 18 years of age.

Adolescent—parent separation - an event which occcurs

when the adolescent leaves home to attend college as
a freshman and lives on the campus.
Crizis - a decisive moment or sudden evenf of limited

duration that brings with it stress for those exposed

o it.



Family system— . . . & unified whole with members
interacting and interdependent. The system is open -
ended, as its members enter and leave; the family has
conscious and unconscious rules which encompass
individual needs and regulate the interactions between
family members. (lechter, 1983’

Intact family - the natural parents and siblings of

those parsnts.

Step Ahead - a parent orientation program conducted at
The University of North Carolina at Greensboro in June
preceding their child’s entrance into the University as
a freshman.

Transition - an event which occurs when a crisis ends
in change.

. » « the individual‘s emotional organization and his
or her other relational arrangements must also undergo
change. In addition to having to cope now with new
problems, the individual must find ways of dealing with
upset, tension, or fatigue, and find new sources of
support for security, for feelings of worth, and for
other components of well-being. Some previously
maintained relationships may fade because they no
longer seem appropriate while others may be modified
to respond to the individual’s new needs, and
relationships not previously existent mary now be
developed. The individual‘s concerns and aims may
change and with them the individual‘s sencse of self.
(Weiss, 1974, p. 214D
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‘achievement of particular goals within the family. These
‘may be challenged as the boundaries are extending. Yet
;operating around these subsystems is a defined

fhierarchy which determines the patterns of family

}behavior (Wedemeyer & Grotevant, 1982). Typically, parents
3&”1 oversee the behavior of children (hierarchy? who have
;tome together on a given issue (subsystem) in an effort to
;gain access to some activity bevond the family‘s defined
wboundaries. A specific example might be the children’s wish
tto see an R-rated movie at a local theatre which has a
Equestionable reputation and their subsequent request of
 their parents to allow them to see it. The parents may rule
;by saying "No."

Once a family structure has evolved, the question of
;process emerges. Just how permeable are these boundaries?

" Are they rigid or can they be penetrated given appropriate
fjustification? The second question lends itself well to the
;process characteristic of adaptability defined as the
;'ability to make appropriate structural changes in response
Eto developmental growth or situational stress while
fmaintaining system definition and self-regulation"
;fwedemeyer & Grotevant, 1982, p. 188). Relating these
icharacteristics to the example given above, the parents may
f}determine that viewing the movie as a family could offer
f'some educational and developmental opportunitiés of value
 to the family as a unit. An appropriate change has been

- made to allow for a previously unacceptable event.




As individual family members come and go, the family
fbnit undergoes change. This change could signal individual
é;bises in both adolescents and parents. As the adolescents
j%epart for college, they are encountering a new independence
iwiﬂiits accompanying responsibilities. While they are
f}xperiencing this form of identity crisis, their parents may
Jbe realizing that they are entering their middle age years
;amich often bring a renewed identity crisis (Wechter, 1983).
EfKerckhoff (1974) called this period "middlescence” and
?yt‘quated it to adolescence in the sense that during both

Qﬁevelopmental periode, participants are asking similar

}questions: Where am I going? Who am I?

Adolescent—-Parent Separation

Adolescent-parent separation and the transition or

. stress often associated with it bring with them challenges
;fo all of the characteristics of a family system previously
- mentioned: boundaries, subsystems, hierarchy, permeability,
Eadaptability. Separation becomes

« « » & process whereby parents and child
[adolescent]l learn to differentiate themselves
from each other and to part gradually, a process
made possible by the satisfactions experienced
by each individual in the family which bring a
sense of growth, achievement, and contentment.
(Mandelbaum, 19242, p. 26>

?;Nhen the adolescent goes away to college, a series of
t%changes is set off in the family marking a beginning of
J;thange for both adolescents and parents. Boundaries and

subsystems change, which may open the door for challenges

to the family hierarchy. Permeability and adaptability are

11
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fperhaps the first to experience change as the college
:freshman is increasingly becoming aware of a larqger world

 arena in which the family is a very small spectator.

Stages of Adolescent—-Parent Separation

The problems of the adolescent in adolescent-parent
;separation have been studied. Though many of these research
- efforts have focused on clinical populations, the findings
ihaue been carefully related to the adolescent in general,
though such correlations are questionable (Bloom, 1980;
- Blos, 1967; Bowlby, 19775 Haley, 1980; Stierlin, 1974;
z Stierlin et al, 19271; Wechter, 1983). Some researchers have
f focused specifically on the collegé freshman population
:5(Moore, 1984; Moore & Hotch, 1981; Kurash, 1979>. All of
these findings support the idea that adolescents move
fhrough several stages of a sepération—indiuiduation process
that result in the establishment of personal autonomy for
the adolescent (0‘Connell, 1972; Stierlin, 1974).

Stier]}n (1974) defined five such stages. Stage One
is "control of the impulse to remain attached." During
this stage, adolescents are uncomfortable being children or
adults. They may test their limits with their parents,
while at the same time they are unconsciously asking for
‘help. This stage is a time of general ambivalence for both
adolescents and parents, but it is a move towafd the
adolescents’ independence.

"“Cognitive realization of the adolescent-parent

separation” is Stage Two. During this period adolescents
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~accept the inevitability of separation. While still testing
ﬁtheir limits at home, they are more involved in activities
ﬁaway from home, such as part-time jobs or spending more time
‘with their peers. They are gradually breaking the tie.

“ Stage Three is the "affective response to the
;Separation" when both parents and adolescents have feelings
of nostalgia for the past. They reali;e that the child -
éﬁarent relationship has changed and may even mourn its loss.
ch this process they are seeking meaning to their new
golationship as they reach Stage Four, "identification."

?fe adolescents have achieved separation and are

1§sponsible for themselves. They have begun to demonstrate
}Eat their parents’ values are, in part, their own and they
BEG - cun indivicuals.

| Stage Five recognizes tﬁis-indiuidua!ity and is the
:éttenuation of the child-parent relationship and the
ihmresponding development of a new relationship." The

?rent - child interactions are now adult - adult
ifteractions and the young adult now begins to open to other
g1ationships that may involve new meanings: intimacy,
itment, and stability (Stierlin, 1974).

Kurash (197%) described similar stages in her

iscription of the late adolescent’s transition to college.
;i called them subphases, and the first is the anticipatory
Jgphasé. Characterized by distancing and anxiety, the
;ﬁivalence described by Stierlin (1974 can also be applied
thhis subphase. The adolescent pulls away from parents

MASENO UNIVERSITY COLLEQE
LR.P.S. LIBRARY
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iiﬂd.becomes increasingly attached to their peers, in the

L%hocess disengaging from the previous parent-child
relationship.

’ Leavetaking is the second subphase and involves the
‘actual physical separation and distance between freshman
j%hd‘parents. During this subphase, the freshmen realize
at college is not as frightening as they may have
‘fxpected. They become attached to their new "home" and its
%ﬁnstituents.

3

The third subphase "settling in" brings about a
newed attachment to parents. "The separation has been
and an increased affiliation with those who most
reaten psychological separateness, the parents, can be
resumed without fear of engulfment" (Kurash, p. 77).

e fact that freshman and parent are still living apart

ves as insurance for the established separateness.

The Adolescent’s Coping with Separation

Through the entire separation process, the

olescents’ perceptions of this separation can be defined
terms of specific behaviors and thoughtes that make the
cess more realistic and easy to address in ahticipation
the changes, crises, and transitions that could occcur.
ing what behaviors to expect can facilitate training in
ﬁopriate coping strategies to‘ease the crisis at hand.
lescents receive this training in a variety of ways.

hey learn from their peers what to expect by observing them




in this separation process. More specifically, college
freshmen participate in orientation programs that address
the potential problems accompanying separation.

Research has identified specific behaviors and

thoughts that help adolescents recognize their independence.

Examples are: "The dorm is the center of my life now;" "My

 family is not here;" "I must do things for myself now;"
L "l can make my own decisions;" "I have my own job and

 'money ‘now’ 3" "Everything I own is here with me" (Moore,

1984; Moore & Hotch, 1983)>. These statements reflect

:}behauioral and thought changes that signal the beginning of

~ the recognition that adolescents have of the separation

- process and its ultimate completion.

Parental problems in the adolescent - parent separation
fprocess have been referenced in the literature in quite a
}mfferent manner. Because behavioral changes that occur in
Qparents are not as obvious, there are no specific research
;efforts addressing such changes. Stierlin (1%274) began to
Aaddress behavioral changes in his discussion of the stages
fafadolescent - parent separation, but since his focus was
Em1the adolescent, he leaves the parent wanting more. One
;iimmﬂe he cited was that a father can learn to go fishing
iuiﬂifriends rather than with his children as he sees his
Exhi]dren establishing their own independence. He can learn

fﬂternatiue ways of meeting the needs previously filled by a

"
behavioral problems of parents resulting from their

I

iéh“d. Specific strategies for addressing the emotional and

15




- separation from their children need further attention and

:clarification.

Parental Crisis During Middlescence

Previous mention has been made of the crisis associated
Eiwith middlescence. This crisis has received considerable
.?attention in the literature (both popular and research
;vmﬁented), but it is a crisis that can stand apart from
'fthat associated with adolescent - parent separation. Though
;:discussions of adolescence and middlescence can be found
”together (Bloom, 1980; Douvan & Axelson, 19486; Haley, 1980;
;!Scherz, 1967; Stierlin, 192743 Turner, 1970), middlescence

" can also occur in childless families and even in unmarried
?individuals and can only be complicated further by the
prresence of children and crises that occur associated with
.;the children.

| 1t has been noted that parents experiencing the
fiado]escent - parent separation are frequently left out when
3 discussions center on adjustment to this transition for the
; adolescent. Adjustment needs also exist for parents and can
~ be identified only after a better understanding of the
changes they are experiencing is accomplished. Achieving
this transition successfully can not be equated or

' generalized to middiescence or the middle age crisis, for
the crisis involves many more precipitating events or
stressors than simply an adolescent leaving home. For

women there is the biological stage of menopause which

frequently brings with it emotional ups and downs. It is
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time when parents may die or when jobs are no longer
lenging.

Separating the crises of middlescence and a child

‘ing home is a difficult task because of the reality
parents of adolescents entering college typically are

le aged and in the "caught generation®" (Vincent, 1972),
B tieen the demands of their children and the needs
their elderly parents. Individual stressors are difficult
sort out. Many of them are questioning their own
ntity, as are their peers (married and unmarried alike).
y have reached the "stage of reassessment, doubt, and
etimes despair regarding the goals that have shaped their
es in the two to three decades since they made their own
lescent choices" (Turner, 1970, p. 327). They are
Qggling with these realities as their own adolescents are
P ing the decisions that will affect their middle age
years. Therefore, limiting this research effort to parents,
‘nd more specifically, to fathers of adolescents, will allow
Iipr the discovery or rediscovery of coping behaviors
;;hat can be used to achieve successful completion of the

adolescent - parent separation.

i
P

The Father‘s Role in the Separation Process

Though parents have clearly been neglected in research
:;e+¥orts related to voluntary adolescent - parent separation,
jéa more protrusive omission is related to the father in
%}particular. When fathers are mentioned specifically

(Sullivan & Sullivan, 1980), the results relate to the
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ﬂlescent’s adjustment as opposed to the parents’, and
;ecially the father’s, adjustment. Other references to

e father are difficult to find and generally occur in
iearch findings involving clinical populations and
ierencing parents in general (as opposed to mother and/or
fﬁer) {Mandelbaum, 1942; Scherz, 1947; Stierlin et al
971). These findings offer little, if any, support for

Jluntary adolescent - parent separation experiences.

Summar ¥y
The literature overwhelmingly comes out on the side
i?the adolescent when considering adolescent-parent
;ﬁaration. Stages of separation have been identified and
ebgrams have been developed to help adolescents adjust to
Q&nsitional periods such as entry into college. What has
%% occurred is a similar look at the parents’ side of the
fbcess. Whether stages of separation exist for parents or
port for this transition is needed is not clear. What is

lear is that the process involves two ¢(and more) parties,

oth of whom have needs worthy of consideration.




CHAFTER I11

METHODS &MND PROCEDURES

t

- This quasi-experimental research effort represents a
cfhuiualent control group design in which a pretest and
%test were conducted. The dependent variables were

ly environment and family coping. The major

jependent variable was attendance at a summer orientation

™~

fﬁram for parents of freshmen with =selected demographic

ables used as independent variables.

- The sample consisted of 143 white fathers in intact

.ﬁlies who had a child entering the University of MNorth

rolina at Greensboro as a residence hall freshman in the

af 1984. Table 1 provides demographic data describing
i:samp]e. Twenty—-=ix percent of Ffathers had sons

ﬁ%ring the University, while 74X had daughtersz. These
ﬁkentagei approximate the enrocllment of males at the
iversity which was 31X male at the undergraduate lewel.
Represenfing communities of fewer than 10,000 in

lation (35%) to those of more than 50,000 (39%¥), the
jority of fathers lived less than 250 miles from the
iversity campus. The fathers themselves hadvsome exposure
i}he college experience (30 were college graduates and

had some college or community college experiencel.
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V-;».Demographic Characteristics of Fathers

n the Total Sample (N=143)

haracteristic N %
athers of Sons 37 25.9
athers of Daughters 106 74.1
istance lived from UNCG
Less than 50 miles 32 22.4
50-100 miles 46 32.2
100-250 miles 30 21.0
‘More than 250 miles 35 24.5
North Carolina Residents 101 70.6
on-residents of North Carolina 42 29.4
ize of Community in Which They Live
Unreported 2 -
Less than 10,000 (rural) 49 34.8
10,000-50,000 (town/small city) 37 26.2
More than 50,000 (urban) 55 39.0
lumber of Children in the Family
One 8 5.6
Two 72 51.0
~ Three 40 28.0
Four 16 11.2
Five 2 1.4
Six 2 1.4
Seven 1 0.7
Eight 1 0.7
ith Order of Child Entering UNCG
Only Child in Family 8 5.6
First Child of Several 62 43.4
Middle Child (2nd, 3rd...etc.) 21 14.7
Last Child 52 36.4



le 1 (con't)

ographic Characteristics of Fathers

e Total Sample (N=143)

racteristic N %o
her's Educational Level
Less than High School 3 2.1
High School Graduate 20 14.0
Community College 36 25.2
Some College 41 28.7
College Graduate 9 6.3
Some Graduate School 34 23.8
cial Support Parent's Provide
eir College Freshmen
ported 1 -
ss than 25% of their Expenses 11 7.7
50% 7 4.9
99% 50 35.2
Il of their expenses 74 52.1
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The majority were providing at least half of the financial

upport required by their freshmen to meet college expenszes.
For 4%% of the +fathers, this was their first child to

}ter college and for 3&¥ their last child to enter

P
[ 3

iﬂlege. The average number of children per father was |
gth 514 of the sample reporting two children.

%

nstruments

b

' The four instruments were two demographic
questionnaires (Appendices B and F) dewveloped by the
ﬁsearcher, the Family Environment Scale (Moos, 1%74), and
the F-COPES Family Coping Strategies Scale (McCubbin,
Larzen, & Olson,1982).

The Family Environment Scale (Moos, 1774} zerved as a
measure of the father’s perception of his {amil}
environment. It was used to describe and compare this
;érception at two points in time before and after the child
?éft for college. Definitions of the six subscales used
in the analy¥sis and sample true-false statements measuring
‘each are:

Cohesion - the degree of commitment, help and

support family members provide for one another.
("Family members really help and support one another.”
“There is a feeling of togetherness in our family."
"There is very little group spirit in our family."?
Expressiveness — the extent to which familw

members are encouraged to act openly and to express
their feelings directly. ("Family members often
Keep their feelings to themselves." "There are a lot

of spontaneous discussions in ocur family." 'We say
an¥thing we want to arcund home.")

Contlict - the amount of cpenly expressed
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Qanger, aggression, and conflict among family

- members. ("We fight a lot in our familw." “Family
- members hardly ever lose their temper." "Family
members often try to one-up or out-do each other."?

- Independence - the extent to which family

- members are assertive, self-sufficient,and

- make their own decisions. ("We don’t do things on
- our own very often in our family." "We come and go
4z we want to in our family." "We think things out
- for curselves in our family."2

- Achievement orientation - the extent to which
ﬂ”activities {e.g., school and work? are cast intoc an
~ achievement—oriented or competitive framewcrk.

("We feel it is important to be the best at whatever
you do." "Getting ahead in life is very important

- in our family." "We alwayrs strive to do things Jjust
- a little better the next time.")

Control - the extent to which set rules and
procedures are used to run family life.

{("There are wery few rules to follow in ocur family."
"There i= one family member who makes most of the
decisions." "There is a strong emphasis on following
rules in our family."? (Moo=, 1984, p. 22

- Raw scores ranging from one to 72 were converted to
tandard scores for analrsis purposes. OFf statistical
iterest is the fact that the Moos’ subscales have
iceptable internal consistencies ranging from .44 to TR,
good eight weelk, test-retest reliability ranging from
to .85, and show low to moderate subscale
f&er—correlations ranging from .27 to .44 (p. 8). This
eflects the reality that though the subscales are related,
they do measure in part distinct views of family social
;virunment.

The F-COFES Scale (McCubbin, Larsen, & Olson, 1522

}ks used to identify changes in the fathers’ coping

rategies that may have been used in response to the

adolescent-parent separation. In this context, coping

23
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:shqtegies are defined as "effective problem—-socluving
approaches and behaviors used by families in response to
;%ablema or difficulties® (McCubbin et al, p. 1012, Using &
;ive-point scale (l=strongly disagree to S=strongly agreel,
.;ﬁipondents weres asked: "kihen we face problems or
@Hfficulties in our ftamily, we respond b¥. . . ." Sample
‘esponses were: "seharing our difficulties with friends;"
ving taith in God;" "+acing problems head-on and trying\
to get solutions right away;" "believing if we wait long
gxuugh, the problem will go awar:;" and "seeking advice +rom
..latiues." The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha? of the total
le is .28 while test-retest reliability cuer four wesks
g .81 (McCubbin et al). Scores used in the data analrsis

re the total raw scores with 2 range from 0 to 145,

Limitations of Instruments

nily Environment Scale

The Family Environment Scale (FES) h ] d

Ll
i

n

[
1]

=

Pl
i

A»

}equently in research studies over the last ten ars. It

o
[14]

T;
as primarily been used to describe and comparse families.
trpology of family environments was deweloped for use

clinicians in their work with families. & family

congruence sScore i

1]

often used in clinical settings by

paring within—-family perceptual differences.

When reviewing the more important applications and




s from the FES as presented by Moos (1984), it became

bt that the =cale has more often been used in clinical

1]

apeutic settings. Examples of research samples were

tamilies, families with disturbed adolescents,

les of substance abusers, and families with members in.
+ Other efforts focused on childhood adjustment to
al divorce, eating disorders among children, chronic
ood diseases and mental retardation, More recent
s hawve examined the family environment’'s influence on
ve and social development and adolescent behavior and
t's stress-resistance and depression, adult nutrition
it h .
he use of the FES in this ztudy differs from the wars
;h it has been previously used. Though divorce and
iilnesi, for example, produce lite transitions and
the adolescent-parent separation studied heres is an
d transition for which adolescents and parentz alike
pare. Such preparation may temper perceptual changes
fathers have prepared for the separation.
;normal family sample, upon which the scores used in
search were based, was drawn from across the country,
 ng1evparent and multi-generaticnal families, from
nt ethnic groups, and from families of all age

The sample used in this research was white fathers
g Scoutheast who were in intact families. The
lization of these results to the normative data used

must be considered.

25



 The Family Coping Strategies Scale (F-COPEZ) M"was
i
f;ed to identify effective problem—solving approaches

3

ﬁéhauiors used by families in response to problems or

g;plties“ (0lson, McCubbinm, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, &

Epn, 1782, p. 101> EBecause it was a relatively new.

{gment, published research did not offer the wealth of

caticns seen for the FES. Its structure howsever lends

elf best to small group or family interpretations as they

‘ére effective problem—-solving behaviors. Its use in this

;rch was not to identify effective problem—-solving

:Ea;hes but rather to assess the extent to which fathers

f?oping strategies to deal with the changes brought on

j? adolescent left home. The total score of the

%ﬁment was interpreted to represent a level of strategy

at could be compared over time. Such an

etation may limit the generalization of the findings

er settings and populations.

further limitation was realized as the sample on

i norms were based was not clearly identified in the

%als available on the F-COFEZ. A test-retest

:;Jlity study used students of psychology and family

‘;s to administer the questionnaire to friends and

. The derived szample had a2 mean age of 23, was two-
female, and three—fourths unmarried (McCubbin et al,
The fathers in the current research ocbvicusly did

h this profile. However, norms were given for



i1tz (male and female) and adolescents {male and female)
d were those used in thiz research study. On what the
‘ﬂt male norms were based was not clear. Thus,

;yralization must be made with caution.

UARIABLES

#ﬂpengent Variables
Five demographic wvariables were identified az possible
%ictors of the dependent variables to be analrzed in this

search. These variables and their levels were:

1. Sex of Child (labeled as SEXD
a. Male
b. Female
?« 2. Birth Order of Child Entering College
| a. First and Only Child to Enter College
{no other children at home) - COLLEGE
;‘ b. First Child to Enter College (other
“ children still at home) - COLLI
c. Middle Child to Enter College (Znd, 3rd,
} - 4th, etc. child to enter college, but
not the last)> - COLLII
d. Last Child to Enter College {no other
children left at home) - COLLIII
3. Population of Home Community
a. Less than 10,000 - POPUL

b. 10,000-30,000 - POPULI



c. More than 50,000 - POPULII
4, Distance +rom Home to University - DISTAMC
2. Less than 250 miles {(collapsed from three
categories on the demographic gquesticonnaire:

less than 230 miles, S0-100 miltes, 100-230

b. More than 250 miles

3. Bociceconomic Class {(as determined by father s
educational leweld
a. High School Graduate or Less - ZES

b. Some coll

L

ge or community college - SESI
c. College Graduate or more - SESII

sixth predictor used was the +ather’s attendance at

iversity’'s summer corientation program for parents

- Step Ahead - ATTEND.

The score for the dependent variables were the

ibahice SCcore

(1]
i

tposttest minus pretest) on the =iy
zales of the Family Environment Scale (FES) and the
‘score on the F-COPES. These scores represented the

t of change that occcurred on each scale from time one

ne two. These wvariables were labeled as follow

1l

1. DIFFC - difference between posttest and preftest
scores on the Cohesion subscale of the FES

2. DIFFEX - difference between posttest and

28
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pretest scores on the Expressiveness subscales
of the FES

2. DIFFCOM - difference between posttest and
pretest scores on the Conflict subscale af the
FES

4. DIFFIMD - ditference between postitest and
pretest scores on the Independence subscale of
the FES

S. DIFFAD - difference between posttest and
pretest scores on the Achievement Orientation
subscale of the the FES

& &, DIFFCTL - difference between posttest and
pretest scores on the Control subscale of the
FES

7. DIFFT - difference between posttest and pretest

zcores on the Total score of the F-COFES

Frocedures

mple Selection and Data Collection

In order to identify the sample, the Universitr’s

tﬁice of Admissions generated a computer listing of all
?ﬁering freshmen who indicated an intention to live in
niversity residence halls. Since the admissions data file
%@Id not provide information specific encugh fc identif»
iﬁy those freshmen who live in intact families, the listing

fﬁluded freshmen living in single parent and reconstituted

amilies as well. The list totaled 1581 students.
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~ Giwen the availability of only 1400 Family Environment
‘Wes, a2 systematic random sample was created by
liminating every eighth name on the list. A1l students

ing outside the United States were alsc eliminated. This

i

f

ated a list of 1284 sztudents’ addresszes to which wers

led an introductory letter {Appendix &2 and research

gétruments, GQuesticnnaire #1 fﬁppendix By, FES and F-COFES

[y

;;ear]y May 19848, Also included in the packet were an
formed Consent” form (Appendix C» and a stamped, return
ressed envelope. The packets were addressed "To the
gents of . . ." each student, and the introductory letter

addressed to the father. The letter described briefly

[ 4]

purpose of the research and encouraged the father s
ticipation. Readers were also asked to return the
tehti of the packet if there was no father in the home or
they chose not to participate in the research.

#11 respondents were assured of the confidentiality of
ir results in both the cower letter and the "Informed

Consent" form. This confidentiality was maintained as th

T

inistrative Assistant in the Office of Student Affairs
ed a1l ocutgoing packets and received all incoming
kets. The researcher received only the gquesticonnaires
instruments aftter the consent forms were separated and
red. These were then coded for data entry.
Of the 1384 packets mailed, 730 were returned, =&
urn rate of S54.1%., A post card reminder {(Appendix D) was

o sent to all from whom a packet was n
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-gfer ten days. OFf the 750 returned, 427 declined to
articipate or were not qualified for participation; 137
lid not gualify because they were either single parsnts or
ere part of a reconstituted family. Others did not have a
@kher in the home. @& few fathers were eliminated because
their child was not going to live on campus or because their
hild had previously been away from home for an extended
Lfiod at a boarding school. The age of the child did not
g?ome a factor, because it is typically the ftraditionally
:;d adolescent (12 years of age? who lives in the
ﬁuersity’i undergraduate residence halls.

The final pretest sample was 322 fathers who returned

'j fully completed materials in a timely manner. Because
tnmparisan was to be made between those fathers who

%ended the University’s Step Ahead program and thoses who
id not, no questionnaires rece}ued after the beginning of
ﬁt.program in mid=-June were included in the sample. This
' ﬁwed a period of approximately six weeks for the return

f the packets.

tep Ahead Program

The Step Ahead Program and its FParent Orientation
;gonent provided fathers with a day and a half orientation
?&ram in late June that was designed to familiarize

ents with the University, its programs and its services.
}?as during this program that the parents participated in

ane and cone-half hour zession called "Expecting the

31,
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Led b¥ the researcher, this sensitizing session was
;ésigned to share with the parents changes that may occur in
ie family during the transiticn that occurs as their
iashmen departs for college. Topics ranging from sibling
.éualry to increased independence of the freshman on hissher
%turn home, to parent nostalgia for the "old dars" were
jgcussed among the parente in small group settings. The
,‘ésearcher encouraged the parents to nurture open

unication lines in the family and to talk about how

;eir child’s departure from home was qoing to affect the
bami 1y as a whole,

Sharing among and between parents during this session
;; very productive and thought-provoking. Program
valuation forms gave the zession the highest possible

é}ing with written comments noting their "thanks" for this
tvpe of discussion. @& primary message sent by the

éfuersity in Step Ahead’s parent component was that the
tire family has a stake in the freshman’s experience and
%ﬁt the University cares about the whole family, not just
he student.

; Becausze parents chose to come or not to come to the

~?p fAhead program, the researcher had two groups of fathers
fiticipating in the research study - those who came to Step
&}ad fcalled a treatment group? and those who did not

:e (called a control group). These groups were

wiously self-determined by the fathers themselwves as they

ide their choice to attend or not to attend. There were &%

32
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ﬁathers who attended the Step Ahead Program.

osttest Phase

In mid-GOctober 1%8&, the posttest phase of the research
iés conducted., Mid-October (six to eight weeks into the

;Ml semester? was selected as the posttest period and
%ara]le]ed the second of three phases encountersed by college
{Teshmen and identified by Kurash (1%7%).

' Each subject in the pretest sample of 223 fathers was
ﬁiled a packet that included a follow—up letter {(Appendix
E), & demographic gquestionnaire (Appendix F), the

ily Environment Scale, and the F-COPEZS. The fatherz were
jso asked i+ ther would be willing to talk by telephone to
interviewer who would talkK with them generally about

?eir separation sxperiences. If willing, they were to
eturn a form indicating times and telephone numbers at

?ﬁch they could be reached. Niﬁety-six of the subjescts did
return these forms.

As during the pretest phase, a post card reminder was
;ﬁled to fathers who had not responded atter ften dars.
ﬁkkets were accepted for a periocd of approd<imately =iy

selks after the initial mailing. To insure continued
C;fidentiality, the packets were received by an
iinistratiue Assistant who separated the guestionnaires
the forms of those fathers who indicated their
ijingness to be interviewed. The guestionnaires wers then
QEn to the researcher for coding and data entrw.

Of the 323 fathers in the pretest sample, 213 returned



;&eir packets for & return rate of £5.%4<. 0OF these, 11
%ere incomplete and 10 were 2liminated either because their
fhiid did mot move into the residence halls or their child
}ﬂcided not to attend UMCG., This lett 120 completed
szEtiannaires.

Because the research gu

i
1]

tions focused on changes in
Qm family environment that occurred as the result of the
‘§ﬁolescent—parent separation, it was necessary to eliminate
‘ﬁose fathers whose families had experienced other tyrpes of
stresses during the time period covered by this research,
Qch as a death in the immediate family or divorce.

Aﬁack fathers were also eliminated because of a low number
(14 which did not distribute well owver the predictor
%riab]es. This brought the final research sample down to
&3 fathers, &9 of whom had attended the Step Ahead Program
Table 2», 0F the 74 who did not attend, about half of
em said they could not get off from work; howsver, 37 said
¥ would have attended i+ they could have.

The final step in the data collection phase was the
;jephone interview that was conducted with twelve fathers
?ﬁdomly selected from the returned forms and who
»ﬁunteered their time. These qualitative data were

‘?hered by two student service professionals who

b‘mselues were involwed in the Step Ahead Orientation
M%gram. The purpose of these telephone interwviesws was

{ply to provide fathers the opportunity to say anrthing

éut the adolescent-parent separation that they wished.
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aracteristic N Y%
endance at Step Ahead
Yes 69 48.3
No 74 51..7
you did not attend Step Ahead,
- would you have attended if you
~ could have? '
~ Unreported 1 -
Could not take off work 36 49.3
Knew enough about UNCG 10 13.7
My child could not attend 5 6.8
Attended another Parent Program 5 6.8
Other 17 23.3
ould you have attended Step
head if you could have?
- Unreported 1 -
P Yes 57 78.1
~ No 16 21.9

35



36

The interviewers used a very simple interview form in the
ollection of these data (Appendix G) which were gathered

in mid-December 1%¥8& to early January 1937.

Using the Statistical Analrsis Srstem (SAS) and the SAS

-

ser’s Guide: Statistics (Sas Institute, Inc., 17252, t

Ets and stepwise multiple regression procedures were used
5test each of the hypotheses, using the variables

sscribed earlier in this chapter. Reported statistics
iﬂude mean scores, difference scores, regression
éf%icients (kY, and coefficients of determination (RZ).
QZF statistic was the test of significance for the
ocedures. # Pearson correlation was run and confirmed

2 independence of the dependent variables (See Appendix

HYPOTHESES

.éFathers’ scores on selected subscales of the Family
{Enuironment Scale (FEZ) will change from pretest to
iposttest.

JFathers’ scores on the F-COPES will change from pretest
?to posttest.

;Fathers who attended the Farent Orientation Program
é$tep Ahead will change on the FES scores from pretest
f#o posttest more than fathers who did not attend.

jiathers who attended Step Ahead will change on the
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?F-EDPES score from pretest fto posttest more than
’;fathera who did not attend.

?Fathers of daughters will change on the FES scores from
pretest to posttest more than fathers of sons.
jFathers of daughters will change on the F-COPES score
ﬁ}rom pretest to posttest more than fathers of sons.
EThe FES difference scores {(posttest-pretest) on each
ASUbscale for all fathers can be explained by sesx of
child, distance lived from UNCG, size of community,
{birth order of child entering UMCG, father’s educational
ﬁeuel, and whether or not the father attended Step
1Ahead.

}fﬁe F-COPES difference score for all fathers can be
j?xplained by sex of child, distance lived from UNCG,
‘;ize of community, birth order of child entering UNCG,

i
father’s educational level, and whether or not the

}ather attended Step Ahead.
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CHAFTER TV

FRESULTS

Data for 143 fathers are reported in this chapter.
,bﬁng the Statistical Analysis System (5452, the researcher
ran t-tests to determine if the changes occurring in
%ﬂ*ference scores were significant and a stepwise mult}ple
;@gression tc determine the best predictors afr+amffy
gmuironment and coping strategies difference scores among
;heindependent variables. The difference scores came from
the pretest and posttest scores on the Family Environment

?&ale {FES» and the Family Coping Strategies Scale

(F-COPES)>. A significance level of .05 (F statistic) was
required to accept the hypotheses related to the F-COPES
total scores. @A significance level of .01 was required to
i%cept the hypothecses related tﬁ the =z=cores of the gix
@bicales of the FES because of the large number of t-tests
9§ing computed.

Family Environment

Family environment was measured using six of the ten
ubscales of the FES. These were cohesion, expressiveness,
%nflict, independence, achievement orientaticon, and
throl. kWhen considering the total sample of 1432 +athers,
wo of the six FES subscales produced significant (p<.0Q1)
i@nges from pretest to posttest - cohesion and

Rliresziveness (see Table 35 therefcre]hypothesis i

k. 7

’




. Table 3

Comparison of Total Sample

on Selected Subscales of

- Family Environment Scale

39

Subscales Pretest Means Posttest Means Difference Score
- Cohesion 56.19 59.18 2.99 *~
Expressiveness 49.64 52.10 2.46 *
~ Conflict 43.80 42.18 -1.62*
~ Independence 53.29 54.52 1.23
 Achievement Orientation 52.94 54.08 1.14
- Control 52.01 51.69 -0.32

* p<05 *b<.01
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Was suypported. From pretest to posttest, fathers indicated
hat their families wers more cohesive, providing more

@port for family members; and that famil» members were

‘Se expressive, expressing their feelings more openly.

When comparing fathers who attended Step

head to those who did not attend, there were no signifticant
iénges (see Table 4. Additionally, when comparing fathers
ffdaughters to fathers of sons, there were no significant
fﬁnges {zee Table S5). Thus, hrpotheses 2 and 5 which
J%dicted change on the FES were not ;upported.

| While considering the statistical significance of
Eﬁngea that occurred on the cohesion and expreaeiueﬁeai
wbscales for the total sample, one must note that the
*kference scores were only Z.7% and 2.46)respectiuely.

ecognizing that these subscalesz have ranges of &7 and S8

aints, the researcher noted that these difference szcores

?he not as important as was implied in thi\géEEét results.
‘[ Further analysis of the mean scores data by

édependent variable for the total sample (see Appendix J-12
%ouided findings of interest regarding fathers of only
hildren. These fathers (n=8) had difference scores

least three points higher on both the expressiveness

nd independence subscales than did fathers of first,

fddle or last children to enter college. These findings
ﬁu]d indicate that the parents left at home as their only

hild entered college expressed themselwes and their

teelings more openly and more directly than did fathers in



an Scores of Fathers

in Selected Subscales of

family Environment Scale:

itended vs. Not Attended

Pretest Means Posttest Means Difference Scores
Attended Did Not] Attended Did Not| Attended Did Not
(N=69) Attend Attend Attend

(N=74)

55.80 56.55 59.65 58.74 3.85 2.19
50.78 48.57 51.51 52.65 0.73 4.08
44 .30 43.34 42.65 41.74 -1.65 -1.60
53.94 52.68 55.12 53.96 1.18 1.28
54.39 51.58 54.16 54.01 -0.23 2.43
50.77 53.18 51.25 52.11 0.48 -1.07




omparisons of Total

ample on Selected Subscales

42

Pretest Means Posttest Means Difference Scores
Sons  Daughters

(N=37) (N=1086) Sons  Daughters Sons Daughters

57.78 55.63 60.49 58.73 2.71 3.10

51.51 48.98 54.41 51.29 2.90 2.31

44.70 43.49 43.73 41.64 -0.97 -1.85

54.46 52.88 57.35 53.53 2.89 0.65

ievement Orientation 53.84 52.62 53.78 54.19 -0.06 1.57
49.92 52.75 50.24 52.20 0.32 -0.55
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other categories. They alsoc might be self sufficient and
might think things out for themselwes rather than depending

on others for support.

lhen examining the mean scores comparisons of father

1]

who attended Step &head vs. those who did not attend (see
iﬁppendices J-2 and J-32», the researcher +found that only ftwo
of the subscales produced greater changes for fathers who
attended. These were cohesion and conflict. Differences
Rwere too emall however to be statistically significant.
Upon a closer review of the mean score comparisons by
independent variables of fathers who attended Step Ahead vs.
those who did not attend, two observations were made about
the subscales of Achievement Orientation and Control.
AFathera of middle children and who attended Step Ahead
'(n=6) lost 4.17 points on Achievement Orientation (see
fppendix J-2). Fathers of middle children and who did not
attend Step Ahead (n=153) gained 8.07 points on Achieuvement
Orientation (see Appendix J-32). Since Achievement
:Urientation was a measure of competition within the family,
]the lower score of fathers who attended Step Ahead mar
indicate a better understanding of the college experience
and a lesser threét to the competitive flow of the family
;enuirnnment.

The second observation was derived from the Control
;subscale and concerned those fathers who had & high school
degree or less. Those who attended Step Ahead (n=7) gained

'5.2% points on this subscale, while those who did not
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K

tend in=1& lost 1.37F points (a difference of 7.148

s, This difference reflected "the extent fto which

cos, 1¥84, p. 23. Fathers who attended Step &head were

rating in a more structured manner since the
éo]escent—parent separation had occurred., Though small
wmber= of fathers account for these differences, the two
}oups were o similar demographically that the results were
‘rthy of notation {(zee Appendix [3,

Looking at the family environment as perceived by

thers of daughters vws. fathers of sons, three subscales

owed greater differences in scores for fathers of

vthe
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daughters and three for F
‘md J-5)., Fathers of daughters showed greater differences

on cohesion, conflict, and achievement orientation. Fathers

U1

%ﬁ sons showed greater differences on expressiveness,
hndependence, and contraol. None of these differences were,
‘ﬁoweuer, statistically significant. Though it

gppeared that fathers of sons who are only children show
zajor changes in their scores on the expressiveness and
independence subscales, interpretation of these differences
:@as not practical since there weres only two fathers in

fthis group.

] When considering family environment percepticons bx the
?athers as a total sample or as divided by attgndance at

fStep Ahead or sex of child, there was no significant change

;fram pretest to posttest., When comparing appendices J-2Z &

- J-2 and J-4 & J-5, when change did occcur (little as it mayr




ﬁwe been?, it was noted that change generally occurred in
’@ came direction on a1l mean score comparisons by
;dependent vyariables. & lack of change confirmed the
gistence of a homogenecus sample as was realized in the

17pla selection procedures.

Coping Strategies

Coping strategies were measured using the total score
‘ﬁ the F-COPES scale. Higher difference zcores (posttest-
?etest) indicated the use of a greater variety of coping
Qrategies orr the increased use of the same coping
strategies. The differences that did occur were not found
%ﬁ be statistically significant when a t—-test was used.
There was a range 54 0 to 145, therefore it was apparent

Without conducting the t-tests that with a maximum change in

[ (]

f{ore of 2.{9 points (Fathers of sons - see Table &) among
?SH groups =tudied, there was no support for hrpotheses 2,
}u and & which predigted that change would occur.

0f interest howewver was a mean sScores comparison by
ﬁndependent variables between fathers who attended Step
fhead and those who did not (see Tables 2 and 9.

;Though the differences between posttest and pretest scores
were small, the directions in which they moved were, for the
‘most part, in opposite directions. For example, fathers who

:attended Step Ahead and who had daughters showed an increase

in score. Fathers who did not attend and who had daughters
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éample Pretest Means Posttest Means Difference Score
| Fathers (N=143) 93.15 92.67 -0.48
ihers who attended Step Ahead (N=74) 91.77 92.84 1.07
ihers who did not attend Step Ahead (N=69) 94.45 92.51 -1.94
ithers of Daughters (N=106) 92.39 92.50 0.11
thers of Sons (N=37) 95.35 93.16 -2.19




Table 7

Mean Scores on F-COPES By

Independent Variables (N=143)

Independent Variables Pretest Posttest
Gender of Child

Sons (N=37) 95.35 93.16

Daughters (N=106) 92.39 92.50
Distance from UNCG

Less than 250 miles (N=108) 95.76 94.42

More than 250 miles (N=35) 85.11 87.29
Size of Community

Less than 10000 (N=49) 94.24 94.10

10000-50000 (N=37) 92.41 89.81

More than 50000 (N=55) 92.96 93.04

Unreported (N=0) o e

- Birth Order of Child Entering UNCG

Only Child in Family (N=8) 88.75 90.00

First Child of Several (N=62) 92.77 92.00

Middle Child (N=21) 94.10 92.48

Last Child (N=52) 93.90 93.96
Father's Educational Level

High School or less (N=23) 99.13 100.39

Some College (N=77) 93.62 92.27

College Graduates (N=43) 89.12 89.26
Attendance at Step Ahead

Yes (N=69) 91.77 92.84

No (N=74) 94.45 92.51
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Mean Scores on F-COPES By
- Independent Variables for Fathers
. Wwho Attended Step Ahead (N=74)

Independent Variables Pretest Posttest

Gender of Child
Sons (N=14) 92.79 88.93
Daughters (N=55) 91.51 93.84

Distance from UNCG
Less than 250 miles (N=53) 94.17 94.06
More than 250 miles (N=16) 83.81 83.81

Size of Community

Less than 10000 (N=23) 94.78 93.39
10000-50000 (N=18) 93.67 90.88
More than 50000 (N=26) 88.27 93.39
Unreported (N=2) 85.50 100.50

Birth Order of Child Entering UNCG

Only Child in Family (N=5) 88.40 91.80
First Child of Several (N=31) 90.84 91.42
Middle Child (N=6) 91.33 93.17
Last Child (N=27) 93.55 94.59

Father's Educational Level
High School or less (N=7) 99.14 99.14
Some College (N=38) 93.03 93.29
College Graduates (N=24) 87.63 90.29




: iTable 9

: Mean Scores on F-COPES By Independent

Variables for Fathers who did not

,Attend Step Ahead (N=74)

b

Independent Variables Pretest Posttest
Gender of Child
Sons (N=23) 96.91 95.74
Daughters (N=51) 93.33 91.74
" Distance from UNCG
Less than 250 miles (N=55) 97.29 94.76
More than 250 miles (N=19) 86.21 86.00
Size of Community
Less than 10000 (N=26) 93.77 94.23
10000-50000 (N=19) 91.21 86.42
More than 50000 (N=29) 97.17 94.97
Unreported (N=0) -- --
Birth Order of Child Entering UNCG
Only Child in Family (N=3) 89.33 87.00
First Child of Several (N=15) 94.71 92.58
Middle Child (N=15) 95.20 95.20
Last Child (N=25) 94.28 93.28
b Fathér's Educational Level
- High School or less (N=16) 99.13 100.94
Some College (N=39) 94.21 . 91.28
College Graduates (N=19) 91.00 87.95
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showed a decrease, Fathers from rural areas who attended
showed a decrease while those who did not attend

}huwed an increase. Fathers from urban areas who attendesd
showed an increase while those who did not

ess of the birth order of

attend ehowed a decrease. Regard

s2.

e

the UMCG freshman, fathers who attended showed an incre
Those who did not attend showed a decrease. Fathers with
some college experience or more who attended showed an
chreaae while fathers of comparable educaticonal sxperience
and who did not attend showed a decrease.

Similar findings were realized when comparing mean
écores by independent wvariables of fathers of daughters and
tfathers of sons. Changes in scores moved in opposite
;mrections {see Tables 10 and 11>. This method of comparing
data results demonstrated a difference in coping strategies
between subgroups that was a stép berond the hypotheses
presented. While one group was showing an increase in the
use of coping strategies, its comparison group was showing a
decrease.

Coping strategies used by the fathers in all fiwve
éwaupings of the data proved to be similar. Mo significant

changes were realized.

Predictors of FES and F-COPES Using Total Sample

khen examining the total sample of fathers, none of the
;hdependent variables proved to be significant (at the .01

vael) as predictors for any of the FES subscales or the



Table 10

Mean Scores on F-COPES By Independent

Variables for Fathers of Daughters (N=106)

Independent Variables Pretest Posttest
Distance from UNCG

Less than 250 miles (N=84) 94.50 94.02

More than 250 miles (N=22) 84.32 86.68
Size of Community

Less than 10000 (N=37) 92.76 93.62

10000-50000 (N=26) 93.00 89.31

More than 50000 (N=41) 92.00 93.12

Unreported (N=0) -- --
Birth Order of Child Entering UNCG

Only Child in Family (N=6) 88.33 91.50

First Child of Several (N=47) 91.06 91.70

Middle Child (N=14) 94.21 91.14

Last Child (N=39) 93.95 94.10
Father's Educational Level

High School or less (N=18) 98.89 98.11

Some College (N=61) 92.44 92.28

College Graduates (N=27) 87.93 89.26
Attendance at Step Ahead

Yes (N=55) 91.51 93.84

No (N=51) 93.33 91.06
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Table 11

Mean Scores on F-COPES By Independent
Variables for Fathers of Sons (N=37)

 Independent Variables Pretest Posttest
Distance from UNCG
Less than 250 miles (N=24) 100.17 95.79
More than 250 miles (N=13) 86.46 88.31
Size of Community
Less than 10000 (N=12) 98.83 95.58
10000-50000 (N=11) 91.00 91.00
More than 50000 (N=14) 95.79 92.79
Unreported (N=0) -- --
Birth Order of Child Entering UNCG
Only Child in Family (N=2) 90.00 85.50
First Child of Several (N=15) 98.13 92.93
Middle Child (N=7) 93.86 95.14
Last Child (N=13) 93.77 93.54
Father's Educational Level
High School or less (N=5) 100.00 108.60
Some College (N=16) 98.13 92.25
College Graduates (N=16) 91.13 89.25
Attendance at Step Ahead
Yes (N=14) 92.79 88.93
No (N=23) 96.91 95.74
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F-COFES (=see Tablesz 12 and 132). These predictor wvariables
were sex of child, distance from home, size of communitr,
birth order of child entering UNCGE, father s educationgl
level, and attendance at Step Ahead. While threese of the FES
subscales showed predictors with significance less than .05,
these were not acceptable with the previously determined
- pt.01. Thus, hrpotheses 7 and 8 were not supported as none
of the predictors were significant,

In an etfort to understand the sample better, the
researcher conducted separate multiple regressions on the
pretest and posttest data as well as on the two comparison
groups under study, i.82. fathers who attended Step Ahead ws.
those who did not attend and fathers of daughters vs.
fatheres of sons. These results will be discussed briefly

with reference made to tables in Appendices K - M.

Fredictors of F-COPES for Selected Groups

- Sex of Child

Sex of child became a significant predictor {at .05
i]euel) of F-COFPESE for fathers who attended Step Ahead (zee
Tablte L-1». Fathers of daughters and who attended had =
-difference score of 2.33 as opposed to -2.84 for fathers of
sons. This means that fathers of daughters showesd an
increase in the use of coping strategies while fathers of
sons showed a decrease. 5Still, only &4 of the wariance in
F-COPES =cores could be attributed to sex of child.

When considering the total sample. sex of child was
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Table 12

Regression for the Total Sample on
- Subscales of the Family Environment
Scale on Predictor Variables (N=143)

Subscales Predictor Unstandardized R-Squared  R-Squared
b Cumulative Change

Cohesion POPULIa -4.04 * 0.03 0.03
Expressiveness ATTENDb -3.36 * 0.03 0.03
COLLIlc -3.82 0.04 0.01

Independence SESIid 4.39 * 0.03 0.083
Achievement Orientation - coLu -4.02 * 0.04 0.04
POPULII 3.03 0.06 0.01

ATTEND -2.49 0.07 0.02

Control POPULII -2.26 0.02 . 0.02

Note: p<.01 was set as the level necessary
for supporting the hypothesis.

I 'p<.05

~ a-Size of Community.

~ b-Attendance at Step Ahead.

- c-Birth order of Child Attending UNCG.
d-Father's Educational Level.



Table 13

Régression for Total Sample on F-COPES

for Predictor Variables (N=143)

Predictors Unstandardized R-Squared  R-Squared

: Beta Cumulative Change
DISTANCa -3.51 0.02 0.02
ATTENDDb 3.10 0.05 0.02
POPULIc -3.14 0.06 0.02

a-Distance from UNCG.
b-Attendance at Step Ahead.
c-Size of the Community.



‘significant {at .05 lewel) when predicting preftest scores
on the F-COFES (see Table M-12. Two percent of the variance
on the pretest scores of the F-COPES were attributed to

thics variable.

Distance from UNCG

For the total sample, distance from UNCE was a

‘the F-COPES (See Table M-1). It was not a significant
ﬁredictor of the ditference score. In the pretest, distance
accounted for 13X of the variance and in the posttest, &K,
Fathers who lived more than 230 miles from UNCG had 1ower
Scores on F-COFES thanm did those who lived closer.

When examining regressions of separate pretest and
posttest F-COPEE scores (szee Appendix M), distance

ﬁas alsoc significant accounting for as much as 24X of the
?ériance in the pretest scores for fathers of sone (See

Table M;s). It was significant for both pretest and

§bsttest scores for fathers of daughters (see Table M-4) and
ior tathers who did not attend Step Ahead (=ee Table M-3)
4ﬁd for the pretest scores of those fathers who attended

5ﬁep fBhead (R2=.13) (see Table M-2).

Attendance at Step Ahead

| Whether or not the father attended Step Ahead was a
significant predictor only for fathers of daughters on the
F-COFES scale. That is, fathers who attended Step Ahead and

wha had a2 daughter entering UNCG had a mean score on the
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posttest that was a 2.32 difference from the pretest score
isee Table 3 indicating their increased use of coping
strategies. Fathers who did not attend Step Ahead

and who had daughters had -2.27 as a difference score

indicating a decrease in their ues of coping strategies.

Attendance accounted for &% of the variance {(see Table K-2)

in coping strategies for fathers of daughters. MNo other
significant results were found.

Given these +indings, the researcher noted that sex of
fhild, distance from UMCG, and attendance at Step Ahead were
significant predictors for the level of use of coping

strategies.

Predictors of FES for Selected Groups

@ize of Community

| Size of community became signifticant for fathers

who did not attend Step Ahead on the pretest of the Cohesion
'§ub5cale and accounted for ¥4 of the variance (see Table

-

N-2). Fathers from urban communities (>30,000) scored 7.0

[N

pointi lower than fathers from rural areas and &.285 points
lower than did fathers from communities of 10,000 to 50,000,
Thiz indicated that fathers from urban communities perceived
their family environments as less cohesive and family

members as less supportive of each other than the other
gpoups.

When looking at fathers of daughters, size of
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community was alsoc significant on two occcasions (see

Tables M-4 and N-4). Accounting for &4 of the wvariance,
fathers of daughters and who lived in communities of 10,000
‘to S0,000 had F-COPES dif+ference scores of -2.47, whereas
fathers from rural and urban areas showed differences of .35&
and 1.12, respectivelr. When predicting posttest scores on
the Cohesion subscale of the FES, it was found that these
game fathers from communities of 10,000 to 50,000 scored

.?.61 and 3.22 points lower than did fathers in rural and

urban areas.

Birth Order of Child Entering UMNCG

Birth order of the child entering UMCGE became a
‘significant predictor for several subscales of the FES when
examining pretest and posttest groups. Fathers of last
children to enter college scored 2.828 to &.40 points 1ower
;ﬁ1the pretest of the Conflict subscale of the FES than did
1oﬂmr fathers (see Appendix J-1) accounting for 7% of the
variance (see Table MN-1). This lower score demonstrated

that as the last child left home, there zeemed to be less
ﬁnger and conflict expressed in the family as only mother
and father are left home. Fathers of first children

to enter college scored as much as 5.07 points lower on the
pretest of the Independence subscale {(extent to which family
members make own decisions? and fathers of middle children
Fcored as much as %.12 points lower on the pretest

hfthe Achievement Orientation subscale {extent to which

competition enters family activities).
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When considering fathers who attended Step Ahead, those

ﬁ first children to enter college scored as much as 11.23

points higher on the pretest of the Achievement Orientation
subscale (see Appendix J-2) accounting for 11X of the
ggriance {see Table MN-2). Fathers of middle children

scored as much as 13.71 points lower on the posttest of the
f#hieuement Orientation subscale.

Fathers who dfd not attend Step Ahead and whose last
thld was entering UMNCGE scored lower on the pretest of the
icnflict subscale (see Appendix J-3>. The differences
fanged from 8.4% points when comparing them to fathers of
ﬁrst children to 2.285 points when comparing them to fathers
of only children (R2=.11) (see Table N-3).

Finally, two predictors were significant for fathers of
‘daughters on the pretest of subscales of the FES {zee Table
N?4}. Fathers of daughters who were first children to enter
}olleg§ scored as much as 7.73 points higher on the Contflict
‘subscale (RZ=.,01%, Fathers of daughters who were middle

children entering college scored from 4.31 to ?.24 points

o

::.l

lower on the Achievement Orientation subscale (R2Z=.0

ther "= Educational Lewel

Father‘s educaticnal lewel was not significant when
considering difference scores of any agroup studied. When

examining pretest and posttest r

[11]

gre

i1

sions, there were



ﬁeueral significant findings.

The first finding was on the posttest of the Conflict
;ubscale of the FES for the total sample (n=1432), Fathers
fho were college graduates scored 7.47 points higher than
high school graduates or less and 4.04 points higher than
athers with some college experience (REZ=.05) dsee Appendix
J-1 and MN-1>. Similarly, college graduates who attended
;ﬁep Ahead scored as much as 8.24 points higher on the
ﬁonflict subscale than other fathers (R2=.0%9).

On the posttest of the Control subscale of the FES,
?ollege graduates who did not attend Step ®head scored 10.323
points higher than fathers with high school or less and 3.25
points higher than fathers with some college experience (see
fmpendix J-3» accounting for 3% of the variance (see Table
N-1». #As measured by the Control subscale, rules and
'@ocedurea seemed to be more important in the

50mes of college graduates after their children departed.
Cgllege graduates who had sons (n=37) had a higher
-éxore {by 10 points) on the posttest of the Control subscale
of the FES than fathers with high school or less. They also
;@d higher score by eight points than fathers with some
tollege experience {(see Appendix J-5). I+ the college
Efaduate had a daughter entering UNCG, he scored as much as
?.1 points higher on the posttest of the Contlict subscale
(R2=.11> (see Table N-4).

| The subscales of Conflict and Control presented an

@teresting picture of fathers who themselves had
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graduated from college. Significant increases in these
.scores indicating more conflict and increased significance
504 rules and procedures have posed an opportunity for future
research to explore why this happened. Howewver, when only
4 to 11¥ of the variance is explained, the remaining
1uariance is due to other wvariables.

» Significant differences were alsoc noted on the F-COPES
scale. College graduates (N=143) scorsd as much as 10.01
ﬁoints lower on the F-COPES pretest than did the other
Fathers (R2=.03) (see Table M-1>. Fathers with high school
‘or less scored as much as 11.13 points higher on the
posttest than other fathers but only 44 of the variance was
gxplained. These low percentages explzained little
@ariance being accounted for by using father’s educational
level as a predictor for levels of usage of coping
fﬁtrategies.

ég realized by regrescsions of FES subscales on
fredictar variables (pretest ve, posttest), family
'}nuironment perceptions could be predicted by

size of community, birth order of child entering college,
and father s educational lewvel for certain groups. Thess

were not predictors of F-COPES.

Interview Findings

Telephone interviews were conducted with twelue Ffathers
who volunteered their time for an interview by returning a

fbrm enclosed with the posttest mailing (see Appendix EJ.
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These forms were randomly filed in a folder from which

two interviewers received the names of those fathers whom
they would call. Calls were made according to the specified
availability of the fathers and were completed when twelve
tfathers had been successfully reached. Using a brisf
interview form (appendix G, the interviewers asked ssveral
questions. The main question asked was whether the
separation betwen father and child had been easier or more
ﬁfficult than expected. They were also asked how
frequently they were in contact with their child

during this period of separation and how often their child
came home .

These interviews were conducted in order to

ﬁlow fathers the opportunity to verbalize their feelings
bout their separation from their children. Pen z2nd paper
ieasures often do not allow research participants to zay
ihat they may really want to say. These interviesws

provided that opportunity for the fathers contacted.

The results of the telephone interviesws confirmed the
lack of support for the hrpotheses presented in this
€search. Regardless of whether or not the father attended
itep head, the ogeneral experience was that the separation
a5 easier than was expected.

Fathers who attended fhe Step Ahead program responded
ith comments such as:

It (the separation? is what I expected. .

I feel better prepared than my parents were.

(Child came home twice & month. Telephone
contact - three times per week?




{1t wasd easier (than I expectedr. Everything
went nicely. She was ready to go to school and
we were ready to have her leave. Ewverrbods
had a good attitude.
(Child came home once a month. Telephone
contact - eswvery other week:’

(It was as 1) expected., The +first few months
were sxpected to be and resulted in an adjustment
periocd.?
{Child came home weelly. Telephone contact -
three times per week}

Fathers who did not attend the Step Ahead program

‘5ported similar results:

{The separaticocn was) easier. My daughter was
happy about school, so I didn’t worry about her

as much.
{Child came home twice a month. Telephone
contact — weeklyl

{The separation? was what we expected.
(Child came home esvery week. Telephone
contact - daily?

(It was) easier. I feel no anxziety and +eel =he
iz =secure here (at UNMCG).
{Child came home conce a month. Telephone

contact - twice a week., Wife attended Step
Ahead)
(It was) a little easier than expected. A good

. adjustment on my daughter’s part helped us.
(Child came home twice during the fall
semester. Telephone contact — weekly:

(It wasy esasier. I expected it to be real bad.

My daughter adjusted real well which helped me.
(Child came home weekly. Telephone contact -
every other week in addition to weekly visits
home

Summary of Findings

The researcher found no support for seven of the eight
fpotheses as posed in Chapter III. The interview findings

rroborate the statistical findings. There was significant
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thange from pretest to posttest on the cohesion and

BXpressivensss

i

ubscales of the FES (when considering the
Qotal sample? providing some support for Hypothesis 1.
ﬁhere was no significant change from prefest to posttest on
?ﬁe4F—CDPES. When the szample was divided by attendance at
étep Ahead and sex of child, thers were no significant
tindings on either FES subscales or the F-COPEZ., Since no
?Jgnificant changes in scores were found, it would follow
ﬁhat these particular independent variables would not serve
as signifticant predictors of variance. This was supported

in the regression analyses conducted on the difference

aF aomecglgnificanceywere the +indings stemming from

gﬁgressian analyses conducted within certain groups on the
pretest scores and on the posttest scores. This step was
@ken when procedures related to the stated hrpotheses

yielded no significance., Essentially, sex of child,

entering college, and father”s educational lewvel are
&riables to consider when studying the effect of a child’'s

ntering college.

distance from home, size of communit», birth order of child
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CHAFTER W

sUMMAaRY, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMEMDATIONS

Previous research efforts have focused on the
iadolescent—parent separation and its effect on the
adolescent (Bloom, 1%280; Blos, 1947; Bowlby, 12773 Kurash,
19793 Haley, 1%980; Moore, 1784; Moore & Hotch, 1%81;
Stierlin, 1974; Stierlin et al, 1971; Wechter, 1783). In
xany cases, the research noted above involwed a forced
adolescent-parent separation, such as the institutionaliza-
tion of adolescents who have emotional problems. These
results can not sasily be generalized to voluntary
adolescent—-parent separation situations, such as an
ﬁolescent entering college or the armed services. Those
studies involving voluntary adolescent-parent separation
iﬁve tfocused only on the adolescentse’ adjustment. Overall,
% evyery the findings do support the idea that adolescents
}ue through a separation—individuation process that results
‘the establishment of the own personal autonomy.

What the literature did not offer was a description of
hat happens to the parents during this process. Increasing
'&ention has been given to the period of middlescence in
glthood (Kerckhoff, 1?27&». dAdults in this period are
ging questicons =imilar to those of adolescents: Where am I
ing? Who am I? Giwven the popular notion of and attention
?menopause as a stimulus of both phrysical and emotional

ange in women during this middlescence period, the



66

researcher was most interested in how fathers adapt to

fhange, and more specifically, to the adolescent-

;grent cseparation as the adolescent enters college.

The purposes of this research were: (a) to investigate
the family environment, as perceived by the father before
and after the college freshman lett; (by to explore the
extent to which ftathers employ coping strategies to deal
With any changes as they make the transition into a new
fami 1y phase; (cr to assess whether exposure to a Parent
}Wientation program explains changes in family environment
and coping strategies; and (d) to assess whether the sex of
.me child entering college explains changes in family

environment and coping strategies.

Discussion of Results

Hypatheseé 1 and 2 predicted that fathers’ scores on
Eelectéd subscales of the Family Environment Scale (FESY and
'mn the F-COPES would change from pretest to posttest.
Statistically significant change cccurred on only two
Isubscales of the FES, but not for the F-COPEZ. Therefore
;hypothesis 1 was partially supported and hrpothesis 2 was
:ﬁot supported.

Hrpotheses 3 and 4 predicted that fathers who attended
‘Step Ahead (a Parent Orientation Program at UNCG)> would
‘change more on their FES and F-COPES scores from pretest to
ﬁostteét than would fathers who did not attend Step &head.

‘Once again, significant change did not occur. Thus,
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%ypotheses 2 and 4 were not supported.

Hrpotheses 5 and & predicted that fathers of daughters
hould change more on the FES and F-COPEE scores from pretest
%o pasttest than would fathers of sons. Yet againg,
?ﬁgnificant change did not occur. Hrpotheses 5 and & were
5ot supported.

l With no significant change occurring in any of these
;omparisons, it followed that hypotheses 7 and 8, which
offer expfanations or predictore for change, were not
{mmported. Expected changes in family environment
@erceptiana and in the use of coping strategies were simply
not found. What may account for this lack of change? What
can explain the variation in FES and F-COPEZ scores within
the groups of interest, fathers of daughters or sons and
fathers who attended or did not attend Step Ahsad?

The adolescent-parent separation under study had ftwo
dimensicons. The first of these was the physical separatiaon
that occurred as the adolescent actually moved out of the
house into a university residence hall. The second was fthe
emoticnal separation that occurred as the parent-child
relationship attenuated. As this occurred, the adolescent
opened to other relationships involving intimacy and
commi tment. They found other scurces of emotiocnal support,
especially from friends.
| The physical separation has occurred. The adolescent
js now living in a residence hall on campus. Some might

argue that the emotional separation between parent and
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adolescent has occurred before the adolescent leaves for
tollege. Societal pressures exerted on high s=chool »routh
today may have accelerated the separation—individuation

process o that it is complete before the adolescent enters

1]
i

college. Thus, +father—child interactions may have becoms
adul t—-adult interactions, and the "new" adult’s departure
from home was not experienced as stress-producing.

On the other hand, some might argue that the emotional
separation between adolescent and father has not
gtcurred aftter only six to eight weeks apart. Time together
has not been long enough or frequent encugh to realize
new differences or conflict which might trigger changes in
the family environment. At the same time, the freshman may
pot have fully established that social network which
eventually competes for family time. This would allow the
family routine to continue as it did before the freshman
lett home.
Tﬁe interview findings offered further support for

the possibility that an emotional separation between

agdolescent and parent had not yet occurred. Thers appears
to be very frequent contact beftween freshmen and their
families. Ranging from telephone conversations every night
5peuery other week to return home visits every week-end to
gery other month, contacts are frequent enough to aruge
;at separation may not be complete. Levels of dependence

ire not understood, howsver, given the limitations of these

interview data.
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This guestion then is raised, when does the emotional
separation between adolescent and father actually occur?
This was not determined in this research.

Family sw¥stems theory argues that adapting to change
{in this case, separation? is an integral part of family
process. mAdaptability is defined as the "ability to make
appropriate structural changes in response to developmental
growth or situational stress while maintaining system
definition and self-regulation” {(lbedemeyer & Grotewvant,
12682, p. 184). Howewver, this research showed another way
to look at the maintenance of the family system.

The researcher made an early decision to s=tudy six of
the ten subscales of the Family Environment Scale. These
were Cohesion, Expressiveness, Conflict, Independence,
Achievement Orientation, and Control. The FES subscales
;@ke up three dimensions: relationship dimension, personal
growth dimension, and srstem maintenance dimension. &l11
three subscales of the relationship dimension (Cchesion,

" Expressiveness, Conflict) were used in the analrsis. Only
“;0 of five subscales for the personal growth dimension
were analwzed. These were Independence and Achisvement
Jrientation; the remaining three on this dimensicon were
Intellectual-cultural orientation, Active-recreational
rientation, and Moral-religious emphasis. Control was the
ubscale analyzed from the sy¥s=tem maintenance dimension,
shile the other subscale Organization was not used.

When looking at the mean scores comparison of the total
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sample of fathers on the six subscales analrzed ¢

]

8 e

[}

Appéndix J=2%, it was cbviocus that the greater change
gccurred on those subscales that comprised the relationship
dimension. The other subscales revealed no staticstically
significant differences., Since there were changes occurring
on two of the subscales of the relationship dimension, it
became clear that this dimension was that most affected by
the adolescent-parent separation.

Adaptation to this separation was occurring while the
family was maintaining the system already established.
This was supported by the finding that there were
50 significant changes on the Control subscale (the extent
‘to which rules are used to run family lifed which was a
measure of swstem maintenance., The interview data supported
‘the ease Of‘thii transition. All fathers found the
separation to be what they expected or easier than theyr
expected. This indicated that these families preparsd well
for the transition and adapted to the separation smoocthly.
{ There is yet another wiew that mar have affected the
results, Though not supported by research, thers iz z
ierception that the Uniwversity of Morth Caroclina at
'&%ensbora is & "safe place" to send one’s child. This
mm!be interpreted by many parents as & place where their
children can get a good education without being exposed to
;Mtreme ideas and events. This might indicate that families
who send their children to UNCG place greater value on the

tradi tional side of family life and maintain closer contact




71

ith their children. They seem to be secure in their
hought=s that the Uniwversity supports these traditional
alues and will transmit these to its students. Emoticnal
eparation between father and child has not likely occcurred
iH‘ such is the case. Though speculative in nature, this
erception may warrant additional study.

Finally, consideration must be given to the nature of
the sample. @As volunteers for this research, the fathers
demonstrated a real interest and commitment to their
familie=s. The time involved in completing the research
instruments was time they were willing to take from their
tamily and other obligations. Obviously, the separation
between them and their adolescents was a significant life
gxperience and they wanted to be a part of understanding it
better. Their participation made them a unigue group of men
Mith similar interests in their families. These
similarities created in part a homogenecus sample.

The homogeneity of the sample was a true advantags when
tomparing these fathers by attendance at Step Ahead or by
gex of child. The comparison was real and not being made
between two uéry different trpes of fathers. There were no
significant differences between these groups =ither before
or after data were analyzed. Their ability to cope as well
before as after with the adolescent-parent separation was
likely & function of their family structure and
communication patterns coupled with their previous family

experiences. They Knew how to cope with change.




The results proffered in this research indicate that
For many fathers, an adolescent’s departure from home to

college is not as traumatic for fathers as it mar be

for the adolescent. The support provided by

ﬁhese tfathers to their adolescents {(as evidenced by their
ﬁwﬂlingnesg to participate in this research study and by
‘their interest in the Step Ahead program? should mean that
their adolescents may not have as difficult a transition to
‘the college experience as may others who lack support from
lkome. Such a deduction warrants further research and offers
lﬁn opportunity to understand better the transitional

‘difficulties experienced by so many college freshmen.

Limitations of the Research

The first limitation of the study was the nature of the
;ample. Because it was uoluntaﬁy and self-selected,
‘heterogeneity similar to the population could not be
}assumed. Therefore, results could not be generalized to a
Jarger population. To participate in such a research
effort, a father was most likely interested in the

‘family and the changes that can take place within the
family. He was most likely supportive of his children and
‘secure in his relaticonship with them. . In reality, this
Jimitation probably was an advantage in that the control and
{ireatment groups were wery similar. This made the
@omparisons be tween groups more meaningful. The fact that

784 of the fathers in the control group would have
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attended Step mhead if it had been possible supported this

similarity. It als

addressed the possiblity that it mar be

the family type rather than the Step Ahead program
(treatment effect) that accounts for a smocth adjustment to
the adolescent-parent separation.

A second limitation to the study may be the choice of
research instruments. Berond the limitations of the
instruments, there are other points to consider. The Family
Environment Scale (FES) measures perceptions of the family
environment, but it does not preclude the possibility that
rezpondents will answer as they wish things were as opposed
‘to the war things are. Given this inventory by mail,
respondents were not reminded of the need to be realistic
1
and honest in their responses. Though there are not reasons
}0 believe respondents were less than honest, there is no
uéy to insure complete accuracy.

The choice of the F-COPES also presented some
interpretive dilemmas. Like the FES, the F-COPES aszks for
‘Mrsonal assessment., Being human, respondents may
fave responded as they wish things were as opposed to the
way things were. Both the FES and F-COPES are probably most
ﬂseful in small group or family discussions as opposed to

large group comparisons. If there were zome standardized

scores for well functioning families, mavbe the mean score

m

tould have been interpreted better.

The timing of the posttest as

0

ess=ment offersd vet

ancother limitation. Questions remain as to when the actual
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emotional separation occurs. It is this tramsitional period
1mat would show actual family environment changss. A
}ongitudinal research design could address this Timitation.
& fourth limitation of this research was the failure to
consider the mothers’ participation in the Step Ahead
.mrogram. Her participation in this program without

ﬁer husband’s participation could still have triggered the
type of family discussions that were encouraged by the
,ﬁrogram leader. These discussions would have focused on how
‘the family would adjust to the separation and could have
}ased the transitional pangs for everyone. The telephone
interviews revealing sasier than expected transitions from
tathers who did not attend Step Ahead also revealed that
&heir wives did attend. This could account for the smaller
;wf¥erencei between the control and treatment groups than
was expected.

| Failure to measure "contacts" between fathers and their
ﬁhi]dﬁen during the first six to eight weeks of the fall
semester was yet ancther limitation. As mentioned earlier,
ﬁrequent telephone calls or home wisits could impede the
separation process and account for the smaller differences
realized in the research. Timing of the measurement becomes
2ifactor in this respect also.

The total research design itself became a possible
limitation. When addressing emoticon—-laden concerns, &
researcher may gquestion whether these can accurately be

measured by a paper and pencil approach alone. Or is an




interview or case study approach going to be more revealing?
There are arguments on both sides of this issue, and it

remains as a dilemma for many researchers.

Fecommendations for Future Research

While this research study has addressed eight major
hypotheses, there are many more dimensions of the
adolescent-parent separation that could be addressed. The
data collected and analwvzed by way of the statiztical
procedures used could be put to further use to study many
of these dimensions.

The regressions conducted on the pretest and posttest
data provide many opportunities for future research. Theres
Were some significant findings that warrant further study.
imm that was most noticeable was the higher posttest scores
ﬁf%athera who were college graduates on the Conflict and
Control subscales of the FES. Why gould college graduates
?mperiénce these changes so much more than fathers with less
education? Further exploration is needed to understand
this.

Further comparisons between fathers of first and only,
!irst, middlie, and last child to enter college would provide
valuable informaticon that could be used to prepare
:dfferential orientation programming for parents.  Such
programming could be tailored to address issues related to
;gparticular litfe stage or transitional period.

0Of additicnal interest would be further comparizons
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gof pretest and posttest scores among groups of fathers.
&Dne might find for example that fathers with no college

o

1experience and who liwe in rural areas perceive their
famil» envirconment quite differently from fatherz with a
college degree and who live in urban areas. 0Or fathers
jwho live a great distance from the campuse and whao

‘themselves have no college experience may not understand

the changes occurring in their adolescent to the point where

a visit home could create total chaos. Their needs may be
very different when dealing with the separation process.
Jﬁgain, differential programming may become important,

| A closer look at the subscales of the F-COPES, as
opposed to the total score, may reswveal shifts in coping
strategies of significance. These shifts caijiot be
recognized when looking only at the total score. These
subscales are acquiring Eoéial support (seeking advice or
>support from others?, reframing (Knowing the family can
zolve the problem somehow?, spiritual support (receiving
support from church and God), mobilizing family to acquire
and accept help fseeking community help, such as
‘counseling?, and passive appraisal (escaping by watching
television or waiting the problem cuty. & shift in emphasis
from cne to the other would be most rewealinag.

Similarly, consideration of the four remaining
;subscales of the FES could become significant., What mar be
gven more valuable would be to study the three dimensions

defined by the subscales and to compare these as opposed to




comparing the individual subscales. There was some evidence

that the relationship dimension was experiencing change

during the separation process. However, without using all

ot
11

intenance

i

the subscales of the personal growth and system m

dimensicons, it is not possible to say that this is the only

dimension experiesncing change.

Of cbvious importance is the need to conduct research

lmlated to this separation process on a longitudinal basis.

While the research study conducted here showed little

change in family environment perceptions at this point in
time, this does not mean that change does not occur. It

become= a question of when it occurs, and whether it is more

dramatic ftor some groups than others. A omost important

need is to determine when the emoticnal separation actually
occurs between father and child. Thie separation may occur
at one of many different times in a family's existence,

and it is this separafian that may produce the environmental
changes predicted in this research. Identification of this
transiton period will involve extensive research.

Fathers, as participants in parent ocrientation
programs, have said that the separation from their child is
difficult for them. PFerhaps there i= no instrument
currently available to assess the problem adéquate]y.
Perhaps the case study or interview approach would provide
data mdre revealing of the problems and how father cops
with them. From these pursuits, additional instruments

could be designed.
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Then, there i= & real need to examine what happens
in the families of those students whose fathers andsor
mothers do not take an interest in their departing
adolescent and who do not support their fréshman b
‘attending orientation programs. It mav be this group of
college freshmen who are experiencing a more difficult
transition to college. @& compariscon of freshmen from

rseemingly supportive families and from seemingly

uninterested families mar offer a greater understanding of
 why some freshmen encounter little, i+ any, difficultyr in
:the transition to college and others experience great
VMStress and trauma in the same ftransitional periocd.

Finally, there are the single parent families and the
‘reconstituted families. How does this separation atfect
them™ How does it affect a father? How does it affect a
ﬁother? How does it affect the 4reshman? The guestions
Zfould Qo on aﬂd O .

Coanclusion

Mew basic questions are now clear., How do families
{of 211 twrpes) deal with thé separation of a family¥

member from the whole? iHdow do they change and how do they
cope? Research has been conducted and continues to ke done
on how families deal with the final separation - death. It
is also growing on how families deal with separation caused
by divorce. What is lacking is how the family as a whole,

and especially the father, deals with a separation that
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gccurs as regularly a5 a child grows up.

It iz significant to note that there iz a certain level

}eir experience at UNMCE., Those ¥athérs who chose to
ﬁrticipate in this research represented a group committed
t@ tamilies and especially to their freshmen at UMCGE,

The support of Step Ahead was indicative of their
%preciation for what the University offered them and tﬁeir
‘§milies.- A primary program goal remains to help students
xnd their families through this transitional period as

asily as possible.
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