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Although a growing literature exists on gay andbias couples and their
children, little research has been conducted inyatstg the social support
systems of this emerging new type of family unaci@l support is known to be very
important to individual, couple, and family funatiag. It can be argued that social
support is particularly important for gay and lesbparents due to societal stigma for
their lifestyles and disapproval of their choicedbecome parents.

This quantitative study of 245 self-identified gégsbian, and heterosexual
participants examined the relationships of gaylesdian parents with family and friends
and compared them to those of gay and lesbian menisaas well as to those of the
heterosexual parents and nonparents. This analgsiglone in order to assess support
systems among different type of couples.

The results showed that parents (regardless obsexigntation) seemed to live



closer to their own parents and received and pealvidore help to family members. The
findings that gay and lesbian parents were fourtabtso similar to heterosexual parents
on these variables lend support to a hypothedisi®study that parenthood can bring
gays and lesbians closer to their own parents.

Nonparents (regardless of sexual orientation) sdémeeceive and provide more
help to friends than the parents groups, and lastaparent couples tended to have the
strongest connections with friends. The issue ofige played a probable role in these
results, with women having stronger connectiona than with their friends in each of
these measures.

Finally, interesting results emerged about gaymsarelhe gay male parents
seemed to have stronger connections with family tha other gay and lesbian couples,
and seemed to have fewer connections with frieinas the other gay and lesbian
couples. It could be that gay men seeking pareitioay be a unique group with already
strong family ties and desires for parenthood. @Vethis study’s findings have practice
implications and also provide direction for futuesearch regarding parenthood, sexual

orientation, and the importance of social support.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Problem Statement

This research study is a first step in clarifyithg nature of the support
systems specific to gay and lesbian parents angh@aong them with those of
heterosexual parents, and those of gay, lesbiahheterosexual nonparents. The
importance of social support for heterosexual parand their children is already
acknowledged. Social support is particularly impottfor gay and lesbian parents due to
societal stigma for their lifestyles and disapptafaheir choices to become parents
from within and outside of the gay and lesbian camity. It could be argued that their
sources of support may substantially differ fromittheterosexual counterparts. With the
growth in numbers of gay and lesbian-headed holdghmore research must be done on
how and where these families gain much neededlsag@ort. Thus, this dissertation
study attempted to begin to shed light on the sttppeiworks of

lesbian and gay parents.

Social Support is Important

There is a general consensus that social suppont¥arious sources can
have profound effects on moderating levels of str&pecifically, research has found that
having strong social networks of family and friemas enhance individual well-being by

having a direct positive impact on mental and/orgdal health (e.g., Birditt &



Antonucci, 2007; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Levitt, Guac& Weber, 1992; Sarason, Pierce,
& Sarason, 1990), can contribute to the stabilitg couple, relationship quality,
relationship satisfaction, and long-term relatiopsuccess (e.g., Adams & Jones, 1997;
Bryant & Conger, 1999; Kurdek, 2004; Milardo & Hedrizrikson, 2000; Murphy,

1989), can positively impact on the well-being bildren (e.g., Cauce, Mason,
Gonzales, Hiraga, & Liu, 1996; DeGarmo & Martin2@06; Mohr, 2005; Patterson,
Hurt, & Mason, 1998), and can buffer against sftésvents (e.g., illness, divorce,
aging, single parenthood, discrimination) (e.g.G2amo & Martinez; DeGarmo, Patras,
& Eap, 2008; Gladow & Ray, 1986; Koopman, Hermanfiamond, Angell, & Spiegel,
1998; Lin, Woelfel, & Light, 1985).

Since social support can have a strong posifieeteon people’s lives, it can
also be an integral resource when coping withdifents like parenthood. The entry into
parenthood for heterosexual persons can be afsiresent, with different factors like
the mental health status of the spouse, the expattaof parenthood, and infant
characteristics, influencing the adjustment to péreod (e.g., Belsky & Rovine, 1990;
Kalmuss, Davidson, & Cushman, 1992; and Payne,)1%fential changes in various
aspects of life (e.g., daily routine, sleep, hoasgkivision of labor, roles, and support
systems) are other factors that impact the triansio parenthood. For heterosexual
parents, having a strong support network can anaidhe stress that can accompany
parenting (e.g., Ceballo & McLoyd, 2002; Conley)d»ell, Flynn, Dupre, & Rudolph,
2004; DeGarmo et al., 2008). For gay and lesbiaerps, not enough is known
on how, or if, support networks are utilized andvitbey compare with those used by

heterosexual parents.



The issue of support networks for gay and lesb&opfe is complex. Families of
origin ideally can provide emotional and physiaadtenance, can connect us to our past,
and can provide a framework to learn about thedyovhich includes beliefs and
attitudes. Typically, though, these ideas and wisido not include homosexuality. In
fact, homosexuality is a minority status that mayle shared with their families of
origin, unlike ethnic and cultural minorities whdanily membership is the entry point
for minority status. Although there is a varietypafrental responses to the news that a
son or daughter is gay or lesbian, parents typicakct negatively upon first learning
that their son or daughter is gay or lesbian (©ugelli, Hershberger, & Pikington,
1998; Savin-Williams, 2001, 2005; Savin-Williamsube, 1998; Savin-Williams &
Ream, 2003; Strommen, 1990). Therefore, for mayaga lesbian persons, connections
with their families of origin can be a source dfidulty and can result in painful
experiences.

Partially as a result of the struggles with thamfly of origin, many gay and
lesbian persons seek support from their “new faigther gay and lesbian persons—
which can include ex-lovers, current partner, atgtofriends. In fact, Kurdek (2004)
found that gay and lesbian partners perceive Bttlgport for their relationships from
family members and conversely perceive more sugpmnrt their friends.

In addition to possibly having different sourcésacial support than their
heterosexual counterparts, gay and lesbian pamashave to deal with additional
stressors including societal discrimination, laEkwapport (from society and from
family) for their decisions to become parents, esdes of disclosure (for themselves

and their children). Given gay/lesbian-headed fizmilace these added stressors, strong



support systems could be even more important far thental and physical well-being
and can also act as a potential buffer from thpigiees they may experience from

society.

The Increase in Gay- and Lesbian-Headed Families

Although the nuclear family consisting of a madrleeterosexual couple and
dependent children remains a dominant family typeéhé United States, moaad more
one parent households are emerging and there basalggnificant increase in the
number of blended families (Johnson, 2000). In 1840percent of all households were
“family households” maintained by married couple$®p a man and a woman living
with other relatives and by 2003 that proportiooptred to 68 percent (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2004a). Additionally personal choices nathan social conventions are
influencing life decisions (e.g., about whethemtarry, if one wants to become a parent,
living alone or with others). As a result, theraigrowing diversity of types of
family units (Johnson, 2000). One of the newer fammits to emerge is the lesbian or
gay-headed family.

More frequently than ever, lesbians and gay mercloosing to become parents.
This trend has become so popular that some refeagothe “lesbian baby boom”
(Patterson, 1992; Weston, 1991) or the “gay-by hté&ithough nobody knows how
many gay and lesbian parents there are, most ifiefldeagree that the numbers have
increased significantly (Wingert & Kantrowitz, 2000 he 2000 United States Census
Bureau identified more than 600,000 potentially/gspian-headed households

(“unmarried domestic partners” on the census fang the 2006 Community Survey



from the U.S. Census Bureau found that 0.7% (oraypmately 781,322 households) of
the total number of households (total number ofsebolds was 111,617,402) were
unmarried same-sex partner households. These ngntheugh, are considered to be
low estimates due to many factors including: gapien households that may not
disclose their relationships, households headesirgle gay/lesbian parents, and
gay/lesbian parents who do not have residentiabdysof their children. Estimates of the
number of children with gay/lesbian parents rargghigh as 1.6 million to 14 million
children (Patterson & Freil, 2000). This currenepbmenon is different than lesbians
and gay men who conceived children in heterosexaatiages before coming out as
gay. This new movement encompasses gay/lesbiaarsento choose to become
parents and form alternative families. Some leggmnmen become single parents.
Others are coupled (i.e., in a relationship witbtaer person) and choose to become

parents, and others choose a co-parenting arramgevite others.

Discrimination Faced by Gay and Lesbian Parents
Despite the rise in gay and lesbian parents amthtirease in gay and lesbian
visibility in many areas of life, the social, pad&l, and legal climate in the United States
is still challenging for people in the gay/lesb@mmunity. To date, 26 states have
explicitly banned gay/lesbian marriages (throughstidutional amendments), and there
is only one state (Massachusetts) in which gayiédestouples can legally marry. Only 6
states have civil unions or domestic partnershvadlable to gay/lesbian couples and

these recognize and grant most of the rights ofiage. Four states and the District of



Columbia offer some limited recognition and limitetdte rights to gay/lesbian couples
(Marriage Equality USA, 2008).

Regarding adoption of children, rights vary statestate so not every
gay/lesbian person has the same ability to ade@u®l parent adoption (when one
parent already has parental rights and anotheopegstitions for joint rights, without the
first person giving up parental rights) is the tygexdoption lesbian couples usually seek
to obtain. However, only nine states permit it anchost states the laws are unclear. In
Florida and Wisconsin it is expressly prohibitedhidson, n.d.).

For gay couples or lesbian/gay singles wantingitwpaia child (via single or joint
adoption), the laws also vary state to state. &ospecifically bans “homosexuals” from
adopting children (single or joint adoption) andssissippi, Michigan, and New
Hampshire ban “same gender” couples (joint adopjitnom adopting children. Utah
bans all unmarried couples from adopting (joint@ams) (Johnson, n.d.).

Thus, as members of a marginalized group, gaylesbian-headed families
lack recognition and validation from U.S. sociétMoreover, attempting to function
daily in a social environment that denies one, st partner, and one’s children
fundamental legal protections produce stressoifs wiitich traditional families do not
contend” (Speziale & Gopalakrishna, 2004, p. 18Q)}1Receiving social support can
potentially help these families cope with this sbeinvironment in the same way social
support helps members of other minority groups aeiple discrimination (e.g., DeGarmo

& Martinez, 2006).



Parenthood Stressors Faced by Gay- and Lesbianeddzimilies

In addition to discrimination producing stressfansgay and lesbian families,

parenthood can be difficult. It can include admhtl stressors for gay and lesbian

families that heterosexual families do not havat®. These stressors include, but are

not limited to the following examples.

1.

2.

Lack of emotional support and/or outright disco@ragnt to pursue
parenthood, whereas most heterosexual married e®apé encouraged to
have children. Specifically, the issue of gay med kesbians choosing to
become parents can evoke strong feelings in peaptesupport for their
entry into parenthood might be discouraged by fanfilends, and society at
large. In The Lesbian and Gay Parenting Handboadkrijil 1993), April
Martin speaks about this potential problem in dgieacentitled “Dealing with
Negative Reactions to Our Plans” (p. 39). In agtifdgay and lesbian
persons who chose parenthood, Johnson and O’'C¢20@2) found that the
primary difficulties faced were found outside oéithfamily units. They found
in their study that most lesbian couples and ab¢ezainority of the gay
couples met with disapproval from their familiegaeding becoming parents.
The on-going process of “coming out” to strangerbaing gay or lesbian,
and how to now handle that as a parent (e.g.eathiid’s school, with the
child’s playmates and their parents, in the neighbod).

Making decisions on how to have a child. For examigsbian couples must
decide whether to adopt a child or utilize Altermatinsemination (Al). If

using A.l, then another set of questions must ligessed including choosing



who will be the biological mother, if each will haa turn at being a
biological mother, who will be the donor (anonymaiasor or known donor).
If choosing to adopt, then a different set of quest arises. These questions
include where to find a child to adopt (local or@dx), whether to go to an
agency or pursue a private adoption, etc., andevités possible as a
gay/lesbian person or couple to adopt a child. Sstaies, as mentioned
before and some countries do not allow adoptiachdéiren by gay/lesbian
persons. Some of these issues are also pertinaetémsexual couples (e.qg.,
those with infertility problems or those who chotsde parents through
alternative means due to personal convictions). él@w for every gay or
lesbian person choosing parenthood, they mustwd#daimaking these

decisions.

Social Support Networks for Gay- and Lesbian-Hedemailies

With the struggles and difficulties that discrintioa and parenthood can impose

on gay and lesbian-headed families, it is reasen@bhassume that having strong social

support might be helpful. The sources and natutbaifsupport for gay and lesbian

parents is still largely unknown, but the socigdgort systems of gay and lesbian

nonparents have been researched more extensivglyKeanmel & Sang, 1995; Kurdek,

2004).

Social support for anyone can vary in regard toses of the support (e.g.

family, friends, co-workers), types of support (eemotional concern, information,

instrumental help), number of social ties, and @hess of those ties (Schafer, 1996).



Additionally, although social ties are usually s@sm positive resource, social ties can
be negative and can have a detrimental effect (uaz& Folkman, 1984). An example of
this would be gay/lesbian persons who have famifexrigin that are critical and
judgmental about their lifestyle and constantlyabeithem.

In general, many lesbians and gay men (nhonparkav® reported receiving
primary support from partners and friends rathantfrom family of origin/extended kin
(Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983; Kurdek, 1988; Kurdels&hmitt, 1987; Tully, 1989;
Weston, 1991). More current research in this afedunly has found similar outcomes
(e.g., Kimmel & Sang, 1995; Kurdek, 2004).

However, for gay and lesbian parents, relianceiends instead of family may
not be the case. Although the number of gay arddagpersons choosing parenthood is
growing, lesbian and gay life is not traditionadlyild-centered. As a result, those gay and
lesbian persons choosing parenthood may feeltllegtdo not “fit” within their “new
family” of friends as well as before. For some )tineay find themselves lacking an
adequate support system. Those who they had @lieday have very different lives and
experiences now because those persons are notaksra result, some new parents
might seek to reconnect with their family of origbond with heterosexual couples who
have children, and/or look within the gay/lesbiamenunity for others who have chosen
parenthood. However, the extent to which theseoperare integrated into the larger
lesbian/gay community varies, and the extent to hmwh these persons are “out” (and

their processes for coming out) varies.
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The Need for Research on Gay- and Lesbian-Headadiés

To Contribute to Theory

The study of gay and lesbian families can contaliatthe broader theoretical
work within family research. Family researchers [k to gay and lesbian families to
test theories and help clarify unanswered questiteisapply to all families
(e.g., re-evaluating role theory by examining gagt kesbian couples and their
household division of labor, since that divisionaifor is not determined by gender
and gender roles). Also, from “a methodologicahpaif view, gay and lesbian families
provide a sort of “natural experiment,” and reskars are beginning to study them from
this perspective” (Johnson & O’Connor, 2002, p.Té)erefore, a study focusing on gay
and lesbian parents can be very useful for begeyur understanding of all families and
relationships. Research in this area might alswigeoideas about social support for other
types of families that experience intergeneraticti@in (e.g., families where the parents

disapprove of the child’s choice of spouse).

To Contribute to Social Work Practice

This information is also important to all social ikers so they may better
serve the needs of gay/lesbian-headed househads| $/orkers in different capacities
can help gay/lesbian-headed families by respettiagamily bonds these families have
created and by serving as advocates “in naviggtogntially hostile and obstructive
social environments” (Speziale & Gopalakrishna,£q0 181).

This is in keeping with the social work professmgoal of social justice and it
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also follows the National Association of Social WONASW) policy positions.
Specifically, the NASW has taken a policy positiorsupport of ending
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientatiod af securing legal rights to marriage,

child custody, and property for gay/lesbian/biséfttemsgender persons (NASW, 2003).

To Fill a Gap in the Current Literature

With the changes and growing diversity of Ameri¢amilies, one might think
that analyzing extended family relations and resesiwould be of increased
interest to researchers. Instead, in a literateaech on families Johnson (2000) could
find few citations on kinship. Within the more namr study of gay and lesbian families
there is even a greater gap in the literature.r€search has been focused on child
outcomes and less on the families themselves. d&dittle is known about family
functioning in gay and lesbian families” (Johnsor©&onnor, 2002, p. 4).

To date much of the current literature on gay asthian parents focuses on
individuals and dyads and rarely if at all focusadamily structure or family interaction.
Therefore, little has been explored about the ebadrkin relations
and chosen kin relations of gay and lesbian peratiaschoose to become parents.
Since much of the literature treats gays and lestégs a monolithic group, exploring
the differences among these families in regardrigedations would be a step towards

acknowledging this diversity.

The Research Objective

This study focused on the relatively new but imaotiarea of social support
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systems of gay and lesbian parents. The relatipasifigay and lesbian parents with
both family and friends were explored in order &ngnsight into the nature and
extent of their support systems. Support systems hatrong influence on individual,
couple, and family well-being and the nature aniixof those support systems have

been under-researched for gay and lesbian patertss study, the support systems of

gay and lesbian parents were compared with eadn,dthgay and lesbian nonparents, as

well as to heterosexual parents and heterosexuglanents. Correlations between
parenthood, sexual orientation, and support systeens assessed to determine the
similarities and differences of sources of suppaxtent of support, and nature of

support.

Definition of Terms

Sexual orientation, as defined by the American Rslggical Association (2008)
refers to an “enduring emotional, romantic, sexaahffectional attraction towards
others.” Sexual orientation exists along a contmutihis continuum ranges from
exclusive heterosexuality (attraction towards ojpagender) and exclusive
homosexuality (attraction towards same gender).chbméinuum includes various forms
of bisexuality as well (attraction to same and ggfgogender). The American
Psychological Association is clear that sexualrdaagon is different from sexual
behavior. Orientation refers to feelings and setiaept, and individuals may or may not
express their sexual orientation in their behaviors

The termlesbiantypically refers to women who self-identify as hraytheir

primary sexual, affectional, and relational tieotber women (Brown, 1995). The term
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gaytypically refers to men who self-identify as hayieir primary sexual, affectional,
and relational ties to other men (Conklin, 200 e Termheterosexuatypically refers to
people who self-identify as having their primarysa, affectional, and relational ties to
members of the opposite gender.

In the literature there are many definitions aodaepts regarding sexual
orientation, but most agree that an important camepois that orientation is self-defined
and may or may not be congruent with overt behaati@ny point during one’s lifespan.
For example, Steinhorn (1998) explains that thieidéesorientation is not a singular
construct and may or may not reflect a stable clusive pattern. She gives as an
example that a woman can self-identify as beingshian but may be heterosexually
married.

In the survey administered in this study, paraais were asked to self-identify
the nature of their current relationship as he&xoal, lesbian, gay, or other (and space
was given to explain what “other” meant to him er)h Only completed surveys from
those who identified as lesbian, gay, or heteroslewere used for the study. Those
surveys where respondents self-identified as “6tfeeg., bi-sexual) or did not choose to
complete that question were not used for the residlthis study.

Although there are various terms used to identify gr lesbian persons, for the
purpose of this research study the tegag, gay maleor gay merrefer to men (self-
identified) and the terriesbian(s)efers to the women (self-identified). If refegito
both gay men and lesbians, the tegag/lesbiaror lesbian/gaywill be used. The term

homosexualityvill refer to men and women.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE AND THEORY REVIEW

As more and more gay and lesbian persons choosathaod, the research
regarding gay and lesbian parenthood has alsodregnng. However, the research is
still in the infancy stage. In fact, research og gad lesbian identities itself is a young
area of study. Subsequently, there was not a @ofiection of literature directly linked
to this research study. Thus, an overview of teedture on gay and lesbian issues that
are indirectly related but still pertinent will blescribed. Also, a more in-depth review of
the directly related literature will be explored.

First, the potential stressors of entry into pareat (for heterosexual
families and for gay/lesbian families) and parestgial network connections with
family and friends will be examined. Next, the impaf social support systems (both
with family and with friends) on the functioning ofdividuals, couples, and on
families will be examined. Support networks fortbbeterosexual and gay/lesbian
persons will be explored. Related issues of gendee, poverty, and age in regard to

support systems will also be discussed.

The Transition to Parenthood for Heterosexual Cesipl
and Connections with Support Systems
There is a long history of research on the tramsito parenthood. In much of the

earlier literature it is argued that becoming aepars a risk factor for individual distress
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and, if applicable, relationship distress (Hobl@83; LeMasters, 1957). These studies,
however, were typically based on a retrospectiveaat of the event.

More recent studies on the transition to parenttmmdt to the variety of ways
that individuals and couples handle their transi{Belsky & Rovine, 1990; Eggebeen &
Knoester, 2001; Helms-Erikson, 2001; Knoester &&hgen, 2006; MacDermid,
Huston, & McHale, 1990; and Wallace & Gotlib, 1990hese studies have begun to
examine risk factors associated with negative ceaxperienced by new parents, and
have begun to examine other factors associatedpsghive change experienced by new
parents.

Although from the research there is still littleuthd that a marital/partner
relationship changes with the advent of parenthtizesituation is more complex than
previously suggested. Other areas of life (e.grkvpatterns, individual well-being, and
relationships with extended families) are also iotpd

For example, Knoester and Eggebeen (2006) investighfferent aspects of
men'’s transition to parenthood. The main purpogéef study was to analyze whether
the transition to parenthood and the addition dssguent children for men who are
already fathers impacted on men’s well-being arab$participation. Ultimately they
found that the men had both positive and negatarestormations with fatherhood.
Knoester and Eggebeen (2006) took data from theh&tSurvey of Families
and Households 1 (NSFH 1) (1987 to 1988 wave) eord the National Survey of
Families and Households 2 (NSFH 2) (1992 to 199eval he final sample they used
for this study was comprised of 3,088 men andghiaple of men had been

interviewed in each wave of the study.
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The dependent variables were the men’s psychololggzdth, physical health,
intergenerational and extended family involvemeatial connections, and work
behavior. The independent variables were havin@dugtion of new children (from first
wave to second wave) and whether or not the cimldgsided with them. For their
analyses, Knoester and Eggebeen (2006) contrallethé demographic differences
(including the effects of marriage), and controlfedthe differences in the
interview measures from NSFH 1 to NSFH 2.

They found that the arrival of a new child, eitbee that resides with the father
or one that does not reside with the father, is@ated with men’s feelings of
depression. The depression scores were gathemdafiabbreviated version of the
Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression S(Réedloff, 1977) used in the NSFH
surveys. They also found that fatherhood increasess interactions with their
intergenerational and extended family, increased service-oriented activities,
increased their hours in paid employment, and desec their socializing time. In other
words, children seem to alter the organization ehis lives. However, the
“psychological costs and rewards of parenting apfebalance out for men” (Knoester
& Eggebeen, 2006, p. 1556). Knoester and Eggebetertimat there is “reason to believe
that fatherhood transforms men'’s lives in ways #ratfunctional for society” (p. 1533).

There are some significant strengths with Knoemtelr Eggebeen’s (2006) study.
Most notably, the sample was very large consisting,088 men gathered from a
nationally representative sample of householdhennited States. Thus because this
sample is representative of the population, thelteare more likely to be generalizable

to the population.
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Some limitations, which Knoester and Eggebeeng@&viewed, were due to the
complexity of close relationships, divorce, blend@uhilies, and parenting behaviors.
These complexities led to an inability to assessthltitude of possible scenarios and
their possible impact on the results. For exantpley study’s controls for the effects of
divorce did not capture the variety of experientes divorced men may experience.

Also, although Knoester and Eggebeen (2006) ittst that parenthood
impacted fathers’ lives in various ways, and thase changes can be both negative and
positive, it was not clear from this study the imjpaf social connections on men’s well-
being. The study showed that men’s well-being weggatively impacted by parenthood
(parenthood associated with men’s feelings of degpoa). However, did the increase in
contact and support from extended family act asfeef Did the decrease in spending
time socializing (with friends, coworkers, or néigins) hinder the men’s well-being?
What impact did the increase in service-orientdtiéies and hours in paid labor (both
of which can enhance the level of social connesjitvave on the men’s well-being? The
study does show, though, the important finding fuaial support systems and the nature
of social ties change with fatherhood.

Many factors have been explored regarding thesifian to parenthood. The four
factors that have been most studied most extegsarel(a) the congruence/
incongruence between division of labor and coupbetief systems (e.g., Belsky &

Kelly, 1994; Belsky & Rovine, 1990; Coltrane & Iskuntz, 1992; Daniels &
Weingarten, 1982; Grote & Clark, 2001; Helms-Eriks2001; MacDermid et al., 1990;
McHale & Crouter, 1992; and McHale & Huston, 198B), the characteristics of the

infant, for example, the infant’'s gender and terapent (e.g., Belsky & Rovine; Cox,
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Owen, Lewis, & Henderson, 1989; Hultsch & Plemit&79; Payne, 1999; Sirignano &
Lachmen, 1985; Wallace & Gotlib, 1990; and Wrigheffrey, Heneggeler, & Craig,
1986), (c) the depressive symptoms of the spouées) Campbell, Cohn, Meyers,
Ross, & Flanagan, 1992; Cowan, Cowan, Herring, 8av)i1991; and Payne, 1999), and
(d) the violated expectations of parenthood, witigh include expectations regarding
help from extended family and social support (eBglsky, Ward, & Rovine, 1986; Kach
& McGhee, 1982; Kalmuss et al., 1992).

The Violated Experiences of Parenthood Framewonkerwls that expectations
of parents before the birth of their first chilchaanpact on their adjustment to
parenthood, especially if the experiences viollagegarents’ expectations of what was to
happen. Experiences that are more negative thaacegmay be associated with a more
difficult adjustment to parenthood, and experiertbes are more positive than expected
may be associated with an easier adjustment. Hiffisult parenting experiences that
were anticipated may be more often associatednefbrts of an easier adjustment to
parenthood than such experiences that were ungetigcl. Research has supported these
notions (Belsky et al., 1986; Kach & McGhee, 198almuss et al., 1992).

Pertinent to this dissertation study, Kalmuss e{1&92) also explored the impact
of relationships with extended family and friendsile testing the “Violated
Expectations Framework.” Specifically, Kalmussktnterviewed 473 White, married,
and pregnhant women at two-time intervals: whenttbmen were in their final trimester
of pregnancy and when it was one year post-birtie ifitial sample consisted of 513

women. However, 501 followed through at the sedond wave interview (i.e., 12
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women dropped out of the study) and then a totdl78f (of the 501 participating)
provided complete data on the variables of inteie#ite researchers.

The dependent variable was perceived adjustmegrarenthood and the
independent variables were parenting expectatiodseaperiences in nine domains (Six
nonmaternal domains and three maternal domaing)siknonmaternal domains were
relations with spouse, relations with extended famelations with friends, physical
well-being, employment, and financial well-beindnelthree maternal domains were
maternal competence, maternal satisfaction, arefsang assistance from spouse.
The model also included these control variables:arth marital quality, work
status, child temperament, and stressful life messu

Their results indicated that women perceived thdjustment to be more
difficult when parenting expectations exceeded agpees in the following domains:
relationship with spouse, physical well-being, maa¢competence, and maternal
satisfaction. Conversely, violated expectationardigg financial well-being and
support from one’s networks (relationships witheexted family and with friends, and
caregiving assistance from spouse) did not sigamtily affect the ease of adjustment of
parenthood.

However, this is not to say that support from smetworks was not important. In
contrast, Kalmuss et al. (1992) found that thereevgggnificant net effects for
expectation measures regarding relationship witbreded family and caregiving
assistance from one’s spouse. In both cases, fection effects were negative,
indicating that the more support one expectedptbee difficult the adjustment to

parenthoodregardlessof the amount of support and assistance actuatived. The
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researchers speculated (and found indirect empsuggport for the notion) that high
expectations for support from one’s social netwgeld difficult transitions because they
are difficult to satisfy, thus increasing the likelod of dissatisfaction with any level of
support actually received.

The strengths of Kalmuss et al.’s (1992) studyuide the large size of their
sample (473 women) and the fact that it was a tadgial study collecting data pre-birth
(women at the latter part of their pregnancy) aost{birth (12 months after giving birth).
This enabled the researchers to assess percepgtore the child arrives and then assess
actual parenting experiences after the child asri¥dso, to be eligible for the study the
participants had to be married, between the a@2 @ind 36, pregnant with their first
child, receiving prenatal care as a private patia@mtl have no history of miscarriages or
infertility. Thus they were able to control for #eeother factors (e.g., history of
miscarriages or infertility) that may have influedcthe results. They also limited their
study to Whites because sample size restrictiondymted what they felt would be
adequate analysis of race/ethnic diversity.

One of the limitations of the study was the satrength mentioned above:
Because Kalmuss et al. (1992) ensured having a genemus sample and thus
eliminated some complexities of analysis causenhthyence of other factors (e.g., age,
infertility); they also had a sample that was regiresentative of other groups. Thus
external validity was negatively impacted and reights were gained on how women of
other backgrounds transition to parenthood.

Despite the limitations, Kalmuss et al. (1992)wé0d the importance of

expectations on satisfaction with perceived anda&ocial support. Having high
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expectations of what support one will receive friamily and spouse before having a
child, may lead to disappointment regardless ofekiel of support actually received

after having the child.

The Transition of Parenthood for Gay and Lesbianpglzs

and Connections with Support Systems

The National Lesbian Family Study (NLFS)

The most extensive study to date is a longitudstiadly, which is projected to
span a total of twenty-five years, from 1996 to 2OPhe researchers Gartrell et al.
(1996) began their longitudinal study of 84 leski@milies in 1996. The general aim of
this study was to learn about these lesbian famitleeir homes, and the communities
into which the children of these parents were bWithin this longitudinal study,
analysis of four data points has occurred thugifyr, in 1996, 1999, 2000, and 2005).

Gay male couples choosing parenthood were notdedun this study. The
lesbian families chosen for the study were recauiteough word of mouth referrals,
announcements made at lesbian events, advertiseatanbmen’s bookstores, and in
lesbian newspapers. They were recruited from thmegeopolitan areas in which the
original researchers resided: Boston, Washingto@,,and San Francisco. In order to be
eligible the lesbians had to have been in the agiocess of Donor Insemination (D.I.)
or were already pregnant by a donor. Lesbians vidmmned to share in the parenting, but
not get pregnant themselves were included. Of dhia@ilies, 39 lived in San Francisco,

37 lived in Boston, and 8 lived in Washington, D@ .these 84 households, 70 included
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a birth mother and co-mother, and 14 householde tveaded by single women.
Participants were predominantly White (94%), cadleglucated (67%), and held
professional or managerial positions (82%).

In the first data collection point in 1996 thegaschers sought to address five
main topics: relationships (if coupled, with eathes regarding cohesion of the
relationship and parenting, and if not coupled réigg expectations for future
relationships), social supports (expectations ppsut and from whom was support
expected), pregnancy motivations and preferendesdes made about pregnancy:
donor, timing of pregnancy, who was to be pregnatigmatization (concerns about
stigma and what sorts of stigma were of greatestem), and coping strategies( did
participants anticipate being open about their akatientation and family or did they
anticipate being closeted).

In 1996 Gartrell et al. interviewed the chosen peasive birthmothers and co-
mothers using semi-structured interviews assessgig areas of decision-making and
aspirations regarding motherhood. Combined, thigge areas addressed the five main
topics of their research: the couples’ relationshifith each other, social supports,
pregnancy motivations and preferences, stigmabizatbncerns, and coping strategies.

In the area of social support, four participantsenestranged from their families
but the others all had some contact with familiesr@in. 86% phoned at least biweekly
and 33% visited at least monthly. Many (43%) ditineside in the same geographic
region as their parents, but 9% resided in the satye

When participants were asked about anticipatedlyam@actions to the

prospective child, 78% expected at least someioakato accept the child. Also, 24%
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reported that their parents were out regarding tfeighter’s lesbian lifestyle, meaning
that they did not keep their daughter’s sexualnaton from friends and family, and
would be similarly out regarding their lesbian daigg having a child. These parents
were expected to be out regarding becoming graedpmawhen the prospective child was
born. However, 15% of the participants believed tiwarelative would acknowledge the
child.

All the prospective mothers felt that friendshipsre important and 35%
expected the friendships would be enhanced aféebitith of the child. Another 27% felt
the friendships would remain unchanged after thih loif the child.

In regard to stigmatization concerns, prospecatiathers were primarily
concerned about raising children in a nontraditiéaaily in a society that is
homophobic and heterosexist. The issue of raisicigld conceived by D.l. was another
concern. Finally, the impact of multiple discrimiivés on non-White or non-Christian
children were a concern for some of the prospectivéhers.

Results from this first time series study (Gatte¢lal., 1996) found in sum that
the prospective children were highly desired amdigintfully planned, mothers-to-be
were strongly lesbian identified, mothers-to-be blade relationships with friends and
extended family, and mothers-to-be had accesspgmppate support groups.

In the second time series of the study in 1999¢{ré&laet al. had follow up
interviews with the same group, now new mother®adfllers (age 2). Semi-structured
interviews were completed asking questions appatgfor mothers of toddlers. Topics
addressed included health concerns, parentingsstamily structure, relationship

issues, time management changes, and discrimination
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It was found that the mothers’ relationships withit partners suffered because
the demands of child rearing were stressful. Eoglples had split up since the first
time series after being together for a mean ofSDx =2) years. All of these mothers
felt the breakup was traumatic yet surprisinglysignificant differences on any variables
assessed in the semi-structured interview weredfidnatween the couples still together
and the couples who had not stayed together. Neegbles included assessment of 11
areas of motherhood experience (e.qg., effects dhenbood on careers, family of origin,
overall satisfaction).

Regarding connections with family of origin, 69%woeted that having a child
enhanced their relationships with their parentegard to frequency of contact and
positive feelings. A total of 55% reported increhsentact with their parents and
77% reported that their parents were “delightedhwine grandchild. However,
birthmothers rated their mothers as closer tondex children than co-mothers rated
their parents. Also, 29% of the mothers reported tihe grandparents were out about
their grandchild’s lesbian family (i.e., that theugdparents openly shared that they had a
lesbian daughter with a child and had become adgarent). On the other hand, 3% of
the grandparents fully rejected their daughter gnashdchild.

Close friends remained important to the motherd,38% had incorporated
some friends as aunts and uncles to the childbidiegical fathers played various
roles: 12% actively parented, 13% did not actiyeyent but played a role in the
child’s life, and 75% had no role with the childadit(either the donors were anonymous
or the donor’s identity could only be determinedewlthe child is 18 years old).

Discrimination outside of the lesbian community avithin the lesbian
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community was of concern. Outside of the lesbiammainity, 23% had experienced
homophobia from healthcare providers during pregpainhis was typically experienced
by the healthcare provider’s refusal to acknowletthgeco-mother and her parenting

role. Childcare was also an issue for some ofd@bbidn mothers: Eight percent had
difficulty finding childcare because they were liests and four percent had changed day
care providers because they felt the staff was Ipdvoloic. Within the lesbian

community, only 58% of lesbian mothers felt tha dtommunity welcomed them and 27
of the mothers (of the 42 boys) were displeasedrddgg the exclusion of male

children at women-only events.

For protections for their families, 54% had conéd or increased their political
involvement, 38% became more outspoken at workrdagghomophobia, 67% had
wills, 61% had power of attorney for child’s medicare, 31% had co-parenting
agreements, and 15% had donor agreements. Albkdigo-mothers (i.e., living in an
area where second parent adoption can be obtajnadesbian)rf = 16) had
officially adopted the child.

It was also found that among couples, 75% shamdesponsibilities of child
rearing and considered themselves to be equal sa The egalitarianism in
parenting roles was also associated with balanibechtions of paid and domestic labor.
In other words, these couples had similar balanggseach other in the areas of number
of work hours and with contributions to househdidres and division of labor. This last
finding Gartrell et al. (1999) felt was consistenth Dunne’s studies (1997, 1998) where
Dunne contrasted coupled lesbian mothers with be¢swal two parent families in the

United Kingdom. It was also consistent with ancdetDunne later wrote (2000)
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regarding how lesbian parents are blurring andstaaming the roles and meaning of
parenthood, including in the areas of householdidin of labor and childcare.

In the third time series phase of the National iastFamily Study (NLFS),
Gartrell et al. (2000) found that 23 of the 73 oréd couples (31%) from time frame one
in 1996 had dissolved their relationship. The maaration of their relationship was 8.2
years D =3.6). Of the 23 couples that broke up, 15 had tlissiaheir relationships
between time two (1999) and time three (2000). Gkt al. (2000) compared this
finding with statistics on heterosexual marriagegewed in 1999 by Chadwick and
Heaton. Chadwick and Heaton found that of hetensalecouples marrying in the 1980’s,
20% dissolved their marriages within 5 years aratlgeone third within 10 years. They
also found that the heterosexual marriages lastevarage of 7 years and that based on
their estimates they suggest that over one halfl @hildren born to heterosexual parents
will experience parental divorce. Thus, Gartrelaket(2000) suggested that their findings
from the NLFS were comparable to the divorce rafdseterosexual married couples.

In the NLFS, after a couple broke up, the birthreotbf these couples was more
likely to retain sole or primary custody if the nwther had not legally adopted the child.
In 43% of the cases, the children spent equal wiitie both separated mothers. In sum
150 mothers of 85 children participated in thisgiframe of the study (which occurred
when the index children were five years old).

A 184-item interview was modified for this thirdtdacollection point from the
instrument used at the second data collection pdireé modifications were made so that
appropriate questions for mothers of five-yearaiddren could be asked. This

guestionnaire assessed six areas of motherhoodiexpe health status, parenting
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experiences, relationship issues, support systedugational choices, and discrimination
concerns. Of those couples still together, 68%itlfelt their index child was equally
bonded to both mothers. Most of the children, adiogrto the mothers, were healthy and
well adjusted. Most of the children (i.e., 87%)ated well to peers.

In the area of support systems, 63% of the indédreim’s grandparents were
out about their grandchild’s lesbian family. HowgVvEr% of birthmothers and 13% of
co-mothers indicated that their parents did nateeto the index child as fully being their
grandchild. Gartrell et al. (2000) did not repdbther family members or friends played
more of an active role in the lesbian families vehparents did not relate to the index
child as fully as their grandchild.

For the whole sample in this study, by this timeese2000, 76% reported that
most of their close personal friends were parevdsdnd 68% felt that their families had
been accepted by their neighbors. Most of the mst{#%) were also active in the
lesbian community and 87% felt this fulfilled angortant role for their children.
However, 18% reported experiencing some homopHoduia peers or teachers.

In the area of children’s contact with their fagyeamong the children with known
donors (21 children total), 29% saw their fathegutarly and 71% saw them
occasionally. One issue raised was the knowledageatsingle donor could be the father
of multiple children in the lesbian community, ahgé knowledge caused discomfort for
37% of the mothers.

The fourth times series phase of the NLFS (GartrRedas, Deck, Peyser, &
Banks, 2005) involved interviews with the indexIdhen (now ten years old) and

interviews with the mothers as well. A total of fa@nilies participated in this time series
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(six families had dropped out from the study).Fa interviews with the children, a ten
item questionnaire was sent to the mothers to wewh their children. The children
were then interviewed over the telephone by theaiehers. The questionnaire was
designed to examine the children’s feelings aboadving up in a nontraditional
household, having lesbian parents, and experiemitedromophobia.

The semi-structured interviews with the mothersenaodified from the
previous time series interviews and were compridetD items. In addition, the
CBCL (Achenbach, 1991) instrument which measurespaiencies and
emotional/behavioral problems in 4-18 year olddiigh as reported by parents or other
caregivers was administered. The results fromitisisument with the NLFS sample
were compared with the mean scores for the normaind clinical samples studied by
Achenbach.

Overall the results showed that the children weramarable to children raised by
heterosexual parents in both psychological ancatdeivelopment and that the
prevalence of physical and sexual abuse for thieisgren was lower than national
norms. In regard to children’s disclosure to tipaers about their family
situation, 57% were completely out to their pe8886 were out to some, and 4%
concealed the information about their familieshteit peers.

Physical health of the children was also assessd®0 children of 74 had health
problems at time series four (i.e., six had asthsixahad neurologic conditions
(migraines or seizures), two had kidney/bladddurefand three had other medical
problems. Fifteen percent had developmental dissrdgartrell et al. (2005) compared

these health findings to different national noratistics. The prevalence of asthma in
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this sample (8%) was below the national norm (14.48tng information from the
American Lung Association, 2003. The prevalencdeselopmental disabilities in this
sample (15%) was comparable to the national noi®jlusing information from the
Centers for Disease Control, 2002.

In summary, the National Lesbian Family Study (I$).lvhich has two more
interviews planned (when the index children areg/dars old and again, when they
are 25) is an ambitious and significant study is field. The NLFS has a sample size
larger than many in this area of research andatl@gitudinal study which spans many
years, thus providing an opportunity to obtain metiéng information than observational
data taken at one interval of time. The NLFS ahmbudes information from the mothers
and from the children (beginning at time serieg¥amd the interviews are both thorough
and detailed. The NLFS achieved some geographersity as well, by including
families living in different geographic areas oétbnited States.

The NLFS was a mixed method study which used bod#litative semi-structured
interviews and also used some pre-tested instrumtergather statistical information. Of
the data that was qualitative in nature and deriv@u the interviews, the NLFS’ inter-
rater reliability was at acceptable levels. Spealfy, in 1996 there was 85% inter-rater
agreement (or higher) for each item; in 1999 theas .93 (Cohen’s Kappa) inter-rater
reliability achieved for the total instrument; and2000 there was .95 (Cohen’s Kappa)
inter-rater reliability achieved for the total ingnent.

To date, the NLFS also has had a high retentienat®3%. From time series one

in 1996 to time series four in 2005, 78 familiesdaemained in the study and only six
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families have dropped out. This is especially ggimén the study’s span of 9 years and
given that about one third of the couples had dissbtheir relationships.

Although this study is ground-breaking, it doesénaome limitations.

One limitation was the lack of comparison groupghim study. Although it was not the
aim of this study to assess gay parenting, andghysnen-headed families were not
included in this study, no insight has been gamethow gay men parents fare in their
transition to parenthood and how they compare iegbian parents. Also, a comparison
group of lesbian-headed familiast pursuing parenthood was not included and
comparisons were not generated by these authokgéetheir findings with parents and
with other studies findings about lesbian nonpaceniples (e.g., dissolution rates of
lesbian couples in the NLFS compared with dissotutates of lesbian nonparent
couples). A comparison group of heterosexual fasias also not included. However,
this was not necessarily an issue because Gastrall (2000, 2005) did compare the
NLFS sample findings with different heterosexuatiings in other studies (e.g., divorce
rates of heterosexual married couples, health itdrelm born in heterosexual families).
Also, the extended families (i.e., parents of tlathmars) were not interviewed so the
mothers’ views of parental support are based oogptions the mothers have and these
perceptions may or may not be in keeping with thanents’ views.

Although the NLFS obtained a somewhat large sasiplecompared to similar
research in the area of gay/lesbian parenting r&bet al. (1996, 1999, 2000, 2005) ran
into the dilemma of having a largely White, colleggucated sample. And, although the
participants resided in different geographic ard@sareas they lived in were mostly

urban. Having a less diverse sample, which is oiytraot representative of the
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population (although the specifics of the lesbiarept population are not known), can
impact in various ways on the outcomes and nedgtingpacts on external validity. For
example, some lesbian/gay people of color findf not out anticipate, that their families
are more rejecting and less accepting of theirdeut as a lesbian/gay person (e.g.,
Merighi & Grimes, 2000). Thus, for those dealinghwpotentially more family rejection,
how do they manage their choice to have childre@ld/their relationships with parents
strengthen like many in the sample in the NLFS oul they rely more on friends?
What about lesbian-headed families that are frdawar socioeconomic class and
possibly have less access to resources than theipants in the NLFS sample? Social
supports for these other groups may be negligd#e Speziale & Gopalakrishna, 2004)
and may impact their transition to parenthood.

Finally, the semi-structured interviews were priityagualitative open-ended
guestionnaires. Some of the questions lent themsab/pre-coding but some
categories were developed from the text itselfhéddigh gathering information in
this way can be rich in detalil, it can be harduamtify if it makes sense to do so. Often
their data could not satisfy parametric assumptsmnsonparametric tests were applied to
test for associations. Thus assumptions about kgusannot be made. Although this is
also the case for many studies using parametiie ¢etich do not meet other criteria for
asserting causality) it is something which mustaken into account when assessing the
conclusions.

Some findings from the NLFS are especially pertirte this study. The
findings regarding support systems (connectionh faitily and friends) are useful.

From the start of the NLFS, most of the couplesevadready well connected
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to their families of origin and to friends. Thissas the question of whether or not
this group chose to become parents in part bedhayealready had strong connections
with their own family of origin.

Nonetheless, most did report that their relatiopshwith parents strengthened
after becoming parents. In the first time serie$986 (prior to having the first child),
24% had parents that were out about their daudpeieg a lesbian and anticipating
having a grandchild from their daughter’s lesbialationship. By 1999, 29% reported
that their parents were out to people they knowabweir lesbian-headed family, and a
year later, in 2000, 63% reported having parents wére out to people they know about
their lesbian-headed family. Additionally, priorti@aving a child, 15% anticipated that
they would have no relatives that would acknowletthgechild. However, in 1999, only
3% reported that they and their child were rejetteéamily. Thus, looking at the
increase in the numbers of grandparents beinglmutaheir daughters’ lesbian families,
and the less than expected rejection towards thdd by family, for this sample
connections with family of origin strengthened.

In regard to support from friends, most did rem@nnected with their friends,
and some of those friends were incorporated irgddmily as aunts and uncles. Many
of the friends had also become parents themsdbssges that arose for the lesbian
parents were a perceived lack of support fromekbian community as a whole, and
some perceived discrimination from society at |g&g., bias in treatment from
healthcare providers and schools/ teachers); thssiwcontrast with the perceived
acceptance that most felt from their next-door hieays.

One possibility for the acceptance by neighborsiheiperceived bias from
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societal institutions (e.g., healthcare providesshat if the lesbian-headed families have
more contact with people in their daily lives (eaher parents from the school, next-
door neighbors), they may be exposed to less bi@peejudice. This is in keeping

with Gordon Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis wiiargued that interaction with
stigmatized group members can lead to reducedgiogj@mong dominant group
members. This has been tested and supported intr&celies which found that greater
contact with gay/lesbian persons (especially ctms®ections to gay/lesbian

persons), results in reduced prejudice againsteghyAn persons (e.g., Herek &

Capitanio, 1996; and Lemm, 2006).

Other Studies on Gay and Lesbian Parenting

In addition to the NLFS, there are other reseatetliess which have examined
gay and lesbian parenting and have included asses$smof the social support networks
of the gay and lesbian parents in their studidsnson and O’Connor (2002) conducted a
study that they hoped would shed light on familg for gay/lesbian parents. They
explored family formation (how these parents camstm their families), difficulties
experienced or expected to experience, strengéhgafrents saw in their families, and
what their priorities were as parents. In analyZamgily formation and difficulties
experienced, Johnson and O’Connor were interesteghictions of family and friends
and support received or denied from these sources.

Johnson and O’Connor (2002) conducted their ststtygua nation-wide sample
of gay and lesbian parents. They obtained a saafpl&5 participants: 79 men and 336

women. These participants represented 256 fanfgmse were single parent families
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and some were two-parent families). Not all oftthe-parent families had both parents
participate in the study. Also, some of the resgoitsl were parents from previous
heterosexual relationships (referred to by the@sths gay and lesbian step-families)
and some were parents from their gay and lesblatiaeships (referred to by the authors
as primary gay/lesbian families). The participamése from 34 states and were mostly
White (94%) and had education beyond high schd@¥(#ad a graduate degree).

The participants completed questionnaires whictewsailed to them. Johnson
and O’Connor (2002) assessed the participantdioakhip by using the Dyadic
Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) and a two-iteresssaent of their division of labor
(Hetherington & Clingempeel, 1992). They also asségarenting using three measures:
The Parenting Alliance 20-item questionnaire, tlagy Barenting Assessment (developed
for this study), and the Parenting Practices Su(i#®jden & Zambarano, 1992).

Johnson and O’Connor (2002) found that these gdyesbian families
functioned well, and reported that their samplead@s well as or better than
heterosexual parents in relationship adjustmentatidfaction and communication about
their children. In regard to relationship adjusttnemd satisfaction, Johnson and
O’Connor compared their sample to studies of mdtieterosexual couples using the
same scale (e.g., Spanier, 1976). Scores of phadiaice were compared with scores
of married heterosexual parents in other studieggube same scale (e.g., Abindin &
Brunner, 1995).

In regard to division of labor, Johnson and O’Carn(2002) respondents
generally described an egalitarian arrangementiwéitioed findings from other

research studies of gay and lesbian couples whe marparents (e.g., Kurdek, 1993).
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Although for most there was a fairly distributedriload, Johnson and O’Connor also
found that the biological mothers tended to do nudrde child-rearing than the
nonbiological mothers. This was consistent witheottesearch done (e.g., Patterson,
1995). This tendency was found in both the lesbtap-families and the primary lesbian
families. The researchers speculated that therdiftee was in part related to the
biological parent taking maternity leave and thewking less hours on average outside
of the home (in their sample, an average of 35%par week) than the nonbiological
mothers (in their sample, an average of 40 hoursvpek).

Pertinent to this research study was Johnson a@om@iors (2002) findings
about support systems. Gay and lesbian parents {fie primary gay and primary
lesbian families) expected negative reactions ffamily about pursuing parenthood, and
many actually did get negative reactions from fgnftpecifically, in the area of social
support from family of origin, the majority of thesbian mothers (54%) from primary
lesbian families and a sizable minority of gay &#h(34%) from primary gay families
anticipated negative reactions from their famiagsut becoming parents and 44% of the
lesbian mothers and 27% of the gay fathers rep@xpdriencing negative reactions from
their families. For the gay/lesbian participan@tthursued trans-racial or other special
adoptions, families had additional concerns regartiow these families and their
children would be accepted by others. Although 3ohrand O’Connor did not
specifically ask about the family’s reactions chaggonce a child arrived, some of the
participants wrote about this change anyway. Jamhasd O’Connor found from this
information that for many parents that experienicédl disapproval from their families

about pursuing parenthood, and often times thigti@a“softened” with time.
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The gay and lesbian parents (from the primary gay@imary lesbian families)
expected less negative reactions from friends,adthdugh they did have less negative
reactions from friends compared with family, thegdhmore negative reactions from
friends than they had expected. Specifically, 18%he lesbians and18% of the gay men
anticipated negative reactions from their frienelgarding pursuing parenthood and 24%
of the lesbians and 23% of the gay men reporteglékperienced actual negative
reactions from their friends. The respondents wtmlagned these negative reactions
indicated their friends were unhappy with the dasesin amount of time spent with
friends than in the fact that they had chosen tmwb parents per se.

At the workplace, 9% of the lesbians and 5% ofghg men experienced some
negative reactions by their employers. JohnsonGidnnor (2002) discussed how the
differences were mostly related to the differenysvene lesbian and gay men were
becoming parents. Specifically, the lesbians iir tteemple who were pregnant had to
deal with issues of maternity leave/extended faheive whereas the gay men in their
sample, even if biologically the parent, did notdenaternity leave from their jobs.
Johnson and O’Connor did not expand on why thengary parents in their sample did
not need maternity leave from their workplaces.

By far the most common concern of the gay/lesbéspondents themselves
about parenthood was that their children woulddased or treated unkindly by others
because of the parent’s sexual orientation. Eifjlg/percent of the gay fathers and 82%
of the lesbian mothers had these concerns for thdafren. Despite these concerns, the
majority of the respondents (83% of the lesbianha and 79% of the gay fathers) had

spoken with their family physician/pediatrician abtheir family makeup and the



37

majority of the respondents (80% of the lesbianhast and 93% of the gay fathers) had
disclosed their status as leshian/gay parentsiochild’s teachers. Of note, the statistic
of lesbian mothers disclosing to teachers is miiepbecause 13% of the lesbian
mothers sample did not have school-aged childreas;Tmost were open about their
sexual orientation and their alternative families.

Johnson and O’Conner(2002) study had many strengths. They included gay
men parents and lesbian parents, and had bothezbapH single parent families. The
inclusion of gay men parents is of importance sswéew studies include them. Also,
Johnson and O’Connor made distinctions betweentwdoaples had children from
previous heterosexual relationships and which esipad children from gay/lesbian
relationships, and they conducted their analysesrdmgly. In other words, they had
sub-groups for their study (primary lesbian, stepify lesbian, mixed lesbian
combination of step and primary, other types obi@s families, primary gay, step-
family gay, mixed gay combination of step and priynand other types of gay families)
and they showed the differences among and betwese groups in their tables and
discussion. This is especially important because these families became families can
impact their experiences. For example, a lesbiaarnpdérom a previous heterosexual
marriage may be especially concerned regardingpdysssues and the difficulties of
forming a new blended step-family.

Another strength of Johnson and O’Connor’s (262@)ly was the size of their
sample (obtaining a total of 415 participants) #melgeographic diversity of their sample
(having respondents from 34 states in differenioregyof the United States). The

respondents lived in areas that varied in regatbtegolitical climate towards
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gay/lesbian parents and were from different tydeommunities (i.e., 14% from rural
areas, 48% suburban, and 38% urban). The sizeiesiity of the geographic regions
helped this sample to be more representative tdrdifit gay/lesbian families than
smaller sized samples and studies with participots only one particular region.

Another strength of Johnson and O’Connor’s (2G2@)ly was choosing
instruments that had been widely used in otherietush families and had established
norms, enabling them to compare their respondents’es to other groups from other
studies. They also allowed respondents in the guestires to give more details and
write about their experiences, which helped theaeshers get more in-depth information
about the families’ experiences.

One of the drawbacks to Johnson and O’Connor'’82p8tudy was the
disproportion of gay men respondents compared le#thian respondents. There were 79
individual gay men (representing 54 gay male hedeeholds) and 336 individual
lesbians (representing 202 lesbian-headed housghdlden when the sub-groups were
formed to show step-families and primary familigng sample had 30 primary gay
families, 18 gay step-families, 6 “other” type @afygfamilies, 115 primary lesbian
families, 59 lesbian step families, 16 blendedisifamilies (mix of primary and step),
and 12 “other” type of lesbian families. Thus, aliigh this study attempted to examine
both gay and lesbian-headed families, most of tlesjpondents were lesbians.

Another drawback related to Johnson and O’Conr(@082) sample, was that it
was a mostly White (94%) and educated (approxima@? had a graduate degree)
group. As mentioned in the discussion of Gartredllés (1996, 1999, 2000, 2005)

studies, having a lack of representation of gaylashlian people of color can impact on
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the findings, negatively impacting external valdiflso, because of additional issues of
family rejection and compounded discrimination thbg gay and lesbian people of color
(e.g., Merighi & Grimes, 2000), not having a divesample in a research study does not
allow these other issues to be assessed and athalyze

Another possible limitation of this study was wietissues of collineraity were
statistically addressed. Specifically, the studyjuded respondents that were coupled and
both their responses and their partner’s respomsesincluded in each measure. Other
respondents that were coupled only had one oftbecomplete the study, and other
respondents were single. However, in the areasthisd measured, there was no mention
of how the statistics took into account that soriie numbers represented people from
the same family unit leading to potential issuesalfinearity. An exception was the
measure of division of labor which specifically@issed obtaining information from
each person of the couple, and the informationwsasl to assess their level of agreement
on estimations of the workload each carries.

Overall, though, the Johnson and O’Connor (200&jJyswas a significant study
done in the area of gay and lesbian parentingirfeaitto this dissertation study, Johnson
and O’Connor examined the support systems of gdyesbian parents and the study
highlighted the concerns that gay and lesbian-teehdaseholds have about acceptance
by family, friends, workplaces, and societal ingtt@ns. These families, despite their
concerns, are mostly out in different areas ofrtlies and manage to maintain
connections with people outside of their immedfataily unit. It is encouraging that
families seem to “soften” in their reactions ovierd, which is in keeping with other

studies’ findings (e.g., LaSala, 2001, 2002).



40

In one much earlier study Stiglitz (1990) wantedietarn more about the
dissolution rate of lesbian couples having childi®ime had noticed in her personal and
clinical experience that a disproportionate nundfdesbians in committed relationships
were ending their relationships by the time thédchvias between one and three years old.
She wanted to understand what was happening te tuegples, especially in light of the
fact that these couples had been together for siomeeand had spent a lot of time
planning to have a child. Stiglitz wanted to seaiwias happening in this process and
conducted a very small study which included hetxoal parent couples and lesbian
parent couples.

Stiglitz (1990) sent questionnaires to ten hetetaakcouples and ten lesbian
couples, and received five completed questionn&ioes the heterosexual couples and
seven completed questionnaires from the lesbiaplesuQuestions on the survey
assessed different components of relationshipfaetisn (two years pre-birth and two
years post-birth) and focused mainly on intima@pehdency, power, and social and
community support.

In the area of social support, Stiglitz (1990) fduhat first time lesbian mothers
were more dissatisfied with the level of connectiotheir families of origin than were
first time heterosexual mothers. Further, the Esinothers felt like they had less
connectedness with the community compared withr theterosexual counterparts and
thus felt more like a separate family.

Stiglitz (1990) suggested that commitment is adiatttat may help to hold a
couple through rough months post-birth. Heteroskesomaples, having a socially

sanctioned marriage, may be more inclined to stalytey to work through the problems.
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Although this study is dated and the sample size quite small, it’s findings about the
lesbian parents’ perceived lack of support fromifaiind community is consistent with
more recent studies’ findings and emphasizes thlegine importance of social support

to couples’ stability and longevity.

The Importance of Social Support Networks for Hesexual Couples and Families

Overall the research indicates that perceived ipessupport from one’s social
network increases the stability of the married de'sprelationship (Bryant & Conger,
1999). For heterosexual couples who are romanjigatblved, but not yet legally
married, the same results hold true (Johnson &melda1984; Parks, Stan, & Eggert,
1983; and Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992). In fact, nobshe research conducted in this area
has been on premarital romantic relationships,fawer studies have investigated the
impact of networks on the transition to parenth@w| on long-term marital
relationships.

Sprecher and Felmlee (1992) examined how socig@stifrom parents and
friends for the romantic relationships of young léglaffects the quality of their
relationships and the stability of their relatioipsfi.e., the likelihood of whether or not
their relationship would break-up over time). Sptec and Felmlee conducted a
longitudinal study and interviewed a sample ofmatouples at a Midwestern university
in the fall of 1988 (Time 1), the spring of 1989dr(iE 2), and the spring of 1990 (Time
3). At Time 1 in 1988, 101 couples (202 individygarticipated. Most were White
(97.5%), and most were middle or upper middle c{86%%). At Time 2, of the 166

partners still in their relationships, data fortalt five partners were available. At Time 3,
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of the 124 partners still in their relationshipatalfor all but two partners were available.
In sum, of the 62 couples (of the original 101 deapstill together by Time 3, data was
available for both partners at all three wavesaftotal of 58 couples (98%).

Three types of social network variables were thiependent variables measured
in this study. One type measured was “social reastior “network support”, which
assessed how much support or discouragement ttieigeants received from others to
continue to date or be together as a couple. Tetmnsesocial network variable measured
was “social network overlap,” which assessed theréxhat the couples have shared
mutual friends. The third type of social networkighle measured if a partner liked the
other partner’s social networks. The questions@sk®ut the other partner’s family and
the other partner’s closest friends. The dependmmdble measured relationship quality
using three separate measures: “love” (i.e., howmtlke participants felt they loved
their partners), relationship satisfaction, andtrehship commitment.

The variable of “social reactions” or “network g@ot” (support or
discouragement for the relationship) was positivelgted to all three measures of
relationship quality, and these relationships vetagistically significant. Further,
Sprecher and Felmlee (1992) found that increase®dges over time in social support/
network support were consistently and strongly @issed with increases/decreases in the
levels of love, satisfaction, and commitment. Spee@and Felmlee also found some
gender differences in regard to impact of supportauples’ stability. They found that
the more support women received from their familg &iends, the more stable were
their relationships. On the other hand, suppornfroen’s social network did not have

significant effects on dissolution rates.
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The extent of liking the other partner’s networkaswot found to explain
any additional variance not already explained kiyoek support or network overlap.
Finally, network overlap only seemed to have atpaseffect for males at Time
3 satisfaction. At Time 1, it had a negative effiectmales in regard to “love” and a
negative effect for males and females in rega@btomitment. The authors suggest
that network overlap is not a significant and pesipredictor of relationship quality
because its effect may be mediated entirely byasteetwork support.”

Overall, Sprecher and Felmlee (1992) found stsarmgport, in their three-wave
longitudinal study of romantic couples, for theiontthat social network support is a
significant and positive predictor of perceptiofisedationship quality. Their study had
some strengths: It was longitudinal with three datidection points, it had a total of 101
couples (202 individuals) participating, and measwrere used that had already been
developed and tested by other researchers. Onéddcavio this study was the sample’s
lack of diversity (97.5% were White and 86.6% weriddle or upper middle class)
which negatively impacts external validity. Alss, mentioned before, there can be
differences in social ties and networks for peagleolor. Finally, this study examined
young college aged couples, without children, aogdtrof these students lived on
campus. Social support may be very different fetualent living with friends at college
versus a person living on their own with their part

However, although this study by Sprecher and Fe#n(1992) examined
unmarried college students, the results still sagtiee importance of social support on

relationship satisfaction, “love” in the relatiomghcommitment to the relationship, and
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longevity of the relationship. This study suppamsl confirms other research about the
impact social support has on couples’ relationships

Previous studies have also found that low leveksupfport from one’s own and/or
from one’s partner’s networks predict deterioratddmomantic relationships and positive
social support can have a positive and linearioglahip with romantic involvement
(e.g., Parks et al., 1983). The nature of socippstt and its potential negative
interference across the stages of a couple’s doprtss also been examined (e.qg.,
Johnson & Milardo, 1984).

Parks et al. (1983) hypothesized that five charesties of social network
involvement (positive perceived support from a pels own network, positive perceived
support from the partner’s network, amount of comioation with the partner’s
network, attraction to the partner’s network, aandge of contact with the partner’s
network) would be interrelated and that each ndtwbaracteristic would be positively
associated with romantic involvement. To test thgpothesis, they obtained a sample of
193 students (94 males and 99 females) at a cdiggelvertising in the campus
newsletter and using handbills. The participantsthabe currently involved in
heterosexual romantic relationships. Cohabitatmgptes, married couples, and couples
having a partner living outside the local area wereeligible for the study. The
participants were in a coupled relationship anywteym less than two weeks to 72
months. The median time together was 11.04 momttishee average age of the
participants was 19 years olf}= 1.66).

Data was collected from an extensive questionraitemeasures were created by

Parks et al. (1983) to assess the five areas ofonktinvolvement and to assess the
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dependent variable of romantic involvement. Thelteshowed that romantic
involvement and network involvement are closelyagded with each other and found
strong positive relationships among all the factérpositive, linear association was
found between romantic involvement and support fthennetwork in general. This
positive linear relationship was also was founduMeein romantic involvement and any
one sector of the network in particular. Suppartfrone’s own network was more
strongly linked to romantic involvement than suggoym the partner’s network.

Although Parks et al.’s (1983) study was oldehat! results similar to those
found by Sprecher and Felmlee’s study (1992), whisb focused on young unmarried
college students. It again emphasized the imposgtahthe social support network’s
influence on a couple’s well-being and stability.

Johnson and Milardo (1984) in their study wantedxamine “negative
interference” from the network (i.e., oppositiontieé social network towards the
couples’ relationship) and its relation to couplegationships. Specifically they
anticipated changes in reactions from the socialorx as the couple goes through the
stages of courtship. Very early on in a coupleati@hship, Johnson and Milardo
anticipated no network interference but then wheouple gets more serious, and their
relationships can infringe on relationships withest in the social network, they
expected some opposition from the network. Thisogfiwn could be the first task that
the couple must work through to survive as a caufien in later stages of courtship
continued opposition from the network was anti@patesulting in negative
consequences for the network (i.e., withdrawahefd¢ouple from the network). Once the

couple gets engaged and the marriage is immin@atesponse of the network was
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anticipated to shift from opposition to encouraget@# both the couple’s bond with one
another and their bonds with family and friendsug,hJohnson and Milardo anticipated
network interference to be curvililinearly relatedthe couple’s level of involvement.

To test their hypotheses, Johnson and Milardo (L6Btained a simple random
sample of 750 respondents from Pennsylvania Staiteetsity. They had mailed letters
and guestionnaires to a total of 1,492 studenthesphad approximately a 50% response
rate for their study. They measured degree ofiogiship involvement (if any) and
degree of network interference and they found stdpotheir hypothesis that level of
network interference varies across stages of sop&hip. They also found that the
strength of the network’s reactions to couplesti@bighips is a function of several factors
including proximity and the qualities of the roletbe network member (the investment
of network member to the person’s past and futereldpment). Johnson and Milardo
found in their sample that negative interference gr@atest when its source was
immediate kin compared with friends and other re¢st Thus close family members
residing near the couple may have more impact eroluple than family living farther
away and/or than people not as emotionally closkéa@ouple.

Some limitations to this study include the issus the sample was comprised of
young college aged students many of whom livedaonpus. Only 5% lived with their
significant other and one third of their sampleor@d no dating relationships at the time
of their study. Social networks can be differentdollege students in campus housing
then adults living on their own with their partners

However, this study by Johnson and Milardo (1983taimed a large random

sample and their findings were consistent with otheearch. Related to this dissertation
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study, their research illustrates the importanceoaial network on a couple’s

functioning. It also shows that if the network mearib connections with a person are
strong and if the network member is in close geplgiaproximity to the person, their
negative interference can more severely impachermpérson and their relationship. Thus
it shows that social ties which are not supportare] instead are negative, can adversely
impact on a couple’s well-being.

For the present dissertation study, which looketbhabitating and/or married
couples, studies of heterosexual married coupldgteir social networks are more
directly related. In one of those studies focusednarried couples, Bryant and Conger
(1999) looked at three areas of social networlugrice: support specifically for the
relationship (network members’ messages of appravdldisapproval), affective overlap
(couples who have and maintain shared networksl)ganeral personal support (feeling
generally supported in life). The first two areasrevexplored in Sprecher and Felmlee’s
(1992) study, but Bryant and Conger added the “ggmpersonal support” domain and
did not explore the degree of how much couplesthier partners’ support systems.
Their outcome variable (dependent variable) ofregewas marital success which they
defined in terms of satisfaction, commitment, atadbity.

Bryant and Conger (1999) study began in 1989 abdesjuent interviews
occurred in 1991, 1992, and 1994. The data analyaetk from a total of 451 rural
White families living in eight adjacent countiesarMidwestern state. In 1989, the
median age of the husbands was 39 years old anddétimn age of the wives was 37
years old. To participate, the families had to hiawe parents and at least two children:

One had to have been ifi grade and one had to have been within 4 yeargeofathe
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child in 7" grade. The families were recruited from all pullie private schools in
communities of 6,500 or fewer in eight countiesud it was a total population sample of
all families living in the rural area of interestthe researchers. Of those eligible, about
79% agreed to participate.

Personal visits were made to these families byriteeviewers twice per year.
These interviews included administration of questares and conducting a series of
videotaped discussion tasks. Each family membemaak$10 per hour for
participating. The items in the questionnaires messthe areas of social support
specifically for the relationship, affective overléa measure of the network members
shared by both spouses and liked by both spoyserspnal support, and marital success.
Some of the items were constructed by Bryant anig€o(1999) and some of the items
were adapted from other instruments (e.qg., perssugdort was developed from an
adaption of the Interpersonal Support Evaluatiast L$EL, Cohen & Hoberman, 1983).

Bryant and Conger (1999) found that for husbanfifisctave overlap (shared
social networks with spouses) showed the next gastinassociation with marital success,
followed by personal support. For wives, persongip®rt (feeling generally supported in
life) showed the next highest association with tahsuccess, followed by affective
overlap. However, relationship-specific supportirek member’'s messages of
approval or disapproval) was the only significargdictor of marital success in their
structural equation models.

From their findings, Bryant and Conger (1999) arthat networks influence
couples’ relationships and that couples’ relatigosim turn influence the support they

receive. In other words, as a couple receives mgpport from their social networks, the
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greater their satisfaction with their relationstapd the more stable the relationship
becomes. Likewise, as a couple’s relationship eexland is stable and

satisfying, the more network support the coupleirexs. Therefore, they conclude that
this is a cyclical process.

Some strengths of this study include that a laegaple was obtained and it was a
longitudinal study spanning five years, with daddlection points occurring at four
different times. Also, it was a study that lookeédrerried couples. Much of the research
on networks and romantic involvement obtain samfotes college campuses and
examine unmarried couples most of whom live on asnphis study filled a gap in the
literature.

A limitation to this study was that it only lookedl White families residing in a

rural area. This study did not look at how thaggpert systems may be the same or
different for members belonging to another raceggephic area, or socioeconomic
class. This lack of diversity does not allow ongémeralize to the population and thus
negatively impacts external validity. This is assoimportant limitation because support
systems can vary in many ways based on socioeceriewal, ethnicity, and community
(e.g., Miller-Cribbs & Farber, 2008). Thus, haviapomogeneous sample of largely
White respondents living in a rural mid-westerneaoéthe US can impact on the results
found.

Despite the limitations, these studies on hetergecouples and their social
networks suggest the importance of social suppoheterosexual couples’ relationships.

They also illustrate that both one’s own networll #re partner’'s network can impact on
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romantic involvement and different factors (e.¢pseness with the network members
and geographic proximity to the network members) lwa influential.

Children, impacted by their parents’ well-beingdjividually and as a couple),
also benefit from the positive effects of socighgort and from the moderating effects of
social support on stress. In addition to reapingefies from their parents’ social ties and
social support (e.g., Hamlett, Pellergrini & Kat892; Wertlieb, Weigel, & Feldstein,
1987), children can have their own social ties sungpbort system and this support is
important for their own well-being (e.g., Guest &B8ini, 2001; Guidubaldi &
Cleminshaw, 1983).

Studies have assessed the impact of social suppattildren in many areas of
life including children dealing with divorce, childod illness, discrimination, poverty,
and academic struggles. In the face of medicatshn studies have found that children
fare better if they and their parents have straugas support systems. For example,
Varni, Katz, Colegrove, and Dolgin (1994) conduckestudy on perceived social support
and adjustment of children with newly diagnosedceanThey found that children who
perceived more classmate social support reportedrfdepressive symptoms and their
parents reported fewer behavior problems. Hamtett €1992) examined the stress on
family when dealing with childhood chronic illnessyd they found that mothers who
perceived their own social support system to ber@italso reported fewer child
behavioral problems. Similarly, Visconti (2005) essed parental stress and child
behavioral adjustment in children with Congenitaldrt Disease (CHD). She found that
those parents who experienced the lowest levedtreds also reported the highest

amount of social support, and the parents who éxpezd the highest levels of stress
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reported lower amount of social support and morlel diehavior problems. One of her
conclusions was that there are benefits of soajgbart for families of children with
medical conditions.

Guest and Biasini (2001) examined if social suppopacts on children living in
poverty and found that social support was founbeg@ne possible mediator of the
child’s reported stress on their self-esteem. heptvords, enhancing children’s social
support may positively influence their self-esteémturn, self-esteem can impact other
areas of the child’s life including achieving goatsl academic performance.

In a study assessing the impact of family suppgstesns on children’s academic
and social functioning after divorce, Guidubalddaeminshaw (1983) found that
support systems have substantial effects on thé'slschool adjustment. The availability
of helpful relatives, including in-laws, the avéilkty of friends and paid care child care,
a positive relationship between the child and thecastodial parent, and the custodial
parent’s activities in both occupational and ediocal endeavors emerged as
significantly related to child performance.

These studies illustrate the importance of socippsrt to a child’s well-being:
emotionally, behaviorally, and academically. Théspallustrate the connections between
parents’ perceiving adequate social support fandedves, and the related associations
with child behavior and child performance.

As a whole these studies, which examined socigd@tls impact on heterosexual
families (as individuals, couples, and childrempwed how vital social support is in the
areas of emotional, relationship, and physicalthedherefore, it is essential that more is

learned about social support and gay and lesbrailiés, including their sources of
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social support and how their use of support islantifferent than their heterosexual

counterparts.

The Importance o$ocial Support Networks for Gay and Lesbian Couples Families

The relation of social support to the quality of gand lesbian relationships has
been studied. The current research overall findsdbuples do better with more support,
regardless of the source of that support (e.gdaio& Deluty, 2000; Kurdek, 1988).

The research also finds that gay and lesbian cseuefel to find much of their support
from friends, and not as much support from fanelgpecially when compared to
heterosexual couples (e.g., Julien, Chartrand, g€ 999; Kurdek, 2001).

In two earlier studies, Kurdek (1988) and Murph9g&9) found that social
support impacts aspects of a couple’s adjustmamntddk (1988) found that high social
support, particularly by partners and friends, wasitively related to psychological
adjustment. Frequency of support from family waselated to adjustment, which
Kurdek (1988) attributed to the importance of thg gnd lesbian community for many
gay and lesbian persons. Murphy specifically exaahitme role of parents of the lesbian
couples in connection to the quality of the lesldanples’ relationships. She found that
the perception of parents’ attitudes toward thepteuhe partner, and the daughter’s
lesbianism does affect relationship quality. Mageent studies echo the results that
social support has an impact on aspects of a ceuglationship.

Specifically, Jordan and Deluty (2000) investigiiige relationship between
lesbians’ disclosure of their sexual orientatiothwiositive and negative emotionality,

social support, and relationship satisfaction. btam a large sample, Jordan and Deluty
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distributed 1500 questionnaires (which were devedidior this study) to women involved
in a lesbian relationship. A total of 517 (34.5%@revreturned, and 18 of the 517 had
insufficient data for the analysis. Thus, they hadtal sample of 499 participants. For
this particular study, Jordan and Deluty only imigld 305 participants who reported
being in a serious relationship with one woman. 308 participants were mostly White
(85.6%) and 96% had at least some college.

There were six independent variables used forstioidy. The independent
variables were: extent disclosure of desbian identitywhich was assessed using two
measures)ocial suppor{which was assessed using the short form of tleeaB8upport
Questionnaire) (SSQR; Sarason, Sarason, Sheakmer&e, 1987)self-esteenfwhich
was assessed using the General Self-Worth subsicdie Adult Perception Scale)
(Messer & Harter, 1986@nxiety(which was assessed using the State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory) (Spielberger, 1983positive affectivitfwhich was assessed using the Well-
being scale of Tellegen’s Multidimensional Persdp&)uestionnaire) (Tellegen, 1985),
andinvolvement in a lesbian relationshiphe primary dependent variable was
relationship quality (satisfaction), assessed uSipgnier’'s (1976, 1989) Dyadic
Adjustment Scale (DAS).

Jordan and Deluty (2000) created a path analylsishihypothesized the
predicted pathways of direct and indirect effedtsamsal variables on effects variables.
After the analyses were done, a final pathway mea@el created. In this final model,
social support and extent of disclosure influeneationship quality in a positive

direction. In other words, the greater the extémtisclosure and the more social support
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received, the higher the level of relationshipsfattion. Discrepancy between partners’
level of self-disclosure resulted in less relatldpssatisfaction.

In sum, more social support from all sources(freends, relatives, co-workers)
resulted in a greater level of relationship satisfe, and this correlation was significant
at thep < .05 level. The extent of disclosure (opennessro#gg sexual orientation)
impacted social support and to a lesser extentétegaelationship satisfaction. Jordan
and Deluty (2000) suggested that disclosure magribeal to obtaining social support
and building a broader social support network. \dtihdisclosure, the individual loses
the ability to discuss both good and bad aspediseofelationship and the ability to find
support in the event of a crisis. This social suppwy be critical to the functioning of
the couple.

Jordan and Deluty (2000) study has some strengtiesstudy obtained a large
sample of 305 participants and although they atgbadhmostly White sample (85.6%),
this percent was lower than in some of the otheeaech (which generally had 90% or
more White participants). They also used scalastiqd already been widely used and
tested to measure some of their variables (e.@ni8ps 1976, 1989 Dyadic Adjustment
Scale).

One weakness of Jordan and Deluty’s (2000) stualy tivat their sample was
probably not representative of all lesbian wometalise people in nonprofessional jobs,
in a lower socioeconomic class, and people of cokne underrepresented. Disclosure
can be impacted by race/ethnic background (e.grighie% Grimes, 2000) and social

support networks can be influenced by economiaioistances (see Miller-Cribbs &
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Farber, 2008). Despite this drawback, this studgrefmore evidence of the importance
of social support systems on relationship satigfact

Kurdek (2001) assessed differences between heker@s@onparent)couples,
heterosexual (parent) couples, gay couples, abdhlesouples in five domains pertinent
to close relationships. Those five domains werdividual differences, relationship
schemas (i.e., what happens in the relationshig$, as intimacy, autonomy), conflict
resolution, social support, and relationship qualit

Kurdek (2001) obtained participants from two sepatongitudinal studies: one
in which heterosexual married couples were paditip and one in which gay and
lesbian couples were participants. In both studiegen annual assessments were
obtained from each group of couples. The sampkefsizeach sub-group at each of the
seven data collection points was as follows: heexoal parentsy(= 90, 88, 75, 66, 61,
56, 50), heterosexual nonparents=( 108, 88, 59, 50, 40, 33, 29), gay nonparemts (
150, 132, 122, 120, 114, 74, 66), and lesbian nemps 6 = 102, 92, 84, 76, 108, 90,
104). Both partners of each couple were mailedtidainsurveys. Of note, the gay and
lesbian couples were cohabitating but there weneegoirements for how long the gay
and lesbian couples had to be cohabitating. Aloghay and lesbian partners that were
also parents were not identified, so parenthoadstaas not teased out with the gay and
lesbian groups yet the heterosexual groups weigaol based on parenthood status.

The data on the variables of interest to Kurdeld{3Qvere obtained from
different instruments which had been tested and irsether studies. To measure the
domain of individual differences, eight differenstruments were used to assess life

satisfaction, private self-consciousness, perspetéking, expressiveness, dysfunctional
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beliefs about relationships, the “big five” persiiyatraits (i.e., neuroticism,

extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and caimesaess), facets of neuroticism, and
attachment styles. To measure the domain of relstiip schemas four different
instruments were used to assess affective expresradic cohesion; intimacy,
autonomy, and equality; and interdependence. Teuneahe domain of conflict
resolution, four measures were used to assesgatig# arguing, consensus, conflict
resolution styles, and communication styles. Tosueathe domain of social support,
two measures were used to assess sources of sapdabcial support satisfaction. To
measure the domain of relationship quality (appita$the relationship), three measures
were used to assess relationship satisfaction, ¢conemt to the relationship, and level of
positivity/negativity in the relationship.

Since the domain of social support is related i® ¢hrrent dissertation study,
more specifics about the measures Kurdek (2001 iessmeasure social support is
examined. The two measures utilized were the Sareisal.’s (1987) Social Support
Scale (satisfaction of social support) and SpreahdrFelmlee’s (1992) measures of
reactions from members of one’s social network telationship (sources of support).
Sarason et al.’s (1987) instrument has respondesets six point response format (1 =
very dissatisfiedé =very satisfiejito indicate how satisfied they are with support
received in six areas. It had a Cronbach alphthissummed composite score of .92 and
it is a widely used instrument to measure satigfaaif social support. Sprecher and
Felmlee’s instrument used a nine-point responsadbof1 =not at all 9 =quite a lo} to
index the level of approval and support for thepies relationship from the following

four sources: own family, partner’s family, ownefnids, and partner’s friends.



57

Kurdek’s (2001) findings in the area of social gogt echoed previous studies
(Bryant & Demian, 1994; Kurdek & Schmitt, 1987).e8ffically he found that gay and
lesbian partners obtained little support for tmelationships from family members, and
reported lower levels of approval for their relasbip from their own family than did
partners from heterosexual nonparent couples. ffaetsizes of these differences
were among the largest obtained in his study. hirest, lesbian couples reported higher
levels of approval for their relationships fromefnds (their own friends and friends of
their partners) than the heterosexual nonparerglesuKurdek (2001) raised an
interesting question: Does strong support frormfteebuffer couples from a lack of
support from family?

Differences were also found between heterosexugbarent couples and
heterosexual parent couples in the domain of seagport. Partners from parent couples
reported less overall satisfaction with social supghan those from nonparent couples.
Partners from parent couples also reported lessymogquality and more negative quality
than those from nonparent couples. These findingslifferent than some other findings
from studies on heterosexual families. KnoesterBggebeen (2006) found that
fatherhood increased men’s social ties to famiyanson and Milardo (1984) asserted
and found evidence that as a couple goes throwgbtéiges of courtship, ultimately
family becomes encouraging and supportive of cauttlat stay together and marry. One
would infer from Johnson and Milardo’s study tHastpositive movement in support
from family would continue once a couple had clardrfurther entrenching that couple
as a unit. On the other hand, Kurdek’s (2001) study lend possible support to

Kalmuss et al.’s (1992) findings that for those wWiawe high expectations of social
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support before parenthood, satisfaction with satiglport is low regardless of support
received after parenthood.

Kurdek’s (2001) study had many strengths inclgdhe large sample size, the
fact that it was a longitudinal study with sevetedeollection points, the use of multiple
instruments for each domain, and the utilizatiomafely used and tested instruments to
measure the five domain areas.

One significant limitation to Kurdek’s (2001) studsas the lack of controlling for
the parenthood status for the gay and lesbian sulpg. This is especially a problem
because Kurdek (2001) included both heterosexugbar@nts and heterosexual parents
in his study, and their responses were analyzeorditg to parenthood status. Also,
since Kurdek (2001) specifically wanted to compamd contrast different types of
couples having this area unknown is problematiotAer limitation was that the couples
were not matched on demographic variables.

This study, despite its limitations, supports ottesearch regarding the perceived
lack of support gay and lesbian couples receiva fiaamily and the perceived support
they do receive from friends (e.g., Kurdek, 198&stén, 1991). It also raises the
guestion about parenthood and social support baséd findings with the heterosexual
groups.

Kurdek (2004) did another comparison study betwestarosexual married
couples (parents, = 80), heterosexual married couples (nonparents]46), gay
couples (nonparents,= 80), and lesbian couples (honparents,53), and he again
examined five domains of the couples’ relationsteglth. Kurdek (2004) was interested

to know how gay couples and lesbian couples compiheheterosexual married
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couples. Differences between heterosexual paredtt@terosexual nonparents were not
of central interest in this particular study.

The couples were again obtained from the samedwngitudinal studies (see
Kurdek, 2001 discussion), but additional data @biéa points occurred. Also, Kurdek
(2004) did not include any gay/lesbian couples tete parents. In the previous study
(2001) parenthood status was not assessed foagtiiegpian couples and in this study
Kurdek (2004) defended the decision not to inclgag/lesbian parents because the
majority of gay and lesbian cohabitating couplesdhnildless. Also, in this study the
heterosexual parents were used as the referengp.gro

The five domains of relationship health explonedurdek’s (2004) study were
psychological adjustment, personality traits, relahip styles, conflict resolution, and
social support. Social support was included becattse partners’ relationship is
embedded in other relationships—such as thosefantily members and friends—that
affect how partners behave toward one another @qyr2004, p. 882).

In the area of social support, Kurdek (2004) ubedsame two measures as he did
in Kurdek (2001) (i.e., the Sarason et al. [198¢]item support scale, and questions
developed by Sprecher and Felmlee [1992] regangengeptions of support from four
sources: members of their own family, members eir thartner’s family, their own
friends, and their partner’s friends). Results echthe findings from Kurdek (2001)
showing that gay partners and lesbian partnexseped less support for their
relationships from their own family and from thpartner’s family than did heterosexual

parents. Lesbian partners also perceived more sufgpdheir relationships from their
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own friends than heterosexual parents did. Theydfidinot find differences between
heterosexual nonparents and heterosexual parewtsyosocial support score.

Interestingly, when differences between type-afgie were found in the
Kurdek (2004) study, 78% of these differences iatdid that gay partners and lesbian
partners functioned better than heterosexual par{beit most effects were small in
size). The only area where gay partners and legi@gners fared less well than
heterosexual partners was in perceived levels@éksupport from family members.

One of the limitations in this follow-up study wasing heterosexual parents as
the reference group. Since Kurdek (2004) specifieaicluded gay/lesbian parents from
this study, it seems misguided to then comparentbigparent gay/lesbian group with
heterosexual parents. Further, it would make mensesto compare the gay/lesbian
nonparents with the heterosexual nonparents edlyesirece data was collected in this
study on that group.

Nevertheless, Kurdek’s (2004) study also has ssigreficant strengths including
its large sample size, the fact that it was a itoiignal study spanning many years, and
the use of widely used and tested instruments.  thesonclusions, though tentative,
are important and relevant to this dissertatiodystdgain it supports gay/lesbian
couples’ perceptions of little support from famégd more support from friends.

Another comparative study between heterosexuabagdind lesbian couples in
regard to social networks and social support wadio 1999 by Julien et al., who
hypothesized that gay/lesbian couples would hawerféamily members and more
friends in their separate and joint networks thatetosexual couples. They also

hypothesized that gay and lesbian couples woulé Ranship ties that provided fewer
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kinds of support than their heterosexual countésp@onversely, they hypothesized that
gay and lesbian couples ties with friends would/gt® more kinds of support than
friendship ties with heterosexual couples. Thep alsggested that gay/lesbian couples
would share a larger proportion of their networ&rthheterosexual couples.

For their study, Julien et al. (1999) obtainedmgle of 133 cohabitating couples.
There were a total of 266 individuals and all wéfieite, French-speaking residents of
Montreal, Canada and its suburbs. There were S¥dsetxual married couples, 50
gay couples, and 33 lesbian couples. The coupleadh of these groups had to have
been living together for at least two years, andesof the couples had children.
However, parenting status as well as the numbehitdren was not examined as
independent variables in the analysis. It showdd 8k noted that the heterosexual
couples had on average more children than the mghyesbian couples.

Both partners of each couple were asked to complett of questionnaires and
participated in a 45-minute structured interviewatitheir social network. The two
partners were interviewed in separate adjacent soéwor all the analyses, the couple
was the unit of analysis.

This study examined “conjugal” adjustment of theme and the structural
characteristics of the social networks. Conjug@listchent was measured with an
adapted version of the Marital Adjustment Test & Wallace, 1959). This
instrument has high internal consistency (splif-hal .90), good concurrent validity (r =
.86) with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier,7)98@nd excellent validity regarding
discriminating between adjusted and unadjustedlesugulien et al. (1999) adopted

their version of this instrument to eliminate amgnder-specific wording.
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The structural characteristics of social networleswmeasured with a French
version of the Northern California Community Studterview Schedule (NCCS;
McCallister & Fischer, 1978). The NCCS showed gd@triminating validity in urban
and rural populations and in adjusted and unadjusiteerican heterosexual couples.
Each participant’s particular social network (efdends, family of origin, extended
family, co-workers) was also examined, includingegermination of whether these
people were part of a joint network (shared by diwple) or part of an independent
network of each partner.

Julien et al. (1999) found that both gay and keslmouples shared a larger portion
of their social network than did the heterosexwaiptes. Also, the joint network of
same-gender couples comprised more friends thgwoititenetwork of heterosexual
couples. In looking at proportions of kin to friendheir findings showed same-gender
couples having a larger proportion of friends to tkian the heterosexual couples.
Overall, Julien et al. (1999) found no differenbetween the network structures of gay
and lesbian couples, and they were similar in sgviBmensions of conjugal processes.
They did find a tendency for different predictofonjugal adjustment. Specifically the
predictors were friend-related for gay couples fighd-and kin-related for lesbian
couples.

For heterosexual couples Julien et al. (1999) fabhatthe women tended to have
more kin than husbands in the joint network. Thiasy concluded that kin support may
be a crucial factor for harmony in women'’s intimeg&ationships, irrespective of their
sexual orientation.

Julien et al. (1999) acknowledged that the presefhchildren was not a
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controlled variable in their study, so they weralle to examine the influence of the
presence of children on the characteristics ottheles’ social networks. They
suggested that future research could examine whigttséng children accounts for some
of the sexual orientation effects they found. Alb® measures used in this study have
been normed for American English-speaking heteraslecouples and this could have
potentially impacted on their results. The couplese primarily White, middle class,
and from a large metropolitan area so results argeneralizable and the lack of
diversity negatively impacts on external validi&mnally, once the sample was split into
sub-groups, the sample size was not as large &yses (i.e., 50 heterosexual married
couples, 50 gay couples, and 33 lesbian couples).

The strengths of this study, though, included thatinstruments used to measure
the variables were tested and the total samplinéostudy was large (133 couples, 266
individuals). Thus, even though this study has sbmiations, it still provides more
evidence for the importance of social support sgstéor couples, and provides more
evidence for the differences of sources of supjporyjay/lesbian couples and
heterosexual couples. In a recent review of rebdéerature about the social support
and functioning of lesbian-headed families, Spezsadd Gopalakrishna (2004) reported
that for lesbian mothers, issues involving soaigdmort emerged, including inconsistent
support from the lesbian community at large and &é&ow their children would be

treated because of their mothers’ sexual orienmtatio

Gay and Lesbian Couples: Managing their Intergetiereaal Relationships

Focusing on gay and lesbian intergenerational atippaSala (2001, 2002)
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explored the impact of being partnered and itdimavith family support.
Differences between gay men and lesbians in magdléir intergenerational
relationships were also examined.

LaSala’s (2001) qualitative study found that hgvanpartner was important to
lesbians’ intergenerational relationships. For gtigly 40 self-identified lesbians (in 20
couples) were interviewed separately about thé&atiomships with their parents.

LaSala (2001) developed a standardized intervietopol of open ended questions
regarding perceptions of parental attitudes abweit tesbianism and how parental
opinions affected their relationships.

One result from this study was that many of theneo interviewed
felt that there had been an improvement over tmy@arental attitudes. Initially, when
these women came out to their parents, 34 encadthparental disapproval and 23
experienced hostile reactions and/or rejectiontithe went on, the women reported
an improvement in parental attitudes . Howevesas a blend of support and
disapproval. Even with this parental disapprovas, inajority of the women interviewed
did not feel that it substantially affected thelationships with their partners.

Additionally, for most of the couples, having atpar had a beneficial influence
on these family relationships. Many of the partreensported and pushed respondents to
maintain contact with their families. The partnelso acted as a buffer in problematic
relationships with parents. There were some insgrtbiough, where this action caused
conflict and strain in the couple’s relationshipeEe instances occurred with participants

who had the most rejecting and negative parents.
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In a later paper, LaSala (2002) compared how gayane lesbians managed
their intergenerational relationships. The study aaample of 80 respondents
(recruiting 20 self-identified gay male couplesifrthe Albany, N.Y. area and using data
from the LaSala 2001 study of 20 self-identifiesldan couples). The couples had to be
cohabitating and each respondent had to havesitdea living parent at the time of the
interview. Of the 80 participants, 72 were non-Hisic White (90%). The length of time
the gay men couples were together ranged fromdifihm to 27 years with a mean of
6.89 years$D =5.13). Four men were parents (two from previousrosexual
marriages and one couple where both men co-paremtedhildren they adopted
together). The length of time the lesbian couplesawogether ranged from one to 22
years, with a mean of 6.5 yea&) = 3.65). Six women were parents (three from
previous heterosexual marriages and three concehiwten through alternative
insemination while in their current lesbian relastips.

In keeping with the results from LaSala (2001¢, plarent’s distress and
disapproval when the respondents first came oselexd as time passed for 38 of
the 80 respondents. However, ten respondents (@miien and two men) reported
that their parents still strongly disapproved ditlsexual orientation. A total of 14
respondents (six men and eight women) reporteditegbarental disapproval negatively
impacted on their relationships with their partnétewever, 33 of the 40 gay male
respondents defended their partner relationshipmsigthe parental disapproval and
most of the lesbian participants did the same.

LaSala (2002) noted that the lesbian participantphasized the importance of

family connections, and although they were awangapéntal disapproval, they were able
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to identify intergenerational support and its béseb their relationships with their
partners. Also, the lesbian participants were nmckned to seek harmonious inter-
generational connections. Gay men, converselyggtal emphasize the importance of
independence from their parents. LaSala (2002)esigd as a result, that coupled gay
men may be able to tolerate distancing from fargvilghout consequence to their
relationships with their partners), whereas coupgstiians may avoid conflict with
family for the sake of the family peace (withouhsequence to their relationships with
their partners).

A limitation of LaSala’ s research was the homamensample which was largely
White (90%) and from the NY/NJ area. Also, the skengiizes of 40 for the 2001 study
and 80 for the 2002 paper were small. However,rgttaat in-depth interviews were
conducted, a sample of 80 respondents is a sdatsfssample for qualitative study.

Also, LaSala’s (2001, 2002) research did not siggd on the impact, if any, of
parenthood on social networks and intergenerati@ialionships. Since small samples
were used, and perhaps because of the very snhadlasuple of lesbian and gay parents,
LaSala (2002) found no themes regarding the eft#qgbsrenthood on intergenerational
relationships. Despite these limitations, thoughSala’'s research provides some insights
into the influences of intergenerational influemeel interactions on gay and lesbian
couples.

In summation, the research shows that althoogtesgay and lesbian couples
may get less support from families than some hsénaal couples, the extent of how it
impacts on the couple’s adjustment and satisfact@oies. Factors such as type of couple

(i.e., gay male or lesbian), extent of negativityni parents/family members, extent of
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other social support resources (e.g., friends, odkars), may influence a couple’s
reactions to low levels of family support. Othenargraphic factors (e.g., age, race, and

gender) also play a role in the nature and extesd@al support systems.

Influences of Age, Ethnicity and Race, Socioecomo8tatus, Parental Divorce,

and Gender on Social Support Systems

Age

Carstensen (1992) in a longitudinal study fourat interaction frequency
and satisfaction with acquaintances declined ascpeants aged from 18 to 50
years old. Further, the respondents increased @ontth a select group of social
partners and developed closer more satisfyingioglstips within that select group.
From results of this and other studies, Carste(i5@92) proposed a theory. Carstensen’s
(1993, 1995) socioemotional selectivity theory pebithat as individuals age, they
narrow their social networks to devote more ofrtleenotional resources to fewer
relationships with close friends and family. Thédestive narrowing of the support
system helps the person to maximize gains and rnEainsks. It also proposed that there
are two social motives—information seeking and @omotegulation—that vary in
importance across the life span.

Lansford, Sherman, and Antonucci (1998) testedogmeotional selectivity
theory using data from three cohorts of nationgdjyresentative samples to see if the
size of their network differed by age, cohort, othb Results supported this theory.

Lansford et al. found that more older adults thannger adults were satisfied with the
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current size of their social networks and did nahiMarger social networks, and these
results were consistent across all three cohorts.

Other theories also posited reasons for the nangof support systems as
people age. Activity theory (Maddox 1963, 1965)ates] that older people would want
more social contact but social and physical obstaichpeded their ability
to obtain that contact (e.g., deaths of loved ofakng health, retirement).
Disengagement theory (Cumming & Henry, 1961) pdditet decreased
social interactions as people age are the adapsdts of a mutual withdrawal of
the individual from society and society from thdiindual as the aging person prepares
for death. A common denominator of all three the®is the acknowledgement of a
decrease in the breadth of a person’s social ngta®pne ages. Age was examined as a
possible confounding variable for this present gtigen its possible impact on a

respondent’s support network .

Ethnicity and Race

Gays and lesbians have different ethnic, racrad, @iltural identities; these may
present them with unique issues and challengeggard to social support and family
ties, Asian-Americans, African-Americans, and MexicAmericans can be more
reluctant to come out to their families than WHhitaericans, perceiving their families
and community as more rejecting of same gendentatien (e.g., Chan, 1989; Clark,
1983; Merighi & Grimes, 2000; Shernoff, 1998).

At times, identifying as gay/lesbian may seemeiguire negating one’s
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ethnic/racial background and vice versa. Chan (188plained that, for an Asian-
American, identifying as a gay man may be percebsethe family of origin as rejection
of his traditional family values and cultural hage. Thus, an Asian-American gay man
may negate his gay identity, at least within hiwily of origin. As a result, he may have
a dual identity—one within the family or origin ande within the gay community—
each with its own cultural identification.

Thus, cultural norms of deference to family valaas influence a person’s
decision regarding whether to pursue lifestyles jtaagainst their family of origin’s
values (e.g., whether or not to live an open gapibm lifestyle). In a study of 218 Asian
American adolescents (sexual orientation was resttified), Ying, Coombs, and Lee
(1999) found that at the “age of achievement” inlascence the majority of this group
continued to espouse the Eastern values of defeigmt respect towards their parents
and family elders in contrast to their European Acaa peers who valued separation
and individuation.

Shernoff (1998) reported that African-Americaly gaen are at times torn
between two communities that may reject them: tlaxelBcommunity with its
potential homophobia and the gay White communityis potential racism. Families
of origin which can provide a buffer against saglieliscrimination for people of color,
can also be rejecting because of sexual orientaBlater (1995) explains that for
lesbians of color fear of being cut off by theimiéies after coming out carries particular
weight. This is because mainstream society devahessnonwhite heritages and
cultures thus making ties to families irreplacedbleghese women. Slater asserts that the

risks of being shunned by their families due to bphobia are especially serious. For
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these reasons, race was also examined as a passiibeinding variable for this present

study because it can impact on family relationslapd social network.

Socioeconomic Status (Income and Education)

Some research suggests that in and around comesuwith many poor families,
the ability of kin and other informal social netwsito provide relationship-based
resources and provide concrete resources may bedifsee Miller-Cribbs & Farber,
2008). Kin networks may stretch the few resourbey tiave beyond their limits—
getting a constant barrage of requests to helghaxohg limited resources to provide that
help. Thus, individuals that have lower incomeslikedy to report lower levels of
perceived family solidarity and closeness, have temtact with network members, and
have social ties with individuals who are similarrtypoverished or worse off than
themselves (Miller-Cribbs & Farber, 2008). On thlees hand, those family members
who have higher incomes and higher levels of educdiave been found to be more
likely to provide financial assistance to a pam@na child in need, and similarly adult
children are more likely to provide physical assise to aging parents with poor health
(e.g., Hoyert, 1989; Rossi & Rossi, 1990).

In regard to geographic mobility, which can impatopportunity to access
support systems, the U.S. Census Bureau (2004h}ifthat education accounted for
only small differences in moving rates. Howeveryvers with a bachelor’'s degree were
more likely to have moved longer distances (23%rtamnade an interstate move
compared with 15% of those with less than a higtosteducation making an interstate

move). Further, those with graduate degrees hase foeind to be more likely to move
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500 miles or more and be the least likely to masas ithan 50 miles compared with
groups with less education. Thus, although stude® found that those family members
with higher incomes and higher educations are ke to provide help to family in
need, they also may be more likely to live farttlistances from their family. Due to the
possible impact that socioeconomic status can bavaipport systems, socioeconomic
status (assessed by education level) was exammagassible confounding variable for

this present study.

Parental Divorce

Since the 1960’s, the rate of divorcéhm United States has nearly doubled, but
has declined slightly since hitting a high pointhe early 1980’s (Dafoe Whitehead &
Popenoe, 2005). For the average couple marryitigeitunited States, the lifetime
probability of separation or divorce is between3@percent (Dafoe Whitehead &
Popenoe). Divorce can impact on family connectiems intergenerational relationships
in many ways, and can hinder or enhance thoseaesdips depending on many factors
(e.g., remarriage, geographic proximity, familywief the divorce).

In a review on American kinship, Johnson (200@preed that three years after a
divorce 34% of the divorcing adult children hadstgyer bonds with their parents and
still depended on them for help whereas 31% ofiitiercing adult children had
remarried and had established a new nuclear famtilgh was relatively isolated from
their kin. Johnson further reported that the remngii35% of the divorcing adult children
had developed kinship networks consisting of re¢stifrom their new marriage, their

former marriage, and their blood relatives.
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Adults whose parents had divorced also have vgryuicomes regarding bonds
with their parents, grandparents, and extendedigsnBtudies that have dealt with long-
term consequences of divorce generally find thatetimotional bonds between children
and parents weaken in later life, and that thesjgecially true for adult children’s
relations with their nonresidential fathers (eAJnato & Booth, 1997; Bengston, Biblarz,
& Roberts, 2002; Hetherington & Kelly, 2002; Silgtgin & Bengston, 1997).

Conversely, a study done by Ahrons and Tanner3Rfaund that most adult
children felt that their relationships with theatliers 20 years after parental divorce had
either improved or remained stable over time. Talep found that custody did not
directly impact reported changes in the qualityathtionships with their fathers. Factors
that were associated with worsening relationshyzs tme between adult children and
their fathers were father remarriage (especialtifefadult children’s relationships with
step-mothers and step-siblings were seen as neydtw father involvement in early
post-divorce years, and increased inter-parent#licb Ahrons and Tanner found that
although inter-parental conflict negatively impatte relationships between adult
children and their fathers, it did not impact olatenships between adult children and
their mothers. This finding was consistent withesthterature that shows that the bonds
between the mothers and children appear to beggraver time (e.g., Bengston et al.,

2002).

Gender
Men and women have been found to have some diffesein how they acquire

and how they manage their social connections @tedgenerational relationships.
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Women are more likely to define themselves in teofrtheir social connections and men
are more likely to define themselves in terms efrtautonomous achievements (Cross
& Madson, 1997). Also, women tend to maintain tegghionds with family of origin than
do men (e.g., Bott, 1971) and may benefit more than from social support (Flaherty &
Richman, 1989). Support from their families mayabe&ucial factor in harmony in their
coupled relationships (Julien et al., 1999).

In a heterosexual marriage, if couples experigiffeulties, the husbands are
more dependent on their wives for support anditesmed to mobilize their network
than their wives (e.g., Belle, 1987; Dunkel-Scheft®lkman, & Lazarus, 1987; Julien &
Markman, 1991). Also, the wives’ information abth relationship is found to be a
better predictor than the husband’s informationualtiee relationship regarding marital
outcomes (Karney, Bradbury, Fincham, & Sullivan94p Thus, women are considered
to be the “kin keepers” and relationship experts.

Thus, as Kurdek (2001) points out, lesbian couplag benefit from having
two people that are able to access social netwgrg@t and are “expert” in
relationships. Conversely, Kurdek (2001) wondegay men will suffer from having
two people who are more autonomous and less atlapt@ssing social support.

However, gay men and lesbian women are less ltkefjhow communication
discrepancies based on gender (e.g., Julien, Al Turgeon, 1997). Thus, how
gender impacts on social support networks for gag and lesbian women, and the
extent of that impact, has been examined in sogentestudies (Kurdek, 2001; LaSala,
2002). Gender was examined as a possible confogmndiriable for this present study

because of the literature showing links betweerdgeand social networks.
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Limitations to the Research on Gay and Lesbiandders

Few Studies on Gay Male Parents

In the research area of this study—gay and legisaents and their support
systems—few studies could be found. Of the threreweed, two focused on lesbhian
parents only (i.e., the National Lesbian FamilydgtuGartrell et al., 1996, 1999, 2000,
2005; and Stiglitz, 1990) and one focused on bathand lesbian parents (i.e., Johnson
& O’Connor, 2002). Within the broader category afy@nd lesbian parenting (without a
specific focus on support systems), the majoritthefliterature found in general was
exclusively on lesbian parents and did not inclgdg men parents ( e.g., Koepke, Hare,
& Moran, 1992 whose study explored relationshipligygiaf lesbian couples with
children compared with lesbian couples withoutareih; Lott-Whitehead & Tully, 1992
whose study explored the family lives of lesbiartimeos; O’Connell, 1990 whose study
explored the developmental impact of a mother’bilgism on her adolescent children;
Patterson, 1994, whose study explored the developafehildren raised by lesbian
parents; and Patterson, 1995, whose study exptbrittien of lesbian parents and the
division of labor of lesbian couples). There wevenerous studies including gay men
couples, but typically they were not parents oep#rood status was not assessed.

Some studies found compared lesbian mothersheiirosexual mothers but
did not include comparisons with gay male pareats.( Brewaeys, Ponjaert, VanHall, &
Golombok, 1997 whose study looked at childhood bigreent and family functioning;
Flaks, Ficher, Masterpasqua, and Joseph, 1995 vétade looked at the relationships of

the mothers and their children; Tasker & Golomidd5, 1997 whose studies looked at
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children being raised in a lesbian family; Vanfreers, Ponjaert-Kristoffersen, &
Brewaeys, 2003 whose study looked at general fafmilgtioning; and Wendland, Byrn,
and Hill, 1996 whose study looked at the similagtand differences among the couples).
Although there has been some increase in resetrdies on gay men parents in the past
ten years (e.g., Johnson & O’Connor, 2002), thestill a gap in the literature on gay
men parents.

This lack of research on gay male parenting cbeld result of several factors. It
may in part be due to the suspicion that therdeaver gay men than lesbian women
choosing parenthood (thus representing a much esngbup to find). In fact, gagnd
lesbian parenting itself is seen as a small grotipimthe gay and lesbian community.
Kurdek (2004) stated that he chose childless gdyiesbian couples for his study

because the majority of gay and lesbian couplasoddive with children.

Lack of Diversity in Samples

In much of the research to date, studies of gaylestdan families have been
based on samples comprised of predominantly Wiiéege educated, middle-class
persons. Very few studies have been able to geira diverse group of participants
regarding ethnicity, social class, income, and atlanal level. For example, in Kurdek’s
(2007) longitudinal study regarding gay and leslmanples (not parents) and their
household division of labor, 93% of the gay parsneere White and 90% of the lesbian
partners were White, in Gartrell et al.’s (2000)F8.longitudinal study 93% of the
lesbian mothers were White, and in Johnson and @iG0s (2002) study 94% of the
gay and lesbian parents were White.

Gay and lesbian families vary in as many ways lasterosexual family can vary
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(e.g., age of parents, socioeconomic class, etiinmimber of children).

Gay and lesbian families can also vary in ways ifipego gay/lesbian families.

For example, the families may vary regarding thgréle of openness about being
gay/lesbian and the degree to which others acbhepdady/lesbian persons’ identity in
their life. Due to the various types of gay andlas families, it is important to have a

larger and more diverse sample in research studies.

Small Sample Size

Some of the studies reviewed had large samplabéarstudies. Kurdek (2001)
had 450 couples; Julien et al. (1999) had 133 @sydlordan and Deluty (2000) had 305
participants; Johnson and O’Connor (2002) had 4itBgipants; and Gartrell et al., 1996
and Gartrell et al., 1999 had sample sizes of He¥1&6 respectively.

However, sample size was sometimes small, espeaiadlarlier studies. Some
studies not reviewed for this paper because theéydi focus on gay and lesbian parents
and their support systems had fewer than fiftyipi@dnts (e.g., Lott-Whitehead & Tully
(1992) with a sample size of 45, and Patterson{1@®&h a sample size of 26). Finally
some of the studies had a sample size of les2b@articipants including McCandlish
(1987) with a sample size of five, Stiglitz (199@jh a sample size of 12, and O’Connell
(1990) with a sample size of 11.

Research studies with small sample sizes are gubjseveral limitations.

Sample size is one of the variables that determhi@esize of the standard error of the
mean; ideally, these studies would achieve thermim amount of error by obtaining the

optimum sample size. The smaller the sample, tbater the risk that one will commit a
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Type Il error, accepting the null hypotheses thate is no difference, when in reality
there is a difference. This problem is present wigng parametric statistical tests and
when using nonparametric tests (Black, 1999). Aaofitoblem with small samples is
that it can be even harder to assert that the gsioeis from the study will generalize to

the population, thus adversely affecting exterradiity.

Poorly Matched or No Control Groups

Some of the studies had research designs that vilawrtel benefited from well-
matched control groups, and instead had poorly medtgroups or none at all.
Particularly notable are the studies that compayeamd lesbian cohabitating couples
(nonparents) with heterosexual married couplese(ga) (e.g., Kurdek, 2004) or studies
comparing the development of children living witdigorced mother (now identified as
lesbian and involved with a female partner who magnay not be living together) to
children living with a divorced mother (heteroselxaiad single) (e.g., Tasker &
Golombok, 1995, 1997). Future research must disgigasexual orientation, partnered

status, and parenthood status.

Gays and Lesbians Treated as a Monolithic Group

Relatedly, another serious limitation in the litera is that most research
regarding gay/lesbian families has stereotypecetfasilies as a monolithic group. In
other words, that being identified as gay or lesliéaenough to assume that those persons
possess a certain set of characteristics thahdigshes them from others.

Demo and Allen (1996) discussed the challengefafoily theory and research in
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regard to the diversity within lesbian and gay fieesi Some of the ways in which gay or
lesbian families can differ include, but are natited to, the number of people within the
family, the gender of the family members, the séwuantation of each of the members
of the family, the presence and number of childeghin the family, ethnicity, race,
religion, social class, and family processes aaditions. Lesbian and gay family
diversity also helps to illustrate and broadenlnowledge of the diversity within and
between all families.

Demo and Allen (1996) recommended that future rebdaok at both inter-
family diversity and intra-family diversity. Pepl&l993) stated that “we must continue
to avoid the tendency to characterize the ‘typliesbian couple’ or the ‘typical gay male
relationship.” There are enormous variations amnlesfgian couples, as there are among
gay male couples” (p. 411). To that end, Laird @%8nd Demo and Allen recommend
examining gay/lesbian families from their own stamidts using qualitative, holistic, and

ethnographic investigations of their daily lives.

Emphasis on Individuals and Dyads

Although some important information has begun ttuatulate on outcomes of
children raised by lesbians and gay men, and @tioakhips between lesbian and gay
parents, most of the attention has focused oniithaials and dyads, with little attention to
family structure and family interaction (Demo & Af, 1996). “As a result, our
knowledge of lesbian and gay families is unevetihat we know much more about
lesbian and gay partnerships than we do about cgheronships in the family system

(parent-child, sibling, extended and chosen kiatrehs), we know more about the



79

outcomes for children of lesbian and gay pareras the do about outcomes for other
family members and we know very little about systerstructural and processual

characteristics of these families” (Demo & Alle®98B, pp. 430-431).

Lack of Theory

Another serious limitation in the emerging liter&wn gay/lesbian parents is the
virtual absence of theory. “Perhaps the most saliitation is that the bulk of research
in this area is atheoretical” (Kurdek, 1994, p. 13%eories are “models and
explanations that elaborate on why events havermatiand) are devised to describe
causal relationships between actions and/or evéBtatk, 1999, p. 7). The value of
having a theory is in the ability to explain anedict outcomes (Black). Theory can have
practical value too, as the outcomes of some reBesindies (which assert certain
theories) can impact the procedures, processe&raetisions in our institutions,
schools, courts, and government. Very few of tiidiss on gay and lesbigarenting
mentioned theory in their reports. The following 8ome exceptions.

1. Lott-Whitehead and Tully’s (1992) study came from*Bcological Viewpoint”

in exploring the family lives of lesbian parentfieTEcological systems theory is

based on Germain and Gitterman’s (1980) “life madehis model sees people

as constantly adapting in an interchange with ndifigrent aspects of their

environment. This model is not predictive becatisgdircular (each part of the

system impacts on others and vice versa). As dtyésw, if any, conclusions can

be drawn from the data. Further in this particstady Lott and Whitehead used

the model but did not test it in any way. Inste&tksting a theory, they used the

Ecological model as a perspective or overarchiagéwork.
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2. McCandlish (1987) attempted to develop a theoretnalel (grounded theory
approach), and proposed a model of lesbian fanelyebpment from her study.
In summary, McClandlish found that each lesbiarnpt®(note that only five
families were interviewed) went through particudtages from couple formation
through the decision to become parents, to thesdgnts of raising young
children. From this a preliminary model was created

3. Golombok and Tasker (1996) sought to test varigigtiag theories on
influences the sexual orientation of children bpdacting a longitudinal study
using children from lesbian mothers and childremfiheterosexual mothers.
They found no evidence to support that parents hadetermining influence on
the sexual orientation of their children. Howeubgy did find that a greater
proportion of young adults from lesbian familidsan from heterosexual families,
considered, or have had some involvement in samdegeelationships. Despite
this openness to the idea of same-gender relaims)ghese same young adults
considered themselves heterosexual. As a resthiioflata, Golombok and
Tasker feel their data is compatible both with dgatal theories and with social-
constructionist theories. Biological theories httidt sexual orientation will result
from prenatal factors and genetics. Social-constmist theories hold that there
are psychological mechanisms and environmental amesims that impact on
sexual orientation.

4. Stiglitz (1990) had noticed from her personal arafgssional experience that
lesbian couples were ending their relationshipthleytime a child was between

one and three years old. She believed the incidehceuple dissolution was
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greater among lesbians than heterosexuals, andici@ada study with a very
small sample size (five heterosexual couples anerskesbian couples) and
assessed relationship satisfaction two years ptie-did two years post-birth.
The five heterosexual couples were still togetheéh@ second assessment, three
of the lesbian couples had separated, and onedéshian couples was working
hard to stay together. She suggested the use oXAB&lel theory (Hill, 1949)

to help explain the differences she noticed betweemples adjustment to
parenthood. Briefly, according to this theory aisri(X) is determined by the
number of stressors on a person/relationship (A¢racting with the family’s
supports and resources (B), and its perceptioheoptoblem or its ability to cope
with the problem (C).

. Slater (1995) proposed a “Lesbian Family Life Cydased on life cycle models,
but altered it to reflect lesbians’ experienceswiite additional sources of stress
they must encounter due to society’s responsdgeingexual orientation.
However, she did not create this model by condgdtier own research. Rather,
she postulated this model based on sixteen yealgafal practice with lesbians
and research literature. Slater’s model discussedstages that lesbian couples
typically go through: formation of the couple, ongpcouplehood, the middle
years, generativity, and lesbian couples over &&\6thin each life stage Slater

reviewed some possible complexities faced by lesbaaples.

Theory Chosen for this Research Study

The abovementioned theories did not fit well vitie research objective of this
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study which was to examine the social ties of gaylasbian parents. Thus, theories

related to social ties and intergenerational netwerere assessed.

Life-Course Perspective

“Perhaps the major theoretical advance in the deohthe 1990s has been the
elaboration of the life-course perspective,” (All@&teieszner, & Roberto, 2001, p. 134).
The life-course perspective builds on the ideatiatindividual and society are mutually
influential. From this framework one can look athimdividuals change over time and
one can see how the individual’'s changes andrhfiesitions are connected to and linked
across family members. From that idea one can ‘lg¢meesearch hypotheses about the
complex processes of human development and how tiesge, or exhibit continuity,
across historical time,” (Bengston et al., 2002@®. The “life course
perspective suggests some useful models for exagihe processes of intergenerational
transmission, at both the macrosocial level ofdmsand society as well as the
microsocial level of individuals and families,” (Bgston et al., 2002, p. 23).

Put another way, this framework focuses on theiplalttrajectories and social
contexts (e.g., family, employment, community) shgpndividual lives and the unique
and overlapping paths and trajectories within faagj’ (Demo & Allen, 1996, p. 426).

As a result, this perspective can be valuablegbi#n and gay families because it
recognizes complexity and variability in life exjgrces. For example, depending on the
social climate and intensity of anti-gay sentimémé, coming out process can have
different consequences.

The life-course framework can also enrich the stofdiamilies because it can
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illuminate intersections of biography and histd#pwever, critics feel the perspective
does not challenge the status quo and does naigxpke marginalization of certain
family types.

It also does not recognize the influence of how @dw hierarchies (identified by
feminists and other critical thinkers) interseatl ampact on families. Race, gender and
sexual orientation are examples of some of them@twhies that are so important to
understanding diversity among families (Demo & All&996).However, there are two
theories derived from the life -course perspecsivEsic framework that could be utilized
in research regarding alternative families suchaglesbian families. The two theories
are Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (Carstend®93, 1995) and the Solidarity Model
(Bengston, 2001).

Socioemotional selectivity theofhis theory was reviewed in the section on
“age” and social ties. Briefly, Carstensen (1999) posited that as individuals age
they narrow their social support networks, focusimye of their emotional resources on
fewer relationships. Although this theory was negdifor the basis of this study, the
variable of age was incorporated into the presealyaes.

The solidarity model (intergenerational solidarityhis model was chosen for
this study because it was well developed, thoroagHt,fit the research objective.
Specifically, this theory encompasses six diffetornains of intergenerational support,
one area of intergenerational conflict, and it dsxks at the number of social ties as
well as the closeness of social ties. This model dexived from the life-course
perspective. Bengston et al. (2002) found threemaptions of the life-course

perspective as central to the model developed tengenerational solidarity:
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1. Human development is a relational process, sigmitiy shaping and shaped by
our social connections to others;

2. The microenvironmental context of individual deyaitent is linked to
increasingly higher levels of social organizatiargoncept at times known as
nested contexts; and

3. “Intergenerational transmission processes and mgsainfold at the intersection
of events occurring on two distinct timelines: sbtiistory and individual
biography” (p. 21).

Bengston (2001) proposed a hypothesis about famaihsitions during the 30
Century which both built on and differed from thenks of theorists Burgess, Popenoe,
Stack, and Stacey. Specifically, Bengston (200&ppsed that “relations across more
than two generations are becoming increasingly mapoto individuals and families in
American society” (p. 5).

Further, Bengston (2001) suggested a corollargciypothesis: “For
many Americans, multigenerational bonds are becgmmare important than nuclear
family ties for well-being and support over the smiof their lives,” (p. 5). Three
primary factors are cited as the foundation of Hyigothesis and its corollary:

1. Changes in intergenerational demography have ezsudtincreased opportunities
and increased needs for interaction, support, antdahinfluence across more
than just two generations. The changes in demogragiar to the changing
societal and age structures so that longer yeabkared lives are created.

2. Bengston (2001) reports that there is strengthtergenerational solidarity over

time and there is a diversity of cross-generatityas.
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3. Nuclear families, due to the increase in maritatability and divorce, are less
able to provide the socialization, nurturance, sungport needed by family
members. As a result, kin across several genes#imincreasingly called upon
to provide some of these essential family functidhthe couples dissolution
rates of gay and lesbian parents are similar tthéterosexual divorce rates, this
factor may play a role for gay and lesbian pareste/ell.

The Solidarity Model attempts to account for paisenf “solidarity among
parents and children during the adult family litegt is, intergenerational cohesion after
children reach adulthood and establish careerdaamilies of their own,” (Bengston &
Roberts, 1991). It is a formal theory which hasrbeeolving since the 1970’s when in
1974 Black and Bengston made an attempt to deaeteptable conceptualization of
intergenerational cohesion, and then soon afteg&en, Olander, and Haddad (1976)
proposed a model of family solidarity in old ageiethattempted to specify the
relationship between affection, association, amgseasus as each contributed to
intergenerational solidarity. These elements ofesain (affection, association, and
consensus) were considered to be components ofeaqoestruct: “family solidarity”

(Roberts & Bengston, 1990).

Additional Details about the Intergenerational 8atity Model
Bengston and Schrader (1982) identified six din@msof family solidarity adding
exchange (functional) solidarity; normative solidgrand family structure to the three
original elements of affection, association, andsamsus. Brief definitions of the six

conceptual dimensions of intergenerational soliganie as follows. Affectual solidarity
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is defined as the sentiments and evaluations fam@gnbers express about their
relationship with other members (emotional closehesssociational solidarity is
defined as the type and frequency of contact betwaergenerational family members.
Consensual solidarity is defined as agreementimans, values, and orientations
between generations. Functional solidarity (asscstpis the giving and receiving of
support across generations, including the exchahgestrumental assets and services
emotional support. Normative solidarity is the estpéions regarding filial obligations
and parental obligations as well as norms abouintipertance of familiastic values. This
solidarity dimension represents an attitude anstbgystem. Structural solidarity is the
opportunity structure for cross-generational intéoan reflecting geographic proximity
between family members. (Bengston, 2001, p. 8).

In addition to the six dimensions of the SolithkaModel, Bengston et al., (2002)
also included examining intergenerational feeliofsonflict in their
Longitudinal Study of Youth in Two Generations. Jhefers to the level of conflict one
feels towards his/her family members.

Bengston (2001) proposed the use of this thealatonstruct of
“intergenerational solidarity” as a means to chemaze the emotional and behavioral
dimensions of the interaction, cohesion, sentimemd, support between parents and
children, grandparents and grandchildren, ovecthese of long-term relationships.
The “solidarity paradigm has proven useful in reskedy other investigators...It
can be seen as exemplifying an operational dedmibif the life course theoretical
perspective” (Bengston, 2001, p. 8).

In attempts to test links among the six concdpimensions of intergenerational
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solidarity, Roberts and Bengston (1990) and Bemgatal Roberts (1991) showed some
correlations. Specifically, normative solidaritye(peptions of obligations) contributed to
affectual solidarity (emotional closeness) and @ssional solidarity (contact) in a
relationship where high levels of normative soliyawere predictive of levels of
affection, and in turn correlated to levels of asstion (Bengston & Roberts).

Greater association was also indicated when stalctariables (e.g., residential
proximity to family) were present (Bengston & Raisgr

Of note, when normative solidarity (the perceiedtigation to the family) leads
to helping behavior (functional solidarity), similzes between the two dimensions
occurs. The difference between the two is thabhédontext of normative solidarity the
help provided comes from a sense of familial dott,from excess of resources, ease of
access, or emotional closeness.

Intergenerational help (functional solidarity)a key aspect of this model and the
connections between this and affectual solidadkyseness) have also been studied.
According to this theoretical model if one has@sel relationship, that will enhance the
level of help exchanged. Additionally, not only ddbe quality of the relationship impact
on help exchange, but the reciprocity of this exggimpacts the quality of the
relationship. Thus a balance between help giverhalmlreceived should increase
positive emotions and improve the relationship, emaversely an imbalance should have
a negative impact on the relationship (Bengstonabdtts, 1991; Roberts, Richards, &
Bengston, 1991).

In Silverstein, Giarrusso, and Bengston (1998),rmodel is discussed in regard to

the grandparent role, and how the six dimensionbkisimodel can be used to examine
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the intergenerational relationship between graretgarand grandchildren. It also
demonstrated how the model can describe “nonadjatengenerational relationships
as effectively as it does adjacent intergeneratiaiationships...” (Silverstein et al.,
pp. 144-145). Silverstein et al. also reviewed tlogvsix dimensions of

solidarity can be divided into three clusters: stial and associational solidarity
comprising an interactive-opportunity cluster; afteal and consensual solidarity
comprising an affective-cognitive cluster; and pdavg and receiving social support

comprising an instrumental cluster.

Support for this Model

Over the years there have been many studiesingjlportions of this model, and
the recent studies found for this review suppori@ton and Roberts’s (1991) findings
(e.g., Schwarz, 2006; Wood & Liossis, 2007). Wond hiossis looked at the
effect of stressful life events on emotional clesenbetween grandparents and adult
grandchildren. “Complementing the findings of Belogsand Roberts, this research
supports the theoretical view that high levels @imative solidarity lead to greater
affectual solidarity, which in turn produces higlassociational solidarity” (Wood &
Liossis, p. 380).

Schwarz (2006) examined adult daughters’ fantilycsure and the association
between reciprocity and relationship quality ussngample of 183 women. Although
Schwarz examined concepts beyond the IntergeneeahtB8olidarity model, the
first part of the results of the study “confirmgttentral role of the model of

intergenerational solidarity, namely, that the elohe affectual ties between generations,
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the higher the help exchange...” (Schwarz, pp. 223).28 regard to another
concept—that of conflict—this study did not suppibree expectation for conflict (i.e.,
more conflict is not associated with less exchange)

In sum, the development of this model and itsesponding theory represents an
effort to develop formal theory that is informed t@gults of testing and empirical
studies. Thus, this model shows promise for fustiuelies of families and it can be used
to examine gay/lesbian family relationships. Intf&engston (2001) suggested that there
is a need to obtain data reflecting the diversithmerican families, and specifically
noted that we need to examine the multigenerati@ialionships of gay and lesbian
families...” (p. 13). Since this model offered aywa operationalize intergenerational
solidarity, the model applied well to alternatfaenilies, and it fit the objective of this
study, it was chosen for this study.

Based on the preponderance of evidence thatl support is important to
individuals (adults and children), couples, andifesin emotional well-being, couples’
stability, satisfaction, and longevity, and serassa buffer to life stressors, it stands to
reason that social support is particularly impadrtangay and lesbian families. Further,
social support for gay and lesbian persons is cexblie to family reactions and societal
prejudices, and research suggests that there i peoceived support from friends than
family. To date, there is little research regardyjag parenting (in any aspect) and little
research regarding the social support networkgdgrand lesbian parents. Thus, to fill a
gap in the literature and to shed light on thisdphis dissertation study will examine

the support networks of gay and lesbian parents.
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The Study Hypotheses

Hypotheses Regarding Intergenerational SolidaritghWWamily of Origin

1.

Compared with gay/lesbian/heterosexual nonpargaiglesbian/heterosexual
parents will score higher on all dimensions of igemerational solidarity with
family due to the probable increased need of sugparotional and
instrumental). This will be in keeping with Gartret al.’s (1999) finding that the
lesbian couples’ ties to family of origin strengtled after becoming parents.
Conversely, gay/lesbian/heterosexual nonparent$aste lower scores of
intergenerational solidarity than the gay/lesbiatérosexual parents.
Compared with gay parents, lesbian parents willesbggher on all dimensions of
intergenerational solidarity with family due to gdse gender differences
between women and men in regard to family connestibesbian nonparents,
compared with gay nonparents will score higherlbdimensions of

intergenerational solidarity with family again dieepossible gender differences.

Hypotheses Regarding Solidarity With Friends

3.

In the areas of “Functional-Emotional Solidarityida‘Functional-Instrumental
Solidarity” gay/lesbian parents and nonparents)mared with heterosexual
parents and nonparents, will rely more on frieraagl(thus have higher solidarity
scores with friends/neighbors). This will be coteis with the literature (e.g.,
Kurdek, 2004), which shows that gay and lesbiasq®es perceive less support

from family and more support from friends.
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In the areas of “Functional-Emotional Solidarityida*Functional—Instrumental
Solidarity” gay/lesbian nonparents compared witiWlgabian parents will score
higher and thus have stronger solidarity with fdgmeighbors. In other words,
gay/lesbian nonparents will be more connected friginds (both helping and

receiving help from friends) than the gay/lesbianepts.
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CHAPTER IIl: METHODOLOGY

Summary of Research Study Methodology

Design

For this study a nonexperimental correlational apph was used. Correlational
studies are a way of scanning the field and exargimterrelationships among a number
of variables (Black, 1999). Correlational studesnetimes, can also use theoryntier
causality when explaining the outcomes. This caddree as long as it is clearly stated
that the causality is inferred, not substantiated.

This correlational approach was used becausesriytpe of research, the
researcher cannot control the conditions and theistudy cannot meet the criteria of a
true experiment. Also, because the study compa@setwith and without children,
regardless of their attempts to have childrenstbdy did not clearly meet a quasi-
experimental design of a post-test observation witly control group (ex-post facto)
design.

The correlational study desigiihe primary research question in this study
involved observing the potential effects of lifeeats (i.e., gay/lesbian/heterosexual
couples who are parents and gay/lesbian/heterosexuples who are not parents)
(Independent variable) on subject characteristies (he intergenerational solidarity of

the couples with their respective families of amjgiDependent Variable).
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As with all correlational studies, one cannot asswr prove causation.

Thus the focus of this correlational study was n@revhich variables were potentially
related rather than seeking causality. Predictioade by the Principal Investigator (P.l.)
and correlations found from this study should berpreted with caution and the
awareness that this study was not an experimeesadol

This research study was approached by first lookirtg/o groups meeting
different “conditions.” Specifically, one group wtee lesbian/gay/heterosexual couples
with children and the second group was the lesg@heterosexual couples without
children. The null hypothesis would be that theurabf the frequency distributions
across the categories of the dependent varialite isame for both groups. In other
words, parenthood (independent variable) doesnfloiince solidarity with
families of origin or with friends (dependent véulia).

The next step was to look at six groups: lesbiaengs, lesbian nonparents, gay
parents, gay nonparents, heterosexual parentdiedabsexual nonparents. The six
groups met different conditions in reference teepénood (parents & nonparents) and
in reference to sexual orientation (lesbian, gayetosexual). The null hypothesis would
be that the nature of the frequency distributiccr®ss the categories of the dependent
variable is the same for all six groups. In otherds, that the combination of sexual
orientation and parenthood status (independerama)i does not influence solidarity
with families of origin or with friends (dependerdriable).

Finally, the respondents’ gender was another iadéent variable examined to
see if there were differences between men and wamesgard to solidarity with family

and friends. If the nature of the frequency disttitns across the categories of the
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dependent variable would be the same for men amadenpthe null hypothesis would be
supported. Of note, although gender is a condiidmelonging to certain couple-types
(e.g., the lesbian couples are all women) and tisethee issue of collinearity, gender is an
important factor which can be influential regardsagial support systems. Thus, gender

needed to be incorporated into the analyses.

Sample

Criteria. To be eligible for the study, participants hadbéoover the age of 21, be
in a relationship at least two years, and be liviiidp their partner at least one year. Also,
the participant could not be pregnant. These @itmsured that the couples across all
groups were well matched in regard to level of cotmant in their relationship and
household status. It also eliminated the possifikeiguity of parenthood status (to
consider someone a parent or a nonparent) if soewan pregnant and was expecting to
have their first child. (See Appendix A for a capfythe Eligibility Criteria form).

RecruitmentPrior to conducting this study, it was anticightieat there would be
difficulty obtaining the targeted amount of gaylies participants. The gay/lesbian
population is considered a hard to reach researphlation, and locating gay/lesbian
persons who have chosen parenthood can be a ditask. Although many gay/lesbian
persons choosing parenthood do get involved wistilggbian parenting organizations,
many may not. Also, even those involved with orgations may not want to be on any
listing/directory to prevent them from being iddietl and perhaps stigmatized. Finally,
even those who can be found through organizatiansnot be representative of the

population. As a result, probability sampling was a realistic goal to pursue.
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Therefore, other sampling strategies were used€ldre four main sampling
strategies that do not employ randomization angkaeed in the category of non
probability sampling strategies: (a) purposive simgp(b) quota sampling; (c) snowball
sampling; and (d) volunteer/accidental/conveniesarapling (Black, 1999).

For this research study a combination of volunget snowball sampling was
used. Karney, Davilia, Cohan, and Sullivan (1995¢ussed using different techniques
to locate hard to reach participants. One of Kaetesl.’s (1995) examples was to have
researchers collaborate with local community lea@®id organizations. Herrerias (1993)
discussed the use of print media to attract harddaoh participants. For this design both
suggestions were used (i.e., collaboration witlallecganizations and use of print media
via flyers) , and both strategies would be congdeliciting a volunteer sample.

The pitfall for both the snowball and volunteer gding strategies is that the
sample might be highly unrepresentative. Howevecalbhse much of the population of
gays and lesbians is hidden, its general charatitayiare largely unknown and it is
therefore impossible to know the qualities of arespntative sample. Additionally, when
the independent variable is an observed trait andat be manipulated as in this
research design, how representative the sampidluemnces the validity of that variable.
Certainly use of these methods limits externaldigliinherent in probability sampling
strategies. However, new gains in knowledge obthiheough these sampling strategies
can justify their use, especially if the alternatig that no data is collected. If the
methodological limitations are clearly statedsitnorth gathering information even if

there is questionable validity (Herrerias, 1993)e Bample of heterosexual respondents
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also needed to be recruited. The same two metHoddumteer and snowball sampling
were used (i.e., advertising and recruiting subjécim those already participating).

As a starting point to obtain gay and lesbian ip@dnts, and to help in the
endeavor to have a more diverse sample, diffgg@gpitesbian community organizations
in the Tri-State (NY/NJ/PA) area of the United 8tatvere contacted. The gay/lesbian
centers in the Tri-State area were initially coteédovia phone, e-mail, and/or by letter.
Listings of individual members were not made aydddo the researcher because of
privacy issues. Therefore, announcements on thenaation’s listserv were made when
possible and flyers were mailed or hand delivecetth¢ centers. The flyers were posted
and/or distributed at the centers. See Appendix Beaw the two flyers utilized for this
study.

Unfortunately few responses came as a result oéaci to the community
centers, and some who responded were not eligypecélly they were single or were
involved in a relationship for less than two yeads) a result, the search had to be
expanded to include community centers outside efTiti-State area and to include other
types of gay/lesbian organizations. An attempt alas made to contact centers that
represented suburban and rural communities, whsghentioned previously are typically
underrepresented in gay and lesbian research.

Some of the urban Gay/Lesbian Centers contactéaded: The Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual, and Transgender Community Center, NYC, RiYde Center of West New
York, Buffalo, NY, Bronx Community Pride Center,d@rx, NY, and the Gay and
Lesbian Community Center of Pittsburgh, PittsbuiRA,

Some of the suburban and rural Gay/Lesbian Centersicted were: The Pride
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Center of NJ, North Brunswick, NJ; Connecticut Brigenter, CT; GABLES of Cape
May County, NJ; Burlington County Gay and Lesbidhatnce, Moorestown, NJ; and
South Jersey GLSEN.

To seek gay/lesbian parents to participate in tineys organizations
focused on gay/lesbian parenting were also cordaBteme that were contacted
included: Rainbow Families of New Jersey, Centetskn NYC, Lambda Families of
New Jersey, New Hampshire Gay Parents, Gay Fa@twttion of Buffalo, Gay Fathers
Group of Rochester NY, Gay and Lesbian Parentirmu@of Central Ohio, Team
Family Pride, Rainbow Families of Minneapolis, Masota, Gay Fathers of Long Island,
and the Gay Fathers Forum of Greater N.Y.

To seek gay/lesbian couples (not necessarily paredust Couples”
in NYC, Jersey Shore Q-Spot, and the NJ LesbianGadCoalition (NJLGC)
were contacted. Politically oriented/ activist argations, namely Equality Forum
(Philadelphia, PA) , Gay Activist Alliance of MosriCounty (NJ),and Garden State
Equality (NJ) were also contacted in the hope @¢hioing possible respondents. These
groups were either contacted by letter (with ffyenclosed), e-mails (with attached
flyer), or telephone calls.

When specific contacts (e.g., members of the ghowpse known to the
Principal Investigator (P.1.) prior to the geneasatreach, interest in participating in
the study seemed to be greater. When the outreastavicold call”, returned
calls/emails to participate in the study were less.

Another way that gay/lesbian participants were sbougs through “liberal”

religious congregations which seek to welcome aotlide gay and lesbian persons at
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their places of worship. From listings obtainedloa internet of “gay/lesbian friendly”
churches/synagogues (e.g., the NJ Lesbian and GalitiGn’s Religious Directory),
outreach emails and/or phone calls were made tmihisters, priests, and rabbis.

In general, the ministers, priests, rabbis respdrid my outreach and
then sent emails to members of their congregation tivey thought might be interested
(and met the eligibility criteria of the study).dfn that point, individuals emailed me
with interest. This yielded a higher interest imtjggpating than any other means and both
gay/lesbian parents and gay/lesbian nonparentsmdsg to this form of outreach.

Finally, in another attempt to obtain respondethiis, researcher attended some
gay/lesbian events (e.g., The NYC Pride Day Felstivee Rainbow Families Picnic, a
statewide event held in Holmdel, NJ; and a ceMthRainbow Families gathering) to
meet prospective respondents and solicit theiigyaation in this study. Also, at one
event (The Jersey Pride™8nnual LGBTI Pride Festival) this researcher was a
“vendor” as well as a participant in order to maed solicit participation in the study.
This method also was fairly successful in obtairmegpondents.

To obtain the sample of heterosexual respondeetgle connected to their local
school PFA/PTA/PTO groups were asked to complaestinveys and were asked to
distribute the surveys to people they knew who vediggble and interested. Also,
people connected to extracurricular activitiestfair children were also asked to
complete the surveys and to distribute the surt@ypeople they knew who were
eligible and might be interested.

Additionally, people known to the researcher pesijally were asked if they
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could complete a survey themselves and/or dis&ithe surveys to others. This snowball
method of sampling yielded a wider geographic rainge respondents knew of others
who wanted to participate in the study that liveaiher areas of the country) The
heterosexual parent group was an easily obtairsaigle, but the heterosexual non
parents were not as easy to locate. School/extraglar events for children attract
parents but no venues were specific to heteroseargarents. There were heterosexual
“singles” events and groups, but these venues waatiéttract couples and there were
heterosexual “parenting” events and groups whichl@voot attract nonparents. Thus
this group was found only via the snowball methodce interest was expressed and
eligibility was confirmed, surveys with consentrfte were sent.

Participants In all, three hundred forty-one (341) surveysewdistributed and a
total of two hundred forty five (245) surveys weeturned completed with signed
consent forms. Thus there was a total responsefatgproximately 72%. The original
aim was to obtain 300 participants comprised ofgsoups: 50 lesbians with children, 50
lesbians without children, 50 gay men with childrg@ gay men without children, 50
heterosexual persons with children (25 women anch@3), and 50 heterosexual persons
without children (25 women and 25 men). Instead $hiidy received completed surveys
and consent forms from 39 lesbians with childréhle3bians without children, 33 gay
men with children, 37 gay men without children,Hgterosexual persons with children,
48 heterosexual persons without children, 1 unitiedtperson with children, and 3
unidentified persons without children.

It should be also noted that the process of swlgénd obtaining the 245

completed surveys took approximately 18 monthanieffort to finish the study, the aim
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of 300 completed surveys was abandoned. This dedwsi the researcher negatively
impacted on the study in some areas:

1. Uneven sample size among the six groups — to asldnés issue, the primary
statistical test used—Analysis of Variance (ANOVAgempares group
means. Because the sample sizes between the glounad vary
substantially, there was not a major problem whik issue statistically.

2. Related problems with smaller population samplg. (greater risk of Type Il
error—accepting the null hypothesis when theredédferences).

3. Problems with lack of diversity: the sample obtdinéd not achieve the
diversity of participants hoped for in this study.

On a positive note, of the 245 respondents thdystias a total of 142 gay and

lesbian persons. In comparison to the existingareseon gay and lesbian parenting, this
is a small step forward both in regard to sampe and in regard to the inclusion of both

gay and lesbian persons in the same study.

Variables

The following is a review of the dependent varidbkergenerational Solidarity,
its seven factors, and how they were each opediraml.

Associational solidarityThis refers to the frequency of contact that the
respondent has with his/her parents. Each respofbose parent is not deceased) is
asked four questions regarding how much contashledias had in the past year with
his/her mother. Specifically the respondent is dgke following questions.

1. How much contact in the past year have you hackimsgnm with your mother?
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2. How much contact in the past year have you hadhoyne with your mother?

3. How much contact in the past year have you hadimaiéwith your mother?

4. How much contact in the past year have you had &y with your mother?
Each respondent is asked the same four questigasdieg how much contact he/she
has with his/her father. There are six responsegeoaies ranging from 1 Kone at alj
2 =0nce or twice a yea8 =Several times a yep#t =Every month or s =Every
week or spand 6 =daily or more oftenTherefore, the higher the score, the more contact
and the higher the solidarity. This measure ig g0 two measures “Associational
Solidarity with Mother” (four questions) and “Assational Solidarity with Father” (four
guestions).

Affectual solidarity This reflects the degree of emotional closea@sissentiment
between the respondent and his/her parents. Fegtiqus are asked regarding the
respondent’s closeness with mother. The same fiestipns are asked regarding the
respondent’s closeness with father. Those fivetouresare as follows.

1. How well do you feel your mother understands you?

2. Taking everything into consideration, how closeyda feel is the relationship

between you and your mother at this point in ydfef!

3. How is the communication between you and your ntethexchanging ideas

talking about things that really concern you as$ {oint in your life?

4. Overall, how well do you and your mother get alanghis point in time?

5. How well do you feel that you understand your mothe
There are six response categories ranging fromdt=at all (Not at all close; Not at all

well; Not at all), 2 =Not too well(Not too close), 3 SomeSomewhat close), 4 Pretty
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well (Pretty close), 5 ¥ery well(Very close), and 6 Extremely wel(Extremely
close; Extremely well). Therefore, the higher thers, the higher the degree of
closeness, and the higher the solidarity. This oreais split into two: “Affectual
Solidarity with Mother” (five questions) and “Affagal Solidarity with Father” (five
guestions).

Consensual solidaritylhis refers to the amount of intergenerational ksirity or
agreement in beliefs and values between the regpoaad his/her parents. In this study
this is only measured as perceived, not actuabuseit is from the respondent’s
viewpoint and perception only. This is a major doaek in this study because
perceptions are not always accurate. For exanmggpondents may believe that they
have very similar beliefs to their mothers andatuality they may have very different
beliefs than their mothers. Or, the respondents Ibetigve that they have very different
beliefs to their mothers and in actuality they rhaye very similar beliefs. For example,
respondents may believe that they have more libéeak than their mothers and in
actuality their beliefs may be comparable. For stigly, each respondent is asked, “In
general how similar are your views about life togé of your mother?” The respondent
is also asked the same question about his/herfathe
There are six response categories ranging froniNbt=at all similar 2 =Not too similay
3 =Some similar views} =Pretty similar in views5 =Very similar in viewsand 6 =
Extremely similar in viewsT herefore, the higher tiseore, the higher the
perceived similarity, and the higher the solidarifitis measure is split into two:
“Consensual Solidarity with Mother” (one questiamd “Consensual Solidarity with

Father” (one question).
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Normative solidarityThis has also been referred to as norms of famiiad is
measured in two ways. The first is regarding fegiof filial obligation and respondents
are asked to answer six questions regarding hovihmagponsibility adult children with
families of their own have to their elderly pareimtslifferent areas of care. The
participants are asked “Regardless of the sacsifiteolved, how much responsibility
should adult children with families of their ownvea..”

1. to provide companionship or spend time with eldpdyents who are in need?

2. to help with household chores and repairs and/prawide transportation for

elderly parents who are in need?

3. to listen to the problems and concerns of eldeslgpts and to provide advice

and guidance?

4. to provide for the personal and health care neédklerly parents (for

example, bathing, grooming, medication)?

5. to provide financial support and/or assist in tinaricial and legal affairs of

elderly parents who are in need?

6. to provide housing for elderly parents who areeeaf?

There are five response categories ranging fronNbre 2 =Minor, 3 =Moderate 4 =
Major, to 5 =Total Thus, the higher the score, the higher the redgaifeels
responsibility to help elderly parents, and thehkigthe solidarity.

The second way normative solidarity has been medsarin terms of a five-item
scale that the Bengston Intergenerational Solgldtitdel adapted from the Heller

Familism Scale originally constructed in 1970 (ldgll1970, 1976). It looks at how
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respondents view connections with their family anidhacy of family over individual
desires/needs. Five opinions are solicited.
1. A person should talk over important life decisi¢gesch as marriage,
employment, and residence) with family members figeffaking action.
2. If a person finds that the life-style he/she hasselm runs so against his
family’s values that conflict develops, he/she dtalnange.
3. As many activities as possible should be sharetdnyied children and their
parents.
4. Marriage should be regarded as extending estadlifsimailies, not just
creating new ones.
5. Family members should give more weight to eachrglopinions than to the
opinions of others.
There are four response categories ranging frondttengly disagree2 =Disagree 3 =
Agree and 4 =Strongly AgreeThus, the higher the score, the higher the regpurs
belief of the importance of family in these arems] the higher the solidarity score.
For this study, three separate scores were analiprstl the eleven total questions were
combined for a total score of normative solidaritgxt, the two separate measures (filial
responsibility to help elderly parents and the aeldfamilism scale) were scored
separately.
Functional solidarity This reflects the socioemotional and instrumesigiport
resources of the multigenerational family netwdtlnctional solidarity in regard to
socioemotional support is labeled “Functional-Emdl” and it examines the network a

respondent has for emotional support. Specificallgh respondent answers three
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guestions regarding who they provide emotional supp and three questions regarding
from whom they receive that emotional support. Bé&imeach area of support, the
respondent can check off as many as apply. Theebaire: spouse/partner; adult child,;
minor child; mother; father; grandmother; grandéattbrother/sister; other relatives/in-
laws; friends/neighbors; and paid help (paid helprily given as a choice for receiving
help, not providing help). Each possible choicedsred as a dichotomous choice, with
checked guppor) being scored as 1 and not checkea fuppor} being scored as 0.
Thus, the higher the score, the more connectedtiitbe family members ,and the
higher the solidarity.

The instructions and those questions are as foll&arseach type of help and
support listed below, put a check in the spaceday ¢person to whom you PROVIDE
that kind of assistance or support. Check as miayapply.

1. Emotional Support

2. Discussing important life decisions

3. Visiting/sharing leisure activities
For each type of help and support listed belowgoetieck in the space by each person to
whom you RECEIVE that kind of assistance or supf@ineck as many that apply.

1. Emotional Support

2. Discussing important life decisions

3. Visiting/sharing leisure activities

4. Functional solidarity in regard to instrumental gog is labeled

“Functional-Instrumental” and it examines if a resgent relies on different
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people for help with concrete services. These aveagpport are operationalized as

continuous measures indicating whether these typgsgpport are received (six

guestions) and whether these types of supportraxéded to people (six questions). The

same list of people is used for this factor as withfunctionatemotional questions.

The instructions and those six questions are &sasl For each type of help and

support listed below, put a check in the spaceda @erson to whom you PROVIDE

that kind of assistance or support. Check as mzatyapply.

1.

2.

5.

6.

Household chores
Transportation/shopping
Information and advice
Financial assistance
Help when he/she is sick

Child care

For each type of help and support listed belowagoetieck in the space by each person to

whom you RECEIVE that kind of assistance or supfoineck as many that apply.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Household chores
Transportation/shopping
Information and advice
Financial assistance
Help when he/she is sick

Child care

In addition to the two forms of functional solidgr{emotional and instrumental),
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connections with family members were separated ftonmections with
friends/neighbors and from paid help. Also, sinoaparents would not have the need for
child care, solidarity scores did not include dldare in the sum when comparing
parents and nonparents. However, in comparingrdifteparent groups, child care was
included.

An important note is that respondents did not have a clafiteot applicable” by
each family member option (e.g., if a respondemisdwot have a sibling he would simply
not check off the “brother/sister” optiphut the respondent did not have a “N/A” choice.
Thus, if a respondent has a larger family thawiad, he/she may have higher solidarity
scores.

In part this issue was addressed because infarmgéithered in the
demographics section asked about number of sibliflgsn when conducting the
analyses, this variables was taken into accourmcigally, number of siblings was an
independent variable included in the regressiorisdotrol” for the possible impact on
the solidarity outcomes. Also, respondents withdren would have more access to
family too. This was addressed when comparing payemups ansgionparent groups.

Structural solidarity This refers to the opportunity structure for int#rans
including such factors as family size and compositage, ethnicity, gender, parental
divorce, co-residence, and geographical proxiniibese factors were all included in the
survey and comprised the demographic section ofuheey. The information (except for
geographic proximity) was all categorical data. 3there was no “score” for these
items. However, in the analysis these factors Waked at to see which, if any,

influenced the other areas of solidarity. For thestion of geographical proximity, each
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respondent was asked two identical questions (ertaiping to mother and one
pertaining to father). Specifically, the questiaked was, “How far from you does your
mother live?” There were eight response categoaieging from 1 =not applicable—
mother/father is decease? =More than 500 miles from m& =251-500 miles4 =
151-250 miles5 =51-150 miles6 =5-50 miles7 =Less than 5 miles from ma&nd 8 =
We live together

Thus, the higher the score, the closer in proxipahd the higher the solidarity.
Two separate scores—"Structural Solidarity with Mat and “Structural Solidarity with
Father"—were done so that respondents with a dedgaasrent would not have an
erroneous low solidarity score.

Intergenerational feelings of conflicthis refers to the level of conflict a
respondent feels he/she has with his/her mothewahchis/her father. This is measured
using four questions regarding mother and fourtidahquestions regarding father . The
four questions are:

1. Taking everything into consideration, how much ¢iohftension, or
disagreement do you feel there is between you andmother at this
point in your life?

2. How much do you feel your mother is critical of wigau do?

3. How much does your mother argue with you?

4. How much do you feel your mother makes too manyateta on you?

There are six response categories ranging from\Igreat deal A great deal of conflict),
2 =Quite a bit(Quite a bit of conflict), 3 Pretty much(Pretty much conflict), 4 Some

(Some conflict), 5 A little (A little critical, A little conflict), and 6 =No conflict at all
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(Not at all critical, Not at all). Thus, the highttse score, the lower the level of conflict
and the higher the level of solidarity. Finallyisttmeasure was split into two: “Conflict
with Mother” and “Conflict with Father.”

For this study there are three primary independanébles. One independent
variable is parenthood status (gay/lesbian/hetguzdgersons who are parents and those
who are not parents). Therefore this is a categbaiod dichotomous variable. Another
independent variable is the combination of paremdhgtatus and sexual orientation
resulting in six separate sub-groups. Specifidiibse groups are heterosexual parents,
heterosexual nonparents, lesbian parents, lesbigpanents, gay parents, and gay
nonparents. This is also a categorical variablatbsinot dichotomous. Finally, there is
the independent variable gender (men and womets.idla categorical and dichotomous
variable. However, an important note must be mamte.Ht can be successfully argued
that gender does not always neatly fit into twegaties, and thus for this study
respondents were asked to identify their genderaagyghce was provided (allowing the
respondent to give a different or more mixed respdrHowever, all the respondents
participating in this study identified themselvesnaale or female.

The dependent variable is the extent of intergdioera solidarity between the
respondents and their families of origin. Therefivedependent variable is continuous
in nature and there is some meaning between thies@be higher the score the greater
the solidarity). For all the dimensions of solidgrexcept structural solidarity, the
dependent variables are all ordinal variables. Thaee is a difference in strength of
solidarity with each score, but the differencetmersgth from the first response to the

second response (e.g., response of “not at affidbtoo well”) is not necessarily the
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same difference of strength between the secon@mespmand the third response (e.qg.,
“not too well” to “some”).

In contrast, structural solidarity measures spedistances (how far away each
parent lives from the respondent) and the numbers bqual intervals. There is no zero
point (because if the parent is deceased the sijidsnot measured), thus it is an
interval variable, not a ratio variable.

The dependent variable consisted of six speciffemint types of
Intergenerational Solidarity and a seventh dimemsiintergenerational Feelings of
Conflict.” Respondents were instructedt to answer certain sections of the survey
regarding their relationship with mother or fatifehat parent is deceased. Therefore
many of the solidarity measures were split into s@parate scores—one for solidarity
with mother and one for solidarity with father. Bathe total subsample for each
solidarity measure will vary depending on how maggpondents have that particular
parent living. This eliminated the problem of salidy scores being inaccurate because
of deceased parents. For example, a respondenawligiceased mother will not affect the
results by having the lowest score for solidarggduse he/she did not answer the
guestions regarding his/her mother.

All the dependent variables were ordinal varialebesept “Structural Solidarity-
Mother” and “Structural Solidarity-Father.” Thesskad respondents how far away their
mother lived from them and how far away their fatineed from them, and the choices

were on a numeric scale. Thus these structuralatly variables were interval variables.
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Reliability, Validity, and Testing of the MeasudsSolidarity

There has been extensive examination of the meastithe solidarity constructs
which support their reliability and validity. Spécally, assessments of the different
measurement properties were conducted by Bengsteaolfrts, 1991; Bengston &
Schrader, 1982; Mangen, Bengston, & Landry, 1988;Roberts et al.,

1991.

Regarding questions in the sections on affectualasity, associational
solidarity, and structural solidarity Mangen, et(4P88) stated that other researchers can
use these measures with a “high degree of confeleartd that the measures demonstrate
“acceptable reliability and validity” (p. 232).

Specifically, the questions (from both a long faoale of ten items and a short
form scale of five items) used to measure affecsoatiarity (closeness) were shown to
have high alpha reliability; convergent and coritualidity were acceptable; and there
was “reasonable discriminant validity.” (Gronvold®88, p. 86). For this research study
the short form with five self-report questions waed.

Measures of associational solidarity (frequencgaftact) showed evidence of
convergent, construct, and discriminant validittisTdimension also exhibited
reasonably high reliability as well as reasonabfjntalpha reliabilities (Mangen &
Miller, 1988).

The measure of structural solidarity looks at tppartunity one has to have
contact with family members. Two areas are examinedical kinship network and
residential proximity of intergenerational kin.

The vertical kinship network looks at number ofldren and grandchildren, ages
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of children and grandchildren, gender of childraed grandchildren, gender of the
respondent, and marital status.

For this study, the measure used is one of geograpbximity (specifically the
participant’s proximity to mother and proximity tather). These two items were the
basis for the level of structural solidarity. Fbetproximity measure, it was found that
“reliable and valid data regarding family structees be gathered from almost any adult
family member...” (Mangen & Miller, 1988, p. 47). Winéhe middle generation
respondent (an adult) and the parent of that saluk aere asked about the geographic
distance between them, the associations betwedarnbgonal distance estimates all
exceeded 0.90. This indicated that it is relidblase either party as a source of this
information. (McChesney & Mangen, 1988).

Some data regarding the vertical kinship networkevadso gathered from
guestions in this survey. These questions askedauaf children, ages and gender of
the children, gender of the respondent, and relahip status (which was one of the
eligibility criteria for this study). No questiordout grandchildren were asked.

These structural aspects of family solidarity am@bpbly the most easily observed
and determined (McChesney & Mangen, 1988). Fordtudy the vertical kinship
network will not be combined with the geographioxmity question for a total score.
Instead, the kinship network will be separatelyrexeed to see if any of those structural
aspects influenced other types of family solidarity

Measures of consensual solidarity (similaritiesiefvs) had mixed results
regarding reliability and validity, and one of theggestions made was to use a single-

item indicator of perceived similarity of views leten the generations (Landry, Jr. &
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Martin, 1988). This suggestion was followed foisthesearch study. One item regarding
similarity of beliefs with mother and one item redjag similarity of beliefs with father
were asked.

The other suggestion regarding consensual soljdags to also examine the
level of generational conflict (Landry, Jr. & Manrtil988). In later writings, the area of
“Feelings of Intergenerational Conflict” was addedhe solidarity model. For this study,
guestions regarding conflict were taken from thegltudinal study done by Bengston,et
al., 2002.

The scale regarding “Intergenerational FeelingSafflict” was adapted for the
Intergenerational Solidarity Model from several s@s including House & Kahn, 1985;
Kahn & Antonucci, 1981; and Moos, 1974. The questibad been tested and deemed
both reliable and valid.

The dimension of normative solidarity (degree balfresponsibility and sense of
obligations) was measured by a scale of familisat Bengston, et al. 2002 adapted from
Heller's (1976, 1970) Familism Scale. This measuas reviewed and tested (Mangen &
Westbrook, 1988) and the suggestion was to rededlert$ 10 item scale to a 5 item
scale. Those remaining five questions were the ased for this study and they had
been shown to be internally consistent and congraeoss generations (Mangen &
Westbrook, 1988).

Another measure of normative solidarity was usedHis study. It asked six
guestions regarding responsibility to elderly pgseand the questions were taken from
the same longitudinal survey (Bengston et al., 2@82he other questions. They had also

been tested and deemed satisfactory in regarditbtyand reliability.
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Finally, the measure of functional solidarity (eaolge of monies, goods, services,
and emotional support) was expanded since thenatiget of questions was examined in
Mangen et al., 1988. In the longitudinal study (8&on et al., 2002), the questions had
been expanded to include various aspects of exehamdg)to include “other relatives/in-
laws” as an option of with whom you receive angdimvide this exchange of services.

For this study the expanded version was used.

The Survey

For this study the survey used was comprised adfrseections. One was
regarding demographic variables and had 4 subesec{personal background,
education, work, and regional background). The em@ six sections were regarding
the participants’ relationships with their famiggpecially their mother and father.
Within the sections, there were questions to measach of the dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity. Specifically thosendnsions are (a) Affectual; (b)
Associational; (c) Structural; (d) Normative; (@)r€tional (emotional and instrumental);
and (f) Consensual. A seventh area, the area@fganerational Feelings of Conflict,
was also assessed. (See section on measuremandriodetails).

In this study survey questions were selected fréhre“Longitudinal Study of
Four-Generation Families” 2000 Survey and frommammary in a book regarding the
same study itHow Families Still Matte(Bengston,et al., 2002). In their study, to date
they have used four generations of participantsused surveys and interviews at
different time periods over a course of thirty year

In contrast, this study only focused on one ger@ratnd was only studied at



115

one interval of time. Therefore some of the formagtof the survey and some of the
survey questions had to be modified to fit with tiaéure and purpose of this study. The
portions of the survey that Bengston et al. (2Q@Riyed were all tested and deemed
satisfactory in both reliability and validity. S&@pendix B for the informed consent

form and Appendix C for the survey used in thislgtu

Distribution of the Surveys

The selected participants for this study were gibyonailed the survey along
with two consent forms (one consent form for hisfeeords and one consent form to
sign and mail back with the survey). Some of theiggpants were given the survey and
consent forms directly. The survey and consent $onmre numbered so that it was
known to the researcher who responded to the saweyvho did not respond. The
purpose of coding the surveys was so that followaydd be made (when possible) to
those who originally did not respond to incredsedverall response rate.

The information on the prospective respondents gsammail addresses, and
mailing addresses) was maintained in a separate fila., locked file cabinet) from the
returned completed questionnaires(which were housadeparate locked file cabinet)to
insure confidentiality. However, because names wened, it was not an anonymous
study.

Couples who received the survey had only one mewibesch couple complete
the survey (in reference to him/her only). Selfredded stamped envelopes were
enclosed with the surveys to encourage a replyowalp was done at different time

frames. A reminder email was sent (if the prospeatespondent had given his/her name
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and his/her email address) after one month’s torentourage completion of the survey.
A second reminder email was sent after two mortthis.

Throughout the process names of other prospeaspgondents were accepted if
offered from the original pool of respondents. Aduhially, when offered, more than one
survey packet was mailed to the prospective respanalishing to distribute the survey
packets to people he/she knows who meet the eritéihe study. In this case, follow up
was done with the prospective respondent who hathcbwith the Principal Investigator
(P.1.) originally. For this study no compensatioasmffered to respondents for
participating in the study, their time and theiioets.

This study was reviewed and approved by Rutgersddsity Office of Research
and Sponsored Programs’ “Institutional Review Bdardhe Protection of Human
Subjects in Research” (I.R.B.) on 11/09/2005. Twotmuations for the study were also

reviewed and approved by the I.R.B. on 09/28/20@6an 09/07/2007.

Data Analysis

In order to successfully analyze the outcomesisfdtudy, Analysis of Variance
(ANOVASs) were run using the resulting seventeeretelent variables to measure the
seven areas of intergenerational solidarity. Tivesten variables were:

1. Structural Solidarity: Mother

2. Structural Solidarity: Father

3. Associational Solidarity: Mother

4. Associational Solidarity: Father

5. Affectual Solidarity: Mother
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6. Affectual Solidarity: Father

7. Conflict Solidarity: Mother

8. Conflict Solidarity: Father

9. Consensual Solidarity: Mother

10.Consensual Solidarity: Father

11.Functional —Emotional Solidarity: Receive from fémi

12. Functional-Emotional Solidarity: Provide to family

13. Functional-Instrumental Solidarity: Receive frormfly (not including

childcare)

14. Functional-Instrumental Solidarity: Provide to fami

15.Normative Solidarity: Total score

16.Normative Solidarity: Filial responsibility with érly parents

17.Normative Solidarity: Adapted familism scale

As mentioned eatrlier, five of the areas of “Intergeational Solidarity” were
divided into two measures: one regarding solidawityn mother and one regarding
solidarity with father. This was done because tlaeeesections of the research survey
which instructed respondents to answer the quesbaty if their mother was living or
only if their father was living. If either was dexsed the respondent was instructed to go
to the next section of the survey. Thus if theltptaental scores were analyzed it would
impact the results and give lower scores of salig#rthe mother and/or father of the
respondent was deceased.

The measure of functional solidarity was sub dididgo four measures: Two
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which measured “Functional-Emotional Solidaritydawo which measured “Functional
—Instrumental Solidarity”. The first sub divisiogarating “Functional-Emotional
Solidarity” from “Functional-Instrumental Solidayitis done in keeping with the theory
which is being tested which posits that there aedistinct areas of “Functional
Solidarity”. The other sub division done split edahctional solidarity dimension into
help received from family (not including childcaa&)d help given to family. This was
done because what someone provides may be diffégr@miwhat they receive. For
example, a person may be very connected to hisib#rer but because the mother is
elderly and ill, the person primarily gives suppamt receives little back.

Also, in the theory being tested it is asserted tbeiprocity is important
regarding solidarity (i.e., the more reciprocal shpport, the greater the chance of strong
solidarity). Therefore, it was important to seéi¢ scores were reciprocal and potential
impact on solidarity.

Finally, in the instrumental dimension, child caras not included in the total
score because nonparents have no children anaddhnust receive childcare.

If child care was included the overall solidarigpse would be impacted giving non
parents a lower score for intergenerational saliglar

Further analysis was done looking only at parentsiacluding the area of
childcare in the statistics to assess if there wédferences among the groups of parents
(heterosexual, lesbian, gay) in regard to childcaceived from family.

This study also asked the research question abbdasty with friends and if
that changes with parenthood among the groupsoifilyemeasures in this questionnaire

that measured connections and solidarity with @tg#neighbors was in regard to
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functional solidarity. Therefore ANOVA'’s were rusing the following dependent
variables:
1. Functional-Instrumental Solidarity: Receive froneRds and Neighbors
(without childcare)
2. Functional-Instrumental Solidarity: Provide to Fds and Neighbors
3. Functional-Emotional Solidarity: Receive from Fiderand Neighbors

4. Functional-Emotional Solidarity: Provide to Frieradsl Neighbors

Unmatched Groups

The surveys included sections of questions reggrd@mographic variables.
Specifically these sections were: Personal Backgtqwhich includes household
composition, gender of family members, ages of iamembers, ethnic background) ,
Educational Attainment , Work (which includes hdusld income), and Regional
Background (which includes type of community, avéthe United States in which
family resides, and whether the town/city is anamrlrea, suburban area, rural area, or
mix).

Although it would have been ideal to have thegsbups of respondents
(heterosexual parents, heterosexual nonparenigategarents, lesbian nonparents, gay
Parents, and gay nonparents) well matched regatdésg demographic variables, it
was not possible to accomplish this task. Due eddifficulty in obtaining participants
for this study in general, no extra measures wakert to accomplish the task of
matching the six groups.

Since this research study did not match the subpgrtased on demographics
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and structural variables (predicted to be influsndn Intergenerational Solidarity),
Regressions were calculated to help interpretabelts in a meaningful way.

Specifically, regressions incorporating the indejes variables originally analyzed by
ANOVAS (i.e., parenthood status, the combinatiopafenthood status and sexual
orientation, and gender) were included as welhasridependent variables: age, race,
and educational level. The independent variablesl@n of siblings and parental divorce
were also included in the regressions to attempoidrol for differences in family size
(and family opportunity) and possible family obs¢scof solidarity. The regressions were
run (in each solidarity dimension that had sigaifitresults with the original study

guestions) to see if these demographic differempacted the outcomes.
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS

The Respondents

Although there was some diversity among the 24pardents, the sample was
still predominately White and college educatedsum 199/245 respondents were White
(81.2%) compared with 73.9% in the US 2006 Comnmyuaitrvey (U.S. Census Bureau,
2006). In this study 23/245 respondents were Létatma (9.4%) compared with 12.2%
in the 2006 U.S. Community Survey; 9/245 resporslamre Asian (3.7%) compared
with 4.2% in the U.S. 2006 Community Survey; 7/2d§pondents were Black (2.9%)
compared with 12.4% in the U.S. 2006 Community 8yrand 7/245 respondents were
“Other” (2.9%) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006).

In regard to educational level, 194/245 respondeatsat least a college
education (79.2%) compared with 27% in the U.S.6200mmunity Survey (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2006). A total of 115 of those ¥3pondents indicated they had a post-
college educational level (46.9% of total) andtaltof 79 of those 194 respondents
indicated they were a college graduate (32.2%taf)tdHigh school graduates accounted
for 14/245 respondents (5.7%) and special techsmabol/business school/ some college
accounted for 37/245 respondents (15.1%).

Household income level was varied, but most eaaved $60,000. Of the 240
respondents that answered this question (5 resptsd&l not answer and so there is

missing data for this variable), 1.2% of the resmrts reported a household income of
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less than $30,000; 10% of the respondents had sehold income of between $30,000—
$59,999; 28.8% of the respondents had a househoddnie of between $60,000—
$99,999; 40.4% of the respondents had a househoddrie between $100,000-$199,999;
and 19.6% of the respondents had a household inceere5200,000. This contrasts with
the US. 2006 Community Survey (U.S. Census Bur2d®d6) which shows that 51.3%
have a household income of less than $50,000 aydah% have a household income
of over $200,000. In 2006, the median householdnrein the United States was $48,
451 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006). However, mosteofébpondents (82.1%)resided in
states with the highest costs of living in the E@diStates. Specifically, 58% of the
respondents reported they reside in New Jerseyhwitas the third highest cost of living,
12.2% of the respondents reported they reside w Xark which has the fifth highest
cost of living, 4.5% reported they reside in Masgmetts which has the ninth highest
cost of living , 3.7% reported they reside in Castiwait which has the seventh highest
cost of living, and 3.7% reported they reside ihifGania which has the highest cost of
living (Missouri Economic Research and Informat@anter, 2007).

In regard to type of community, of 241 answerinig guestion (4 did not respond
so there is missing data) 22.8% live in urban ar@a2% live in the suburbs; 9.1% live
in rural areas; and 5.8% live in a mixed area (Whig description was a mix of urban
and suburban neighborhoods). Thus, 90.8% of regmisdeside in a metropolitan area,
in comparison to 80.1% of the total U.S. populaiimi998 residing in a metropolitan
area (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001). See Table 1detaded description of the

demographics of the sample population for thisytud
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Summary Frequencies of Demographics for this Study
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N %
All sample 245
Parenthood status
Parent 124 50.6
Nonparent 121 49.4
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 99 40.4
Lesbian 72 29.4
Gay 70 28.6
Not designated 4 1.6
Parenthood status &
sexual orientation
Heterosexual parent 51 20.8
Lesbian parent 9 3 15.9
Gay parent 33 13.5
Heterosexual nonparent 48 a9.
Lesbian nonparent 33 13.5
Gay nonparent 37 15.1
Not designated 4 1.6
Ethnicity/Race
White/Non-Hispanic 199 31.
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N %
Latino/Latina 23 9.4
Black/African American 7 92
Asian 9 3.7
American Indian 0 0
Other (mix of 2 or more) 7 2.9
Household income
Less than $30,000 3 1.2
$30,000-59,999 24 9.8
$60,000—99,999 69 28.2
$100,000-199,999 97 39.6
$200,000 or more 47 19.2
Not designated 5 2.0
Educational level
Less than college 51 20.8
College graduate 79 32.2
Post graduate schooling 115 .86
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Of the parents in this sample € 124), 51/124 were heterosexual (41.13%),
39/124 were lesbian (31.45%) and 33/124 were gay{®6). The number of children
each respondent had ranged from 1 child to 6 @mnldrdeterosexual parents had the most
children M = 2.14), gay parents had the next highest numbehitafren (M = 2.09), and
the lesbian parents had the leddtX 1.92). The majority of the heterosexual parents
(48/51, 94.12%) were the biological parents ofrtihkildren. One of the heterosexual
parents utilized reproductive assistance with eggation, one was a biological parent
and a step parent, and one was a step parent aubptive parent.

The lesbian and gay parents also indicated hoyahesrelated to their children
(e.g., adoptive, biological) but they were not askem what relationship they had their
child(ren). Thus, some may have been biologicatmta; adoptive parents, and/ or step
parents from previous heterosexual relationshipsipus gay/lesbian relationships,
and/or from their current gay/lesbian relationshipst surprisingly, though, most of the
gay men parents (63.64%) were parents through mshogbd most of the lesbian parents
were either the biological parents (41.03%) or paréhrough ' parent adoptions
(28.21%). See Table 2 for a detailed summary ofelaionships each sub-group of

parents had with their children and the numberhdticen.



126

Table 2

Parents: Number of Children and Their Relationgtai@ heir Children

Parents
Hetero Gay Lesbian
n n n
(%) (%) (%)
All parents 51 33 39
Number of children
One 2549 13 27.27 9 359 14
Two 451 23 5152 17 46.15 18
Three 2353 12 9.09 3 10.26 4
Four 3.92 2 9.09 3 5.13 2
Five 0 0 3.03 1 2.56 1
Six 1.96 1 0 0 0 0
Relationship
Biological 94.12 48 21.21 7 41.03 16
Adoptive 0 0 63.64 21 0 0
2"4 parent adoptive 0 0 0 0 2821 1
Step parent 0O O 3.03 1 10.26 4
Biological and step 196 1 3.03 1 12.82 5
Step and adoptive 196 1 9.09 3 5.13 2
Assist w/ egg donation 196 1 0 0 0 0

Missing data 0 0 0 0 2.56 1
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The Findings Regarding Solidarity With Family
Prior to the review of the findings is a reviewtloé study hypotheses proposed
regarding intergenerational solidarity with famdiyorigin.
1. Compared with gay/lesbian/heterosexual nonpargaiglesbian/heterosexual
parents will score higher on all dimensions of igémerational solidarity with
family due to the probable increased need of sugparotional and
instrumental).
2. Compared with gay parents, lesbian parents wiltesbigher on all dimensions
of intergenerational solidarity with family due possible gender differences
between women and men in regard to family connestibesbian nonparents,
compared with gay nonparents will score higherlbdimensions of
intergenerational solidarity with family again dieepossible gender differences.
Overallfindings were mixed. See Tables 3, 4, 5, and @lébails. One-way
ANOVAs were run for each of the domains of interggational solidarity (dependent
variables). Parenthood status, gender, and theioatidn of parenthood status and
sexual orientation were the independent varialnlesach of these ANOVAs. In
summary, parents did show higher levels of soltgavith family than nonparents in
regard to receiving and providing concrete tasb lieinctional—-instrumental), receiving
and providing emotional support (functional-emaogipnand living in closer geographic
proximity to their mothers and fathers (structural)

Women showed higher levels of solidarity with fgnthan men in regard to
receiving and providing concrete help (functionastiumental) and receiving and

providing emotional support (functional-emotiondlfjiere were no significant
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differences between men and women in the areasrofative solidarity and structural
solidarity.

In the area of normative solidarity (total score &milism scale), the differences
were not based on parenthood status or gendeindiaad were based on sexual
orientation. Generally, heterosexual responderdshigher normative solidarity with
their family than gay/lesbian respondents. Howegay, male parents had the highest
mean scores regarding filial responsibility to elgparents and scored similarly with
heterosexual respondents in regard to familism.

Finally, there seemed to be no differences betvgeeups based on any of the
three independent variables (parenthood statuslegeand combination of parenthood
status and sexual orientation) when it came to iemalt closeness (affectual solidarity);
frequency of contact (associational solidarityjniarity of beliefs (consensual
solidarity); and level of conflict (feelings of cfhiot). Therefore, in these areas, the null

hypothesis was supported.

A Review of the Statistics
The areas where significant differences emergedeaiewed here:
1. Functional-Emotional Solidarity: Received from Fhmi
(Emotional support received from family)
(See Table 3 for details)
There were significant differences between theofaithg groups:
a. Parentsifl = 10.59,SD =3.67) received more emotional support from

family than nonparentd = 8.79,SD =3.62,p < .001);
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. Heterosexual parentM(= 11.78,SD =3.63) received more emotional
support from family compared to:

- Lesbian nonparentsi(= 9.36,SD =2.92,p < .05)

- Gay nonparent$/(= 6.97,SD =3.61,p <.001)

- Lesbian parent$/(= 9.41,SD =3.42,p < .05);

. Lesbian parentd{ = 9.41,SD =3.42) received more emotional support
from family compared to:

- Gay nonparentd| = 6.97,SD =3.61,p < .05);

. Gay parents M1 = 10.27,SD =3.54) received more emotional support
from family compared to:

- Gay nonparentd = 6.97,SD =3.61,p < .01);

. Women received more emotional support from family=10.18, SD =

3.54) compared to meM(= 9.10,SD =3.92,p <.05).
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ANOVAs for Functional-Emotional Solidarity: Receiv®y and Provided to Family

ReceivedM (SD)

N

ProvidedM (SD)

N

Parenthood status
All sample
Parent
Nonparent

F test

9.70 (3.75) 245
10.59 (3.67) 124
8.79 (3.62) 121

14.85***

Parenthood status & sexual orientation

All sample

Hetero N-P

Lesbian N-P

Gay N-P

Hetero parent

Lesbian parent

Gay parent

F test
Gender

All sample

Male

Female

F test

9.73(3.75) 241
9.83(3.61) 48
9.36 (2.92) 33
6.97 (3.61) 37
11.78 (3.63) 51

9.41 (3.42) 39
10.27 (3.54) 33

8 .47***

9.70 (3.75) 245
9.10 (3.92) 109
10.18 (3.54) 136

5.14*

10.70 (3.73) 245
12.09 (3.42) 124
9.27 (3.50) 121

40.58***

10.75 (3.73) 241
9.90 (3.74) 48
9.61(2.78) 33
8.27 (3.62) 37

13.45 (3.47) 51

11.08 (2.93) 39

11.33(3.23) 33

12.35***

10.70 (3.73) 245
10.12 (3.95) 109
11.16 (3.49) 136

4.82*

+p <.10 *p <.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001
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2. Functional-Emotional Solidarity: Provided to Family
(Emotional support provided to family)
(See also Table 3 for details).
There were significant differences between theofaithg groups:
a. Parentsil = 12.09,SD =3.42) provided more emotional support to
family than nonparentdV = 9.27,SD =3.50,p < .001);
b. Heterosexual parentd(= 13.45,SD =3.47) provided more emotional
support to family when compared to:
- Heterosexual nonparenit$ € 9.90,SD =3.74,p <.001)
- Lesbian nonparentsl (= 9.61,SD =2.78,p <.001)
- Gay nonparentd(= 8.27,SD =3.62,p <.001)
- Lesbian parentd(= 11.08,SD =2.93,p < .05);
c. Lesbian parentd{ = 11.08,SD =2.93) provided more emotional support
to family when compared to:
- Gay nonparentd = 8.27,SD =3.62,p <.01);
d. Gay parentsMl = 11.33,SD =3.23) provided more emotional support to
family when compared to:
- Gay nonparentsV = 8.27,SD =3.62,p < .01);
e. Womenl = 11.16,SD =3.49) provided more emotional support to

family than meni¢l = 10.12,SD =3.95,p <.05).
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3. Functional-Instrumental Solidarity: Received froanily (without childcare)
(Concrete task services received from family)
(See Table 4 for details).
There were significant differences between theofaithg groups:
a. Parentsl = 9.48,SD =3.63) received more concrete help from family,
not including childcare, than non parer=£ 8.44,SD =3.03,p <.05);
b. Heterosexual parentd(= 10.57,SD =4.06) received more concrete help
from family, not including childcare, compared to:
- Gay nonparentd = 6.97,SD =2.61,p <.001);
c. Women i/ = 9.40,SD =3.46) received more concrete help from family,
not including childcare, than meW (= 8.43,SD =3.21,p <.05).
4. Functional-Instrumental Solidarity: Provided to Hgr{without childcare)
(Concrete task services provided to family)
(See Table 4 for details).
There were significant differences between theofwihg groups:
a. Parentsil = 14.67,SD =5.24) provided more concrete help to family, not
including childcare, than nonparenk$ € 9.82,SD =4.55,p < .001);
b. Heterosexual parentM(= 15.86,SD =5.97) provided more concrete help
to family, not including childcare, compared to:
- Lesbian nonparent®(= 11.03,SD =3.93,p < .001);
c. Heterosexual nonparentdl € 10.17,SD =5.54) providedessconcrete
help to family, not including childcare, compared t

- Gay parentsM = 13.88,SD =4.57,p <.05)



133

- Lesbian parentd = 13.72,SD =4.57,p < .05)
- Heterosexual parentdi(= 15.86,SD =5.97,p < .001);
d. Gay nonparentd{ = 8.62,SD =3.36) providedessconcrete help to

family, not including childcare, compared to:
- Gay parentsM = 13.88,SD =4.57,p <.001)
- Lesbian parentd = 13.72,SD =4.57,p < .001)
- Heterosexual parentdi(= 15.86,SD =5.97,p < .001).

There were no significant differences between nmehveomen regarding

providing help to family.
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Functional-instrumental

solidarity: Received

Functional-instrumental

solidarity: Provided to

from family (without " family (without §
childcare)M (SD) childcare)M (SD)
Parenthood status
All sample 8.97 (3.38) 245 12.31 (5.47) 242
Parent 9.48 (3.63) 124 14.67 (5.24) 124
Nonparent 8.44 (3.03) 121 9.82 (4.55) 118
F test 5.98* 58.76***
Parenthood status & sexual orientation
All Sample 9.00 (3.39) 241 12.35 (5.48) 238
Heterosexual 9.17 (3.01) 48 10.17 (5.54) 48
nonparent
Lesbian 9.15 (3.02) 33 11.03 (3.93) 30
nonparent
Gay nonparent 6.97 (2.61) 37 8.62 (3.36) 37
Heterosexual 10.57 (4.06) 51 15.86 (5.97) 51
parent
Lesbian parent 8.95 (3.57) 39 13.78 (4.57) 39



Gay parent

F test
Gender

All sample

Male

Female

F test

M (SD)

8.55 (2.51)

5.44%x

8.97 (3.38)
8.43 (3.21)
9.40 (3.47)

5.02*

33

245

109

136

M (SD)

13.88 (4.57)

13.19***

12.31 (5.47)
11.95 (5.88)
12.60 (5.13)

0.86

135

33

242

109

133

+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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5. Structural Solidarity: Mother (geographic proximitymother)
(See Table 5 for details).
There were significant differences between theofaithg groups:

a. Parentsil = 5.34,SD =1.74) lived closer to their mothers than

nonparentsNl = 4.48,SD =1.89,p <.01);

b. Heterosexual nonpareni € 4.38,SD =2.01) livedfarther away from

their mothers compared to gay pareis<6.09,SD =.97,p < .01);

c. Gay nonparentdA = 4.23,SD =1.84) livedfarther away from their

mothers compared to gay pareris£ 6.09,SD =.97,p < .01);

d. Specifically, gay and heterosexual non parieved on average about
151-250 miles away from their mothewspared with gay parents who
lived on average 5-50 miles away ftoeir mothers;

Parents lived on average 51-150 miles away tresm mothers and
nonparents lived on average 151-250 miles away fh@in mothers.
There were no significant differences between nrehveomen regarding
geographic proximity to mother.

6. Structural Solidarity: Father (geograpbioximity to father)
(See Table 5 for detalils).
There were significant differences between thievong groups:

a. ParentsM = 4.82,SD =1.83) lived closer to their fathers than

nonparentdy = 3.91,SD =1.83,p <.01).

b. Parents lived on average 51-150 miles away froin filithers and non

parents lived on average 151-250 miles away their fathers.
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c. Heterosexual nonparentdl & 3.62,SD =1.93) livedfarther away from
their fathers compared to heterosexual parévits 6.20,SD =1.76,p <
.05)
d. Specifically, heterosexual nonparents lived on agerl51-250 miles
from their fathers compared with heterosexyaaents who lived on
average 51-150 miles from their fathers.
There were no significant differences between nmehveomen regarding

geographic proximity to father.
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ANOVAs for Structural Solidarity With the Family
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Structural solidarity:

Structural solidarity:

Mother N Father N
M (SD) M (SD)

Parenthood status
All sample 4.92 (1.86) 189 4.39(1.88) 135
Parent 5.34(1.74) 96 4.82(1.83) 71
Nonparent 4.48(1.89) 93 3.91(1.83) 64
F test 10.62** 8.32**

Parenthood status & sexual orientation
All sample 4.92(1.85) 186 4.41(1.88) 133
Heterosexual 4.38(2.01) 40 3.62(1.93) 29
Nonparent
Lesbian nonparent 4.96(1.70) 25 4.71(1.68) 14
Gay nonparent 4.23(1.84) 26 3.85(1.69) 20
Heterosexual parent 5.34(1.711) 44 5.20(1.76) 35
Lesbian parent 4.72(2.03) 29 4.10(1.95) 21
Gay parent 6.09(.97) 22 5.07(1.59) 14
F test 3.98** 3.45*

Gender
All sample 4.92(1.86) 189 4.39(1.88) 135
Male 5.03(1.72) 79 4.40(1.76) 55



139

Structural solidarity: Structural solidarity:
Mother N Father N
M (SD) M (SD
Female 4.85(1.95) 110 4.38(1.97) 80
F test 43 .51

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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6. Normative Solidarity: Total Score (Obligations sonfily)
(See Table 6 for details). There were significafiecences between the following
groups:
a. Gay nonparentd{ = 32.20,SD =5.75) had lower normative solidarity
compared to
- Gay parentsM = 35.73,SD =3.92,p <.05)
- Heterosexual parentdi(= 35.59,SD =4.11,p < .05);
b. Heterosexual Nonparentsl(= 35.56,SD =4.63) had higher normative
solidarity compared to
- Lesbian parentd = 32.11,SD =4.60,p < .05);
c. There was a significant difference atphe .001 level between all six sub
groups (i.e., based on couple type);
d. There were no significarifetences between men and women.
7. Normative Solidarity: Filial responsibility to eldg parents
(See Table 6 for details).
There were significant differences between theofwihg groups:
a. There was a significant difference at the .05 level between all six sub
groups (i.e., based on couple type);
b. Heterosexual nonparentdl & 22.29,SD =3.54) , heterosexual parents
M = 22.47,SD =3.34) and gay parentbl(= 22.94,SD =2.85) had the
highest mean scores, indicating a higher sensespbnsibility towards
elderly parents;

There were no significant differencesA@sn men and women.
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8. Normative Solidarity: Adapted Familism scale
(See Table 6 for details).
There were significant differences between theofaithg groups:
a. Gay nonparentdA = 11.34,SD =1.81) had lower normative solidarity
(familism) compared to:
- Heterosexual nonparentd € 13.27,SD =1.78,p < .001)
- Heterosexual parentd € 12.88,SD =1.86,p < .01)
- Gay parentdf = 12.79,SD =1.71,p < .05);
b. Lesbian nonparentd(= 12.03,SD =1.79) had lower normative
solidarity (familism) compared to
-Heterosexual nonparentsl & 13.27,SD =1.78,p <.05);
. Lesbian parentd/ = 11.60,SD =1.99) had lower normative solidarity
(familism) compared to
- Heterosexual nonparent € 13.27,SD =1.78,p < .01);

d. Heterosexual parents! = 12.88,SD =1.86) and heterosexual
nonparentsNl = 13.27,SD =1.78) had the highest mean scores. Gay
nonparentsNl = 11.34,SD =1.81) and lesbian parentd & 11.60,SD =
1.99) had the lowest mean scores;

There was a significant difference at the .001 level between all six sub-

groups (i.e., couple type).

There were no significant differences between nmehveomen in normative

solidarity (familism). See Table 6 for a summaryofmative solidarity with

family.
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Normative Normative Normative
solidarity: solidarity: Filial solidarity:
Total score responsibilities to Familism
N N N
elderly parents scale
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Parenthood status & sexual orientation
All sample 34.34 (4.78) 21.82 (3.71) 240 12.40(1.94) 233
233
Heterosexual  35.56 (4.63) 22.297 (3.54) 48 13.27(1.78) 48
Nonparent 48
Lesbian 33.94 (4.34) 21.91 (3.48) 33 12.03(1.79) 33
Nonparent 33
Gay nonparent  32.20 (5.75) 35 20.63 (4.91) 37 1@3BL) 35
Heterosexual  35.59 (4.11) 49 22.47 (3.34) 51 12.88(1.86) 49
parent
Lesbian parent  32.11 (4.60) 35 20.45 (3.44) 38 11.60(1.99) 35
Gay parent 35.73(3.92) 33 22.94 (2.85) 33 12.7R1)1 33
F test 5.26*** 3.00* 7.11%*
Parenthood status
All sample  34.37 (4.77) 236  21.82 (3.70) 244 12.42 (1.95) 236
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Normative Normative Normative
solidarity: solidarity: Filial solidarity:
Total score responsibilities to Familism
N N N
elderly parents scale
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Parent 34.59 (4.46) 118 21.95(3.38) 123 12.49(1.93) 118
Nonparent  34.14 (5.07) 118 21.69 (4.02) 121 12.34(1.98) 118
F test .52 .29 .36
Gender
Allsample 34.37 (4.77) 236 21.82(3.70) 12.42 (1.95)
Male 34.58 (4.88) 106  22.03(3.85) 12.43 (1.84)
Female 34.19 (4.69) 130 21.66 (3.58) 12.41 (2.05)
F test .39 .60 .00

+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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To better understand these findings on normatilidarty, further analyses were
conducted. First, for the familism measure, akfgquestions were analyzed using the
combination of sexual orientation and parenthoatlstas the independent variable and
additional ANOVAs were run. Two of the five questioshowed significant differences
between groups. Specifically the items “A persooutth talk over important life
decisions (such as marriage, employment, and meséjavith family members before
taking action” and “If a person finds that the igtyle he/she has chosen runs so against
his family’s values that conflict develops, he/sheuld change” (with a range of
response options from 1strongly disagree through =strongly agreg yielded
significant differences at the< .05 andy < .01 levels respectively.

When this second question was isolated and the AN@¥s run looking at
parenthood status and sexual orientation, therdiifee between groups was highly
significant (p < .001). In looking at multiple comparisons usthg Bonferroni Post-Hoc
tests, it revealed many significant differencesveein heterosexual and gay/lesbian
respondents’ answers. The gay and lesbian groagargtless of parenthood status) had
“low” solidarity. In other words, the gay/lesbia@spondents were more likely to disagree
about changing one’s lifestyle because of familye Tieterosexual parentd € 1.82,SD
= .52) and heterosexual nonparemis<1.92,SD =.45) had the highest mean scores on
this question. However, the heterosexual resposddsd had mean scores that indicated
that theydisagreedhat one should change their lifestyle becaudarofly. The
differences between the gay/lesbian groups antéterosexual groups were about how
stronglythe respondents disagreed with the statement oigog one’s lifestyle due to

family. These results seem to make sense giverthibajay/lesbian respondents in this



145

study were already self-identified as being gapls, were cohabitating with their
significant others at the time of completing thevey, and thus were probably already
living a life-style that may be in opposition teethfamilies’ values. This is an inference,
however, because this study did not examine thenéxtf the respondent’s disclosure of
their sexual orientation and the reactions of faffriends to that disclosure.

The other question in the familism measure yigdilgnificant between group
differences was about talking over important likzidions with family before taking
action. It was anticipated that again the hetenealesespondents would have higher
mean scores and the gay/lesbian respondents wauédibwer mean scores based on the
notion that the gay/lesbian respondents may relgeroao friends than family and may
have had to have some separateness from famikglar to live their gay/lesbian
lifestyle. Surprisingly, gay parentdl(= 3.00,SD =.56) and heterosexual nonparemis (
= 3.00,SD =.51) had the highest mean scores and lesbian remtpdrad the next
highest mean scor&|(= 2.85,SD =.62). Gay nonparents had the lowest mean sébre (
= 2.56,SD =.65).

In summary, geographic proximity to parents, emlsupport provided and
received, and concrete help provided and receivetk significantly impacted by
parenthood status. In these areas, parents haerheyels of solidarity with family than
nonparents. Gender also impacted emotional suppavided and received, and concrete
help received from family, with women having higlsetidarity than men in these areas.

Sexual orientation resulted in statistically sfgaint differences in the domain of
normative solidarity. In the normative solidaritgtél score) measure, heterosexual

nonparents scored higher than lesbian parentssmibasure with a statistically



146

significant differencef < .05). In the normative solidarity familism scoreanare
heterosexual parents and nonparents had the higieast scores indicating higher levels
of solidarity with family. Yet in the normative sdérity filial responsibility to elderly
parents measure, gay parents had the highest roeamnisdicating higher solidarity with
family. Overall there were more differences basede&xual orientation than based on
parenthood status in the areas of normative saljdgrimacy of family over the
individual) . This is also confirmed because the@\WA examining the normative
solidarity scores and using parenthood status aertbe independent variable yielded no
significant differences.

Earlier it was noted that the sub-groups of respatglwere not well matched in
areas of demographics and structural components.ig mportant both for statistics and
in regard to the theory being tested. In ordemtotiol for that, several steps were taken.

Regressions were run for each solidarity measatestiowed significant
findings. In addition to the variables tested ia &NOVAS (i.e., gender, sexual
orientation and parenthood, and parenthood stahesyegressions incorporated the
independent variables: age, educational levelracddl/ethnic background. In regard to
both educational level and racial/ethnic backgrouine variables were condensed due to
the numbers in certain categories being too lovecBigally, in regard to educational
level, in the original questionnaire survey theegavfive options to choose from: less
than high school, high school graduate, specialigeldnical school graduate, college
graduate, and post-college schooling. Since there wo respondents with less than a
high school diploma and relatively few in the hgghool or specialized technical school

categories, these three options were condensedmetcategory—high school graduate.
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Thus, there were three options for the regressmaityais: high school graduate, college
graduate, and post-college (graduate schoolingedard to racial/ethnic background, in
the survey questionnaire there were six optiorehtmse from: White (non-Hispanic),
Black or African-American, Latino/Latina, Asian, Agmican Indian, and Other (which
then gave space to describe). Due to the low nwsriiferon-White respondents, the
racial/ethnic variable was changed from the sigiogl options to two options: White
and non-White.

The variables “number of siblings” and “if responti parents divorced” were
also included in the regressions because the theng tested asserts that structural
factors (like family size and parental divorce) @apact on solidarity. Number of
children was not included as a variable in theesgions even though number of children
certainly does impact family size. This was decidedause this study examined parents
compared with nonparents.

Overall these regressions (conducted using SP3®8ase) had the problem of
collinearity due to using all three primary variedl gender, parenthood status, and the
combination of parenthood status and sexual otiental' he problem with collinearity
was the result of these three variables havingrtooh overlap with each other. For
example, to be a lesbian you must also be a womemoabe a gay man you must also be
a man (so gender is one of the conditions for detintation). To avoid the problem of
collinearity, the regressions were run again bsitead of using all three primary
independent variables, only the variable of thelmoation of sexual orientation and
parenthood status was used. The same additioriables (i.e., age, race, educational

level, parental divorce, and number of siblingsyeniacluded.
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The new set of regressions did not have problertis aullinearity and they
showed that the independent variable of sexuahtai®n and parenthood status does
have an effect on the dependent variables of iatexgational solidarity. The direction of
those relationships echoed the ANOVA results. Haweall nine regressions had
relatively lowR square values, showing a somewhat weak relatiotstipeen the
independent variables and the dependent varialiés means other variables not
included in this study are impacting on solidavitiyh family. The following specific
relationships were also found.

Structural solidarity with motheThe independent variables of age, race, parental
divorce, and number of siblings had small size fociehts and did not show significant
effects on structural solidarity with mother (gemgjnic proximity to mother). Gender (as
an independent variable in an earlier ANOVA) algbribt show a significant
relationship with geographic proximity to mother.

On the other hand, education level (collggeluate) did have a larger coefficient
(r = .54,SE =.31,p < .10) but it was not significant at tipe< .05 level. Compared with
respondents who had post-college schooling, respaadvith college education only
would increase the score of structural solidariifhwnother by .54 (i.e., live closer to
their mothers). Compared with respondents who lostt@ollege schooling, respondents
with less than a college educatior=(-.03,SE =.35) would decrease the score of
structural solidarity with mother by .03 but th&dationship was not statistically
significant. Thus, it can be concluded that thecational level of the respondents may be

a confounding variable, with respondents with dega education living closer to their
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mothers than those with less than a college edugdiut it is not a variable that yields
statistically significant differences.

The largest size coefficients, though, warsix sub-groups of sexual orientation
and parenthood status. In particular, heterosenxagparentsr(= .97,SE =.40,p < .05)
and gay nonparents € -1.15,SE =.44,p < .05) showed significant relationships with
structural solidarity with mother. Compared withidresexual parents, being a
heterosexual nonparent would increase the sca®uwadtural solidarity with mother by
.97. Conversely, compared with heterosexual parbetag a gay nonparent would
decrease the score of structural solidarity withhreoby 1.15. Thus, for gay nonparents
compared with heterosexual parents there was amnsavelationship with solidarity (i.e.,
lower solidarity). In other words, gay nonparemted farther away from their mothers.

TheR square value for this regression was .130. Thisw#aat although the
independent variables have a relationship withcstimal solidarity, other variables
not identified in this study have an impact. Sese dlable 7 for details.

Structural solidarity with fatherThe independent variables of age, race, and
number of siblings all had small size coefficieatsl did not show significant effects on
structural solidarity with father. Gender (as atiépendent variable in an earlier
ANOVA) also did not show a significant relationshiith geographic proximity to
father.

Similar to structural solidarity with mother, edtioa level (college graduate)
had a higher coefficient £ .71,SE =.37, p <.10). Compared with respondents who
had post-college schooling, respondents with celkeducation only would increase the

score of structural solidarity with father by .Tompared with respondents who had
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post-college schooling, respondents with less ¢thenllege educationm € .41,SE =.43)
would increase the score of structural solidarityhiather by .41. The variable for less
than college education showed a smaller size @iefii than college graduate
respondents and neither variable was statistisadiyificant in the regression.

Educational level may be a confounding variablecivhinpacts geographic proximity

with father, with college graduates living closetheir fathers than those with less than a
college education, but it is not a statisticallyrsficant variable.

In addition to educational level, the variable afgntal divorce impacted on
geographic proximity with father. Respondents whaeents did nadivorce ¢ = .76,

SE =.34,p < .05), compared with respondents whose parentsidiiat, would

increase the score of structural solidarity wittihéa by .76 (i.e., would live closer to their
fathers). Thus, parental divorce is also a confoundariable which impacts geographic
proximity with father, and it is statistically sidicant at thep < .05 level. This finding
affirms the Solidarity Model’s contention that pata& divorce can impact on structural
solidarity.

Three of the six sub-groups of sexual orientatioth parenthood status had the
highest coefficients and significant relationshippecifically, lesbian nonparents<
1.25,SE =.59,p < .05), gay parents € 1.40,SE =.59,p < .05), and
heterosexual parents£ 1.69,SE =.46,p < .001) had the highest size coefficients.
Compared with heterosexual nonparents, lesbianarenfs would increase the score of
structural solidarity with father by 1.25, gay paiewould increase the score of structural
solidarity with father by 1.40, and heterosexuakpé would increase the score of

structural solidarity by 1.69.
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The Rsquare for this regression was .190. This meansltimugh the variables
have a relationship with geographic proximity tth&x, other variables have an
impact that were not identified in this study.

(See also Table 7 for details).
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Regression: Structural Solidarity With the Mothedda~ather
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Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity

with with with with with with
mother ~ mother  mother  father father father
r SE p r SE p
Age -.01 .02 -.01 .02
Number of -.01 .08 -.04 .09
siblings
Less than -.03 .35 41 43
college
College 54 31 + 71 .37 +
graduate
Post graduate
Parents
divorced
Parents did not  -.26 31 .76 .34 *
divorce
Non-White 18 .34 .56 41
White
Heterosexual .97 40 *

Nonparent
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Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity

with with with with with with
mother ~ mother  mother  father father father
r SE ) r SE p
Lesbian -.367 449 1.25 .59 *
nonparent
Gay nonparent -1.15 44 * 15 .53
Lesbian parent -.66 44 71 .53
Gay parent .63 A7 1.40 .59 *
Heterosexual 1.69 46 el
parent
Constant 4.60 .76 ok 2.73 .93 **
R square 130 .190

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Functional-instrumental solidarity: Received froamiily. The independent
variables number of siblings, educational leveteptal divorce, and race had small size
coefficients and did not show significant relatibips with regard to help received from
family. Age did have a significant effeet£ -.11,SE =.02,p <.001). The coefficient
was negative in value, and this shows an invelséigaship between age and help
received from family. In other words, as age insesa extent of help received from
family decreases.

The variables with the largest size coefficientsiagvere from the six sub-
groups of the variable of sexual orientation aneptnood status. Gay non-
parentsi(= —-1.63,SE =.69,p < .05) and heterosexual parents=(2.00,SE =.63,p <
.01) had the largest size coefficients and showgtfeant relationships. Compared with
heterosexual nonparents, gay nonparents would asetbe score of help received from
family by 1.63 and heterosexual parents would ieethe score of help received from
family by 2.00.

The variable of gender, which was tested by runamegarlier ANOVA, had a
significant relationship with help received frormfdy. Specifically, women had
statistically higher scores than men. Thereforenem received more help from family
than men. Thus, the finding that gay nonparentsived the least help from family and
heterosexual parents received the most help fromiyfacould in part be a function of
gender, not just parenthood status and sexualtatien. TheR square for this regression
was .216. This shows that the variables for thgsegsion do have a relationship to help
received from family, but other variables not ird®d in this regression also have an

impact. One of those variables is probably gen8ee(also Table 8 for details).
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Help Help Help Help Help Help
received received received provided provided provided
from from from to family to family to family
family family family
r SE p r SE p

Age -11 .02 bl -.12 .03 rk

Number of .07 A2 13 .18

siblings

Less than -.16 .57 A8 .89

college

College

graduate

Post graduate -.10 A7 .67 73

Parents

divorced

Parents did not -.18 47 .58 .73

divorce

Non-White 15 .59 -.99 .89

White
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Help Help Help

received received received

Help

Help

Help

provided provided provided

from from from to family to family to family
family family family
r SE p r SE p

Heterosexual
nonparent
Lesbian 40 71 1.47 1.14
nonparent
Gay nonparent -1.63 .69 -.80 1.07
Lesbian parent 41 .70 4.45 1.08 el
Gay parent -.04 A2 4.60 1.11 ok
Heterosexual 2.00 .63 o 6.46 .98 el
parent
Constant 13.42 1.03 rx 14.22 1.61 rxk
R square 216 .283

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Functional-instrumental solidarity: Provided to fayn(Concrete help provided
to family) The results regarding help provided to family eveery similar to the results
regarding help received from family. The indeperidemiables of number of siblings,
educational level, parental divorce, and race Inaallssize coefficients. The variable of
gender (analyzed by running an earlier ANOVA) dad have a statistically significant
relationship with help provided to family. Againeaf) = —.12,SE =.03,p <.001) had a
small size coefficient and a small standard emakighad a highly significant
relationship with help provided to family. Similgtio help received from family, age has
an inverse relationship with help provided to fa:mis age increases the amount of help
provided to family decreases.

The variables with the largest size coefficientsenesbian parents € 4.45,SE
= 1.08,p <.001), gay parents £ 4.60,SE =1.11,p <.001), and heterosexual parents (
= 6.46,SE =.98,p < .001). All three also showed a highly significaglationship with
help provided to family. Compared with heterosexa@iparents, lesbian parents would
increase the score of help provided to family #b4gay parents would increase the
score of help provided by 4.60, and heterosexuanga would increase the score of help
provided to family by 6.46. Since the coefficiemtsre positive numbers, it shows that
these three groups of parents have higher soldariegard to help provided to family.
In other words, parents provided more help to farttian the nonparent groups.
The R square for this regression was .283. This is amdthrevalue forR square, which
suggests there are other variables not includéaisrstudy that impact help provided to

family (see also Table 8 for details).
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Functional-emotional solidarity: Received from fgn{Emotional support
received from family)Functional-emotional solidarity had very simifidings as
functional-instrumental solidarity. The variabldsnamber of siblings, educational level,
parental divorce, and race had low size coeffisi@md no significant results. Age again
showed an inverse significant relationship=(-.12,SE =.02,p <.001). Thus, as age
increases the amount of emotional support fromlijad@creases. Also, emotional
support received from family was impacted by thealde gender. Specifically, the
ANOVA run earlier showed that women received mar®gonal support from their
family than men.

In the regression, the variables with the largest soefficients were gay non
parentsi( = —-2.28,SE =.74,p < .01) and heterosexual parents(2.61,SE =.68,

p <.001). Compared with heterosexual nonparents, gaparents would decrease the
score of support received from family by 2.28 aetelosexual parents would increase
the score by 2.61.This confirms that the gay nomparreceive the least emotional
support from family and the heterosexual parendsive the most emotional support
from family. However, because gender impacts heteived, with women receiving
more help than men, the differences between gagarents receiving the least help and
heterosexual parents receiving the most help doeild result of gender as much as a
function of sexual orientation.

The R square for this regression is .265. This too maR square value and
means there are other variables (including gendleigh impact support received but

were not included in the regression analysis. [Gdse 9 for details).
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Regression: Functional-Emotional Solidarity Witle fhamily

159

Support  Support  Support  Support  Support  Support
received received received provided provided provided
from from from to family to family to family
family family family
r SE p r SE p

Age -.12 .02 bl -.09 .02 rk

Number of A7 A3 .08 A2

siblings

Less than -.21 .61 -.44 .61

college

College

graduate

Post graduate 13 .50 -.04 .50

Parents

divorced

Parents did not .33 .50 .62 49

divorce

Non-White 16 .58 .35 .57

White

Heterosexual

nonparent
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Support  Support  Support  Support Support  Support
received received received provided provided provided
from from from to family to family to family
family family family
r SE p r SE p
Lesbian -.09 .76 .02 .76
nonparent
Gay nonparent -2.28 74 *x -1.23 73 +
Lesbian parent 31 e 1.76 74 *
Gay parent 1.09 .76 1.89 .76 *
Heterosexual 2.61 .68 Frx 4.05 .67 el
parent
Constant 13.90 1.10 HE 12.70 1.09 ol
R square .265 271

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Functional-emotional solidarity: Provided to fam{gmotional support provided
to family) In keeping with the other functional solidaritgasures, number of siblings,
educational level, parental divorce, and race algachsmall size coefficients and no
significant results. Age again showed an invergaiicant relationship with
providing emotional support to family € —.09,SE =.02,p <.001). Thus as age
increases, amount of help provided to family deseea

Gender also impacted emotional support providddrtoly. The ANOVA run
earlier, with gender as the independent variabteeanotional support provided to
family as the dependent variable, showed that wopnevided more emotional
support to family than men.

In the regression, the variables with the largest soefficients were heterosexual
parentsi( = 4.05,SE =.67,p <.001), gay parents € 1.89,SE =.76,p < .05),
lesbian parents & 1.76,SE =.74,p < .05). All had significant results and all had
positive value coefficients showing higher degréernotional support provided to
family. Compared with heterosexual nonparents,rbeéxual parents would increase the
score of support provided to family by 4.05, gayepdés would increase the score of
support provided to family by 1.89, and lesbiarepés would increase the score of
support received by 1.76. Although gender was showmpact emotional support
provided, with women providing more emotional supplean men, gay male parents
provided more support than lesbian nonparents. ttosvs that the variable of
parenthood was also a factor with emotional suppavided.

The Rsquare for this regression was .271. Rexjuare shows that although the

independent variables in this study have a relatignwith emotional support
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provided to family, other variables must also intghat were not included in this study.
(Go back to Table 9 for regression summary details)

Normative solidarity with family: Total score (praoy of family and
responsibilities to elderly parents combined scofd)e variables age, number of
siblings, educational level, and parental divorad bmall coefficient sizes and no
significant results. The variable of race, non-WHibwever, did have a significant
relationship ( = —.68,SE =.32,p < .05). non-White respondents, compared with White
respondents, would decrease the score of normstlidarity with family by .68. This
variable had a negative value coefficient whichvehan inverse relationship with
normative solidarity. In other words, the non-Whispondents had lower solidarity with
family.

In the regression, the variables with the highesffecients and having significant
relationships were lesbian parents(-1.48,SE =.42,p <.01), lesbian nonparents
(r=-1.10,SE =.42,p < .05), and gay nonparents< -1.75 SE =.41,p <.001).

All had negative value coefficients so they all\wshkd an inverse relationship in

regard to normative solidarity. In other words,sgroups had lower solidarity.
Compared with heterosexual nonparents, lesbiamfsaveould decrease the normative
solidarity score by 1.48, lesbian nonparents walgicrease the normative solidarity score
by 1.10, and gay nonparents would decrease theatiwersolidarity score by 1.75. The
regression had a@Rsquare value of .174. This is a I&square value, which means

other variables not included in this analysis imgacnormative solidarity (See Table 10

for details).
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Table10
Regression: Normative Solidarity With the Family

Total Total Total Elder Elder Elder Fami- Fami- Fami-

score score score care care care lism lism lism

r SE P r SE p r SE p

Age -01 .01 -.03 .02 -.01 .01
Number of -.07 .07 .01 14 -.07 .07
siblings
Less than 21 34 -.18 .68 14 .33
college
College -.07 28
graduate
Post grad .07 .28 -.28 .56
Parents .38 .28 72 .56 .38 .28
divorced
Parents did not ---
divorce
Non-White -.68 32 * -.08 64 -.68 32 *
White
Heterosexual -.20 .38
nonparent
Lesbian -1.01 42 * -.16 .85 -.81 41 +

nonparent
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Total Total Total Elder Elder Elder Fami- Fami- Fami-
score score score care care care lism lism lism

r SE p r SE p r SE p

Gay nonparent -1.75 41 *** -151 .82 + -1.55 41

Lesbian parent -1.48 .42 ** -1.59 .83 + -1.28 41

Gay parent -23 42 .88 .85 -.03 41
Heterosexual -.20 .38 .43 .75

parent

Constant 1395 .61 ** 2312 122 **  14.02 .64 ok
R square 174 .075 174

+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001



165

Normative solidarity: Filial obligations to elderlparents None of the
independent variables had significant relationshipsep < .05 level with this
dependent variable. The variables with the largiegst coefficients were all from the
sexual orientation and parenthood status vari&sg.nonparents  -1.51,SE =.82,

p <.10) and lesbian parents£ -1.56,SE =.83,p < .10) had the largest size
coefficients and the best levels of significandth@ugh neither were significant at the

< .05 level). Both had negatirevalues, showing an inverse relationship. In other
words, gay nonparents and lesbian parents weredBeinclined to feel obligation to
help elderly parents. Compared with heterosexuaparents, gay honparents would
decrease the score of normative solidarity (fiblligations) by 1.51 and lesbian parents
would decrease the score of normative solidarilia(bbligations) by 1.56.

The regression had &square value of .075 which is a very low value, mmeg
other variables impact a person’s sense of respititysio elderly parents than the
variables examined in this analysis. See also THblebove for details.

Normative solidarity: Adaptation of familism scgpgimacy of family over the
individual). The variables age, number of siblings, educatiteal, and parental divorce
all had small size coefficients and no significegiationships. Race, nhon-White£ —.68,
SE =.32,p < .05) had a significant relationship. This variabéel a negative value
coefficient which shows an inverse relationshigwigmilism. Compared with White
respondents, non-White respondents would decrbasscbre of normative solidarity
(familism) by .68. In other words, non-White resdents had lower solidarity in regard

to familism.
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In the regression, the variables with the largest soefficients were lesbian
parents (= —-1.28,SE =.41), gay nonparents € —-1.55,SE =.41,p <.001), and
lesbian nonparents € —.81,SE =.41,p <.10). All had negative value
coefficients so this showed an inverse relationship solidarity (i.e., that these
groups had lower solidarity and thus were lessned to place family needs over
the individual). The lesbian parents variable ditl mave a significant relationship at the
p < .10 level and the lesbian nonparents variable dichave a significant relationship at
thep <.05 level. Compared with heterosexual parentsjdegtarents would decrease
the score of normative solidarity (familism) by 8,2ay nonparents would decrease the
score of normative solidarity (familism) by 1.5%ddesbian nonparents would decrease
the score of normative solidarity (familism) by .81

The R square for this regression was .174. As with therotegressions, this
value is low and shows that other variables nduhed in this analysis must impact

on one’s belief that family needs are primary. &lse Table 10 above for details.

Summary

In all nine regressions, the variable of sexuam@tion and parenthood
status had the largest coefficients and the mésttedn the solidarity measures.
Structural solidarity (geographic proximity) to rhet and father were both somewhat
impacted by educational level. If the responderd waollege graduate, he/she lived
closer to parents than those with less or thode mvdre education. The variable parental
divorce also impacted on geographic proximity théa. If a respondent’s parents were

divorced, the respondent lived farther away frositer father.
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Functional solidarity (emotional and instrumentaipvided to family and
received by family was impacted by age of the radeat. In all four measures, as age
increased, amount of help received or providefandaly decreased. Gender, based on
earlier ANOVASs run, also impacted help received antbtional support received and
provided. If a respondent was female she was nuiroaeceive concrete help and
emotional support from family and was more likedyprovide emotional support to
family.

Normative solidarity (obligations to family and pracy of family over the
individual) was impacted by race in the familisnergcand thus in the total score
as well. The familism score is the value/beliepafmacy of family over individual

needs. In this measure, non-Whites had lower sajda

The Findings Regarding Solidarity With Friends
Prior to reviewing the results, the study hypo#isa®garding solidarity with
friends were as follows.

1. In the areas of “Functional-Emotional Solidarityida“Functional-Instrumental
Solidarity” gay/lesbian parents and nonparents)mared with heterosexual
parents and nonparents, will rely more on frieraagl(thus have higher solidarity
scores with friends/neighbors).

2. In the areas of “Functional-Emotional Solidarityida“Functional-Instrumental
Solidarity” gay/lesbian nonparents compared witiWlgabian parents will score

higher and thus have stronger solidarity with fdgmeighbors. In other words,
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gay/lesbian nonparents will be more connected frigihds (both helping and

receiving help from friends) than the gay/lesbianepts.

A Review of the Statistics

Overall the findings were mixed. See Tables 11 Ehtbr details.

In summary, nonparents had higher solidarity wiinids/neighbors than parents. The
non parents were more likely to provide and receivetional support and concrete task
help to friends/neighbors than the parents grolips supports part of the second
hypothesis. In fact lesbian nonparents were thagtbat had the highest solidarity with
friends/neighbors and this supports a portion o ltlee first and second hypotheses.
When looking at the six sub-groups based on paoexdtlnd sexual orientation between
group significant differences emerged in (a) Fuordi—Emotional Solidarity received
from friends and neighborp € .01, see Table 11 for details) and (b) Functional—
Instrumental Solidarity received from friends argighbors p < .01, see Table 12 for
details).

However, when looking at Post Hoc Tests Multipler@arisons, only four
specific significant relationships occurred andfalir involved lesbian nonparents having
statistically higher mean scores than some othargy.

In regard to functional-emotional solidarity (ematl support receivedjom
friends, lesbian nonparentdl € 2.73,SD =.63) had higher solidarity than gay parents
(M =2.00,SD =1.06,p < .05). In regard to functional-emotional solidafgmotional
support provided) to friends, lesbian nonparekts=(2.82,SD =.392) had higher

solidarity than gay parent®i(= 2.06,SD =.90,p < .01). In regard to functional—
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instrumental solidarity (concrete task help recgj\ieom friends, lesbian nonparenkg (
= 1.85,SD =1.12) had higher solidarity than gay pareMs<.88,SD =.78, p <.01),
and lesbian nonparents! (= 1.85,SD =1.12) had higher solidarity than heterosexual
parents 1 = 1.14,p <.05). Functional-instrumental solidarity providediiends and
neighbors showed a total between groups differémee.10) and no individual
comparisons among the six sub-groups showed signifdifferences. See Table 11 for
details.

When gender was analyzed, statistically significastlts emerged in three of the
four ANOVAs. In all four domains of functional sdérity with friends, women were
more inclined than men to give concrete help, rereoncrete help, give emotional
support, and receive emotional support from friends

1. Women ¢ = 1.40,SD =1.00) were more likely to receive concrete helprfro

friends compared to meM(= 1.11,SD =.97,p < .05).

2. Women i1 = 2.51,SD =.84) were more likely to receive emotional support

from friends compared to meM(= 2.15,SD =1.05,p <.01).

3. Women i = 2.52,SD =.80) were more likely to provide emotional supgort

friends compared to meM(= 2.27,SD =.95,p < .05).

4. Women i1 = 1.53,SD =.97) were more inclined to provide concrete help to

friends compared to meM(= 1.44,SD =1.29) but this was not a statistically

significant result.

See Tables 11 and 12 for details.
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Table 11

ANOVAs of FunctionaEmotional Solidarity (Emotional Support): Friends

Functional-emotional Functional-emotional
solidarity: Received solidarity: Provided to
from friends " friends "
M (SD M (SD
Parenthood status
All sample 2.35 (.96) 245 2.41 (.88) 245
Parent 2.22 (1.00) 124 2.26 (.95) 124
Nonparent 2.48 (.90) 121 2.56 (.76) 121
F test 4.64* 7.57**

Parenthood status & sexual orientation

All sample 2.36 (.95) 241 2.41 (.87) 241

Heterosexual 2.50 (.90) 48 48
2.46 (.82)

nonparent

Lesbian 2.73 (.63) 33 2.82 (.39) 33

nonparent

Gay nonparent 2.24 (1.04) 37 2.43 (.90) 37

Heterosexual 2.22 (.99) 51 2.35 (.93) 51

parent

Lesbian parent 2.46 (.88) 39 2.36 (.96) 39

Gay parent 2.00 (1.06) 33 2.06 (.90) 33

F test 2.69* 2.74*



171

Functional-emotional

solidarity: Received

Functional-emotional

solidarity: Provided to

N N
from friends friends
M (SD) M (SD)
Gender
All sample 2.35 (.96) 245 2.41 (.88) 245
Male 2.15 (1.05) 109 2.27 (.95) 109
Female 2.51 (.84) 136 2.52 (.80) 136
F test 8.86** 5.26*

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p

<.01,***p <.001
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Table 12

ANOVAs of Functional-Instrumental Solidarity (Cogter Help): Friends

Functional-instrumental Functional-instrumental

solidarity: Provided to solidarity: Received from

N N
friends friends
M (SD) M (SD)
Parenthood status
All sample 1.49 (1.12) 242 1.27 (.99) 245
Parent 1.34 (.98) 124 1.13 (.94) 124
Nonparent 1.64 (1.24) 118 1.41 (1.03) 121
F test 4.53* 5.12*
Parenthood status & sexual orientation

All sample 1.50 (1.13) 238 1.28 (.99) 241
Heterosexual 1.40 (.96) 48 1.25 (.89) 48
nonparent
Lesbian 1.77 (1.19) 30 1.85(1.12) 33
nonparent
Gay nonparent 1.89 (1.58) 37 1.30 (1.05) 37
Heterosexual 1.37 (1.06) 51 1.14 (.92) 51
parent
Lesbian parent 1.44 (.85) 39 1.36 (1.04) 39
Gay parent 1.21 (.99) 33 .88 (.78) 33
F test 1.93+ 3.71%
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Functional-instrumental Functional-instrumental
solidarity: Provided to solidarity: Received from
N N
friends friends
M (SD) M (SD)
Gender
All sample 1.49 (1.12) 242 1.27 (.99) 245
Male 1.44 (1.29) 109 1.11 (.97) 109
Female 1.53 (.97) 133 1.40 (1.00) 136
F test .35 5.15*

+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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In summary, when comparing two groups, parentsn@mparents, nonparents
had higher solidarity with friends than parentglifour measures. In regard to
instrumental help received from friends, nonpad¥it= 1.4,SD =1.03) were more
likely to receive help from friends than pareris£ 1.13,SD =.94,p < .05).
NonparentsNl = 1.64,SD =1.24) also had higher solidarity regarding helpvted to
friends than parentd/ = 1.34,SD =.98,p < .05). Nonparents, therefore, were more
likely to receive concrete help from friends andyade concrete help to friends than
parents.

In regard to emotional support provided to frientsparentsN] = 2.56,

SD =.76) again had higher solidarity than pareMs=2.26,SD =.95,p < .01).
NonparentsNI = 2.48,SD =.90) also received more emotional support frormfigethan
parentsyl = 2.22,SD =1.00,p < .05).

Lesbian nonparents had statistically significaghbr solidarity scores than gay
parents regarding emotional support received, ematisupport provided, and concrete
help received from friends. However, women hadstteally higher solidarity than men
in the same three domains of support and help.,Tthadifferences between lesbian
nonparents and gay parents may be in part a funofigender.

Because the sub-groups of respondents were notwvagthed in areas of
demographics and structural components four reigressvere run. Specifically, the
functional solidarity dimensions with friends wehe dependent variables.

Gender, parenthood status, and the combinatioareinthood status and sexual
orientation were three of the independent variallee demographic variables of age,

educational level, and race were also includeth@dspendent variables. As was done for



175

the regressions with solidarity with family, theriadles of educational level and
race/ethnicity were condensed so that educatienal had three options (high school
graduate, college graduate, and post-college setyppbnd race/ethnicity had two
options (White and non-White). This was done duthéolack of diversity among the
groups and the low numbers of certain categories.

Other independent variables in the regressions wamder of siblings and
parental divorce. They were included in the regoessbecause the theory being tested
asserts that structural factors (like family sind parental divorce) can impact on
solidarity. Number of children was not includedsagariable in the regressions even
though number of children certainly does impauntifa size. This was decided because
this study examined parents compared with nonpgrent

As happened with the original regressions withdsolty with family, there was
the problem of collinearity due to using the thpeienary independent variables of
gender, parenthood status, and the combinatioareinthood status and gender. There
was too much overlap with these three groups. Tihes;egressions were re-run using
only the primary independent variable of the comhon of parenthood status and sexual
orientation. The new set of regressions did noehlthe same collinearity problem.
However, due to the overall small sample sizeli $tudy the regression estimates may
not be reliable, especially with so many independanables. Thus, caution must still be
exercised when drawing conclusions.

Functional-instrumental solidarity: Received fronemds/neighborsThe

variables age, number of siblings, parental divoacel race had small size
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coefficients and no significant relationships. Magiable of less than a college education
had a larger coefficient size and a significarsitiehship ( = .43,SE =.18,p < .05).
Compared with college graduates, respondents eéththan a college education would
increase the score of help received from friend4By The coefficient was larger for
“less than college” than for “post-college,” shogitiat the respondents with less
education received more concrete help from theniéts.

In the regression, lesbian nonparents had thesasize coefficient and the
relationship was highly significant € .66,SE =.22,p <.01). Compared with
heterosexual nonparents, lesbian nonparents woatdase the score of help received
from friends by .66. This coincides with the ANOV@sults showing lesbian nonparents
having the strongest solidarity in this area. Hesvebecause gender has a significant
relationship with help received, the lesbian noepts could have the highest scores due
to gender.

TheR square for this regression was .114. This is aRsguare value, so other
variables (including gender) impact help receitheat were not included in this

regression. See Table 13 for details.
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Regression: Functional-Instrumental Solidarity Writiends and Neighbors

Help Help Help Help Help Help
received received received provided provided provided
from from from to friends to friends to friends
friends friends friends
r SE p r SE p

Age -.01 .01 -.01 .01

Number of -.02 .04 .01 .04

siblings

Less than 43 .18 * 27 21

college

College

graduate

Post graduate 12 A5 .20 17

Parents 24 A5 A5 A7

divorced

Parents did not

divorce

Non-White 19 A7 13 .20

White

Heterosexual

nonparent
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Help Help Help Help Help Help
received received received provided provided provided
from from from to friends to friends to friends
friends friends friends
r SE ) r SE p
Lesbian .66 22 ** 37 27
nonparent
Gay nonparent .10 21 .53 .25 *
Lesbian parent .25 22 12 .25
Gay parent -.30 22 -.14 .26
Heterosexual -.06 .20 .01 23
parent
Constant 1.07 .32 ** 1.25 .38 *
R square 114 .055

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Functional-instrumental solidarity: Provided todnds (concrete help provided
to friends) Age, Number of siblings, parental divorce, raa®] educational level all had
small size coefficients and none had significaldti@enships with help provided to
friends/neighbors. Gender also did not have a Bogmit relationship, which was
determined by running an earlier ANOVA.

The only variable with a significant relatibs with help provided to
friends/neighbors was the variable gay nonparents$3,SE =.25,p <.05).

Compared with heterosexual nonparents, gay nongsanenuld increase the score of help
provided to friends by .53.

TheR square value for this regression was .055. Thasvisry lowR square value
and means that there are other variables not iadludthis analysis that impact on help
provided to friends. (See also Table 13 abovelé&bails).

Functional-emotional solidarity: Received fronefrds/neighbors (emotional
support received from friendlumber of siblings, parental divorce, and education
level all had small size coefficients and no digant relationships. Age & -.01,SE =
.01,p <.05) and race, non-White £ .33,SE =.16,p < .05) did have significant
relationships with support received from friendgghbors.

Age, which is a ratio variable, had a negative gaaefficient, which means it
has an inverse relationship with support receiledther words, the older the
respondent, the less support received from frigrgigihbors. Race, non-White had a
positive value coefficient at a significant lev€bompared with White respondents, non-

White respondents would increase the score of stpgeeived from friends by .33. This
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indicates that race impacted support received anewihite respondents received more
emotional support from friends.

In the regression, gay parents had the largestsigificient ( = —.48,SE =.21,
p <.05). Since the coefficient had a negative valughows an inverse relationship with
support received from friends/neighbors. Compargl eterosexual nonparents, gay
parents would decrease the score of support retéiom friends by .48. In other words,
gay parents would be less likely to receive supfyorh friends/neighbors.

TheR square value for this regression was .099. Thiss@overy lowR square
and shows that there are other variables not iedudl this analysis that impact

emotional support received from friends (see TaMléor details).
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Regression: FunctionaEmotional Solidarity With Friends and Neighbors
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Support  Support  Support  Support  Support  Support
received received received provided provided provided
from from from to friends to friends to friends
friends friends friends
r SE p r SE p
Age -.01 .01 * -.01 .01 *
Number of .01 .04 -.04 .03
siblings
Less than -.02 A7 -.18 .16
college
College
graduate
Post graduate .03 14 .08 13
Parents -.13 14 -.01 A3
divorced
Parents did not
divorce
Non-White .33 16 * .28 15 +
White
Heterosexual

nonparent
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Support  Support  Support  Support  Support  Support
received received received provided provided provided
from from from to friends to friends to friends
friends friends friends
r SE p r SE p
Lesbian 22 21 .38 19 +
nonparent
Gay nonparent -.22 .20 .03 .19
Lesbian parent .02 21 -.08 .19
Gay parent -.48 21 * -.37 19 +
Heterosexual -.25 19 -.06 A7
parent
Constant 2.90 .30 HE 2.93 .28 el
R square .099 .106

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001
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Functional-emotional solidarity: Provided to friesicieighbors (emotional
support provided to friendsNumber of siblings, educational level, and paakdivorce
had small size coefficients and showed no significalationships with support provided
to friends/neighbors. Age € -.01,SE =.01,p < .05) and race, non-White € .28,SE
= .15,p <.10) showed some relationships to support provikade was not significant
at thep < .05 level. It showed, though, that compared withitd/lespondents, non-White
respondents would increase the score of suppovidqao to friends by .28.

Age, though, was significant at tpe< .05 level and age had the same inverse
relationship with support provided as it did witipport received. In other words, as age
increases, the amount of emotional support providddends/neighbors decreases.

In the regression, lesbian nonparents (38,SE =.19,p <.10) and gay parents
(r =-.37,SE =.19,p < .10) had the largest coefficients but neither vggaificant at the
p < .05 level. Compared with heterosexual nonpareesfian nonparents would increase
the score of support provided to friends by .38 gagl parents would decrease the score
of support provided to friends by .37. Thus lesanparents reported providing more
emotional support to friends and gay parents regagstoviding the least emotional
support to friends. It could be that gender waactéol in addition to parenthood status
and sexual orientation in regard to providing e support to friends.

The Rsquare value for this regression was .106. Thasl@sv R square value.
Thus, different variables (including gender) hameérapact on this measure but were not

included in the regression analysis. (See alsoeTadhl above for details).
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Summary

In the regression analysis, educational level maefect on functional—
instrumental solidarity received from friends bot at a statistically significant level.
Lesbian nonparents had the strongest relationsHielp received. Gender, not included
in the regression but analyzed by running an eakidMOVA, had a significant < .05)
relationship with help received. Thus, lesbian rasepts could have the highest
solidarity with friends due to three factors: gen(eing female), parenthood status
(not having children), and sexual orientation (gdesbian).

In regard to help provided to friends, only gay parents parents had a
significant relationship, and it showed they havegher solidarity level with friends.
Age had a significant relationship with functiosainotional solidarity (emotional
support provided to friends and received from f®n In both cases, as age increased,
level of support decreased.

Race also had a relationship with emotional supfpoavided to friends and
received from friends), but it was not significanthep < .05 level. Gender, not
included in the regressions, did have significatdtronships shown by earlier ANOVAs
that were run. Women reported receiving more ematisupport from friends than men
(significant at the < .01 level) and providing more emotional supporfriiends than
men (significant at thp < .05 level).

All four of the regressions had loRisquare values. Thus, the variables used in
these analyses were not telling the whole storlgeOtariables not included must be

impacting the scores of the solidarity measuresvé¥er, because thHesquares had a
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value other than zero, it does show that someoaktips exist between the variables

used in these analyses and the scores of the sylideeasures.

Other Findings

Childcare Received From Family and Friends

Comparisons were made between the three typemrefipgroups (i.e., gay
parents, lesbian parents, and heterosexual paregeding childcare help received from
family and childcare help received from friends. @WAs were run with childcare
received from family (or from friends) as the depent variables. Significant differences
were found regarding childcare received from fapbiyt no significant differences were
found regarding childcare received from friends.

Childcare received from family showed a significeatween groups difference
(p < .05). Descriptives and Post Hoc tests with multq@enparisons revealed that
heterosexual parents received the most childcdpeftoen family M = 2.24,SD =
1.50) and this was significantly different thanbes parentsMl = 1.38,SD =
1.25,p <.05). Gay parents received more help than leskaaents but less help than
heterosexual parentd(= 1.91,SD =1.67) but it was not significantly different than

either.

Emotional Support and Concrete Help Received fraim Bervices
Although support from paid services was not a prinvariable of this study,

guestions in the functional-emotional (emotiongdmart) domain and the functional—
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instrumental (concrete help) domain included tlspo@se option category of receiving
help from paid services. Comparisons were madedmtthe six types of couple groups
to see if there were any significant differencetsveen the groups. ANOVASs were run
with emotional support received from paid help andcrete help received from paid
help as the dependent variables. Significant diffees were found between the groups in
the area of emotional support received from paidises (e.g., from psychotherapists,
psychiatrists) at thp < .05 level. Lesbian nonparentd € .64,SD =.96) and gay
nonparentsNl = .60,SD =.93) received the most emotional support from gaidices.
Lesbian parents (M = .46D =.79), heterosexual nonparents (M = .8D,=.75) , and
heterosexual parentdi(= .28,SD =.57) received less emotional support from paid
services than lesbian nonparents and gay nonpafeaysparentsM = .15,SD =.44)
received the least emotional support from paidisesv If gay parents were not included,
the lesbian and gay groups received the most enatsupport from paid services and
the heterosexual groups received the least emdsopaort from paid services. The gay
parents group was again different in regard toceiof support than their gay/lesbian
counterparts.

In the domain of receiving concrete help from psedvices (e.g., help with
household chores, transportation/shopping), sicgniti differences were also found
between the six groups at the< .05 level. The four gay/lesbian groups obtained the
most concrete services from paid help. Specificatlylescending order from most help
to least help, the lesbian nonparems< .82,SD =.95), gay parentd{ = .70,SD =
1.02), gay nonparent®d(= .68,SD =.97), and lesbian parents (M = .58I) =.72)

obtained the most concrete help from paid senacesheterosexual parentd € .47,
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SD =.90) and heterosexual nonparents (M = $13,=.59) obtained the least amount of
concrete help from paid services. Thus, there w#ferences between the groups based

on sexual orientation.

Educational Level and Its Impact on Concrete Helprir Paid Services

It was suspected that one’s educational level (whan impact financial well-
being) might influence the ability to secure conerteelp from paid services, with those
with higher educations and higher incomes seekimbadtaining more help from paid
services than those with less education and lomemes. Two ANOVAs were run to
look at educational level and household incomelland their possible relationships with
obtaining concrete help from paid services.

First an ANOVA was run with educational level as thdependent variable and
concrete help received from paid services as tpert#ent variable to test this
possibility. The results from this ANOVA showed thiae higher the education, the more
help received from paid services. Post collegeardents had the highest mean scores
(M =1.02,SD =1.22) , college graduates had the next highest meane 1 = .95,SD
= 1.00), and those with less than college had thesbwean scoréA = .41,SD =.67).
The difference between those with less than agelézlucation and those with post
college education was statistically significantregp < .05 level. Thus, when concrete
help is needed (e.g., transportation, help withsketold projects) those with higher
levels of education may hire help and those witiiolevels of education may rely more

on friends.
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A second ANOVA was run with household income leagthe independent
variable and concrete help received from paid sesvas the dependent variable. Those
with a household income of between $100,000-$199@@l the highest mean score
with help received from paid servicksE 1.12,SD =1.22), and those with a household
income of over $200,000 had the next highest mearef help received from paid
services Il = .96,SD =1.13). The two groups with the lowest househotdmes:
those with an income between $60,000-$99,98¢ (67,SD =.89 ) and those with an
income of $30,000-$59,9981(= .13,SD =.35) had the lowest mean scores of help
received from paid services. Thus, in generalhifgeer the household income the more
paid services were obtained and the lower the lmldéncome the less paid services
were obtained. The F test score was 2.62 and wesea level of significance of .054
among the four groups based on level of houselnaloine. Thus, those with higher
education and those with higher household incomers more likely to obtain paid

services than those with less education and loweséhold incomes.

Exploring More on Race and Normative Solidaritynfiassm
Because the race/ethnicity category was condensedsix options to two
(White and non-White) for the regressions and titegory “Other” had mean scores that
were so low, some additional analyses were conduoteee what would happen if all
six racial groups were assessed by running an AN@MAe normative solidarity
domain measuring familism.
The ANOVA found that there was a between groupeifice at <.01.The

PostHoc Tests with multiple comparisons showedtti@iAsian sub-grougM = 13.89,
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SD =1.83) had the highest mean score and was stalligtnegher than the “Other” (i.e.,
two or more racial groups) sub-grolgd € 11.00,SD =3.83,p <.05). The Latino/Latina
sub-group had the next highest mean sddre (13.52,SD =1.81) and was statistically
higher than the White sub-group(= 12.23,SD =1.81,p <.05) and the “Other” sub-
group M = 11.00,SD =3.83,p <.05). Table 15 summarizes the ANOVA results from
the three questions that resulted in significantigrdifferences in the familism measure.
Thus, the regression which showed non-Whites haewgiormative solidarity in the
familism score was impacted by the group “Otherichithad particularly low solidarity
scores. The rest of the non-White racial groupbadl higher mean scores in familism
than the White respondents. This finding is coesistvith the literature showing that
some racial groups have particularly strong conaestwith family, and family values

are considered paramount to individual values.
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ANOVA: Race and Normative Solidarity (Familism)rdéQuestions From the

Familism Scale With Significant Results

Should give Should share Should change
more weight to activities with lifestyle if against
N family’s N parents N family’s values
opinions
Race
Al 243 2.55 (.65) 244  251(.63) 243 1.51 (.56)
sample
White 197 2.51 (.62) 198 197 1.45 (.54)
2.45 (.61)
Black 7 2.71 (.49) 7 3.00 (.58) 7 1.86 (.69)
Latino 23 2.87 (.63) 23 2.74 (.54) 23 1.74 (.54)
Asian 9 2.89 (.60) 9 2.89 (.33) 9 2.00 (.50)
Other 7 2.00 (1.15) 7 2.29 (1.11) 7 1.29 (.49)
F test 3.74** 3.42* 4.48**

+p <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

In this dissertation study, parents rather tharpacents regardless of their sexual
orientation showed higher levels of family solidasvith receiving and providing
emotional support (i.e., emotional support, dismgsgnportant life decisions, and
visiting/sharing leisure activities) and with redgag and providing concrete instrumental
help to family (i.e., transportation and shoppingyusehold chores, information and
advice, and help when sick). Parents rather thapar@nts regardless of sexual
orientation also tended to live closer to their quaments. The findings that gay and
lesbian parents were found to be so similar torbeéxual parents on these variables lend
support to a hypothesis of this study that paresdhe associated with gays and lesbians
being closer to their own parents, despite whatdisappointments and misgivings there
may have been between the gays and lesbians angdhents in the past. It supports
research which suggests that parenthood can dtemmfbnds between adult gay/lesbian

people and their family of origin (e.g., Gartrdila., 1999).

Parenthood and Family Connections for Gay and laesGiouples
For many gay and lesbian persons disclosure enpmaabout their sexual
orientation can be a very difficult process anthalgh parental reactions vary widely,
many parents react negatively upon first learnivartson or daughter is gay/lesbian

(e.g., D’Augelli et al., 1998; Savin-Williams, 2002005; Savin-Williams & Dube, 1998;
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Savin-Williams & Ream, 2003; Strommen, 1990). Mahyhese parents go through a
process very similar to the mourning of a loss twhad one (e.g., Bernstein, 2003;
Savin-Williams & Dube). The parents of gay and laskzhildren then must decide to
whom they disclose the news of their child’s honxosdity to, and may go through their
own “coming out” process as parents of a gay/lesbiald. With the news their son or
daughter is gay/lesbian, some parents feel sadaegsr, guilt, embarrassment, and/or
shame, and these emotional reactions can impagptieats’ decisions on the extent of
disclosure to their own friends and family. Manyeuds struggle with the news that their
son or daughter is gay/lesbian and do not feel odatfle disclosing the news to others
that their children are gay/lesbian (BernsteinJug,tparents’ own discomfort with their
child’s homosexuality and desires to have a “notrhaterosexual child impact on their
ability to accept their child’s sexual orientation.

The decision of some gay/lesbian persons to be@arents themselves may
potentially change some of the perceptions of ttaenily towards them. The gay/lesbian
persons who become parents may be seen as beiegimular to heterosexual persons
and having more in common with heterosexual so¢eety., Lewin, 1994; Oswald,
2002). Also, some researchers have found that whesnts learn that a son or daughter
is gay/lesbian, the fear that they will not havargichildren from this child is a
significant reason for some of the disappointmerd.( LaSala, 2002). So, parenthood
status may also allay some of the disappointmatfitsying for closer relationships
between gays, lesbians, and their own families.

Likewise, gay/lesbians who do become parents may teehave their family

involved as grandparents, aunts/uncles, etc. tifarathemselves, for the benefits of their
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children. Martin (1993) noted that parents of adaly/lesbian children can improve in
their attitudes for the sake of the grandchildéthough this can be painful for some
gay/lesbian persons (because their family didrgpsut them when they initially came
out as gay/lesbian), grandchildren can provide ansdy which family of origin can get
to know and appreciate their adult gay/lesbiandeail in a different context and vice
versa.

In a literature review discussing resiliency witlgiay and lesbian family
networks, Oswald (2002) noted that parenthood camgte resiliency for gay and
lesbian persons in several ways. Oswald explaingto the extent that the gay and
lesbian parents use the benefits of parenthoobterogreater support for their family
networks, the greater their resiliency. Oswald thedit parenthood could offer gay/lesbian
people at least partial access to the social ksr@fparenthood, including being
perceived as more similar to heterosexual peopléhaning more in common with
heterosexual society. She felt that this may helgtoncile previously difficult
relationships with loved ones and could lead toctieation of an even more
comprehensive system of social support. Oswaldudssd that a benefit of gay and
straight integration (i.e., gay, lesbian, and heterual members of the family network
involved in each other’s lives) is that it can paimresiliency by increasing the support
resources to all members of the network.

Slater (1995) who proposed a lesbian family lifeleytalked about how lesbian
couples social involvements are influenced by whieeecouples are in the family life
cycle. She gave as an example that a lesbian cougileir 20's may feel independent of

the heterosexual mainstream and feel imperviossdteetal rejection. This may be
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enhanced by being active in the lesbian communltgn, years later social connections
in the mainstream may feel more important to thept®as they may become more
reliant on mainstream resources and no longerfeebmfortable in a youth-oriented
lesbian community. Meanwhile, families of origidat®r asserts, “frequently grow in
their acceptance of the lesbian couple over tinteraay relinquish (or at least soften)
their initial dismay or rejection” (Slater, 1995,3b).

This leads to another possible factor influengag/lesbian parents’ stronger
connections with family of origin than gay/lesbiaonparents. It may be that these
couples had a certain level of commitment and/ngéwvity before embarking on
parenthood, especially given the difficulties andhplexities involved in becoming
parents. Thus these couples may have had improvsnmetieir relationships with their
parents over timbeforepursuing parenthood. In the literature, it hasnb&®wn that
there can be improvement over time for gay/lesb@uples in the level of acceptance by
families (e.g., Gartrell, 1999; Hancock, 1995; LaSa002; Slater, 1995) and this may in
turn increase the comfort level of the couples whitir families.

In the literature on heterosexual couples, JohasanMilardo (1984) asserted
that as a couple becomes more involved (e.g., ngdvam courtship to engagement to
marriage) the family of origin moves from giving negative interference or opposition
during the early courtship stage, to negativelgrifiering and being opposed to the couple
as the couple gets closer, to then becoming mareueaging of the couple’s bonds with
each other and more encouraging of the bonds betfaedly and the couple. In contrast
to Johnson and Milardo’s finding of a curvilineatationship between family support

and a couple’s involvement from courtship to mayeidor heterosexual couples, perhaps
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for gay/lesbian couples there is more of a dineedr path between family support and
gay/lesbian couples involvement from early couggbirelationship longevity.
Specifically, the family of origin begins with lig support (if any) for the gay/lesbian
couple and then with time there can perhaps benparovement in the comfort level and
overall level of acceptance from the family for teey/lesbian couple. This is consistent
with Gordon Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis aiiargued that interaction with
stigmatized group members can lead to reducedgiogj@mong dominant group
members. This has also been tested and suppontedeant studies which found that
greater contact with gay/lesbian persons (espgahise connections to gay/lesbian
persons), results in reduced prejudice againstegbyan persons (e.g., Herek &
Capitanio, 1996; and Lemm, 2006). Thus, parents megpme more accepting of their
children’s homosexuality and same gender relatipssiue to on-going contact with
them over time.

Also, over time the parents of gay/lesbian childname an opportunity to go
through their own grieving process about the “lasisthe expectations of having a
heterosexual child and their own “coming out” prsgé.e., disclosing that they are
parents of a gay/lesbian child). In this journéy parents may become better educated
about homosexuality through the media, readingedlbooks, attending support groups,
and/or by knowing others who also have gay/lesbialdren. Ultimately they may see
their children as happier and they may become mocepting of their children and their
lifestyles (e.g., Bernstein, 2003, Savin-Williamd$&be, 1998). Thus, the longer the
time that gay/lesbian persons are out to familyuabizeir sexual orientation, the greater

the chance that the family will grow in acceptance.
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This present study did not ask how long a cougs tegether (only that they had
to be together at least two years and cohabitébingne year to participate in the study),
and did not ask about the extent of disclosuranailiy about being gay/lesbian or how
long ago they had disclosed to family about beiaglgsbian. Thus, these important
factors (i.e., longevity of a couple, extent ofatisure to family, and amount of time that
has passed since disclosure to family), which nénénce a family’s level of comfort
and acceptance with their son or daughter’'s sexightation and their son or daughter’s
coupled relationship, were not assessed in thdysitherefore, in this study it is
unknown whether or not gay and lesbian parentseriess to their own parents may

have been influenced by relationship longevity disdlosure.

The Importance of Networks of Friends for Gay aedlhian Persons

Another significant finding emerged regarding paéinend status and connections
with friends. In summary, nonparents had higheidaaty with friends/neighbors than
parents on all four operationalized measures. Jimports the notion that if a couple is
childless they will be more inclined to draw suggdoom friends/neighbors and provide
support to friends/neighbors than a couple wittdean. This may be due in part because
couples with children have less time and resoucgsve to their friends and, as seen
earlier, couples with children may be more emotilgraonnected to their family of
origin. Also, in this study the sample of nonpasdinted farther away from their families
than the sample of parents did. Nonparents, thexefioay have needed to rely more on

friends because of the geographic distances bettheemand their families. However, in
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addition to parenthood status, gender and sexigitation also played significant roles
regarding connections with friends.

Regarding functional-emotional solidarity(emotiosapport) with friends,
gender impacted on the results. Women were mat@éud to give emotional support to
friends and receive emotional support from frietidsr men. They were also more
inclined to receive concrete help from friends.ddscussed before, women tend to be the
social connectors and relationship keepers andterghto be more autonomous (e.g.,
Bott, 1971; Cross & Madson, 1997; Flaherty & Riclnma989). Thus it is consistent to
find that the women had stronger emotional tiefwhieir friends than men. Further it
makes sense that one of the lesbian groups (thganents) had the highest mean scores
in this domain of solidarity.

The study’s findings were also consistent with pas gay/lesbian research
because the gay and lesbian couples did show strangnections with friends than
heterosexual couples and the lesbian couples teondeal/e stronger emotional ties with
family and friends than the gay couples. The latsult may have been impacted by
gender differences because women scored highkese tareas than the men did in this
study. However, the gay nonparents, who were nmotined to provide concrete help to
friends, showed that gender was not the whole mategarding connections with friends.
Consistent with the literature, both gay men aisthiEns tended to have strong support
networks with friends (e.g., Crosbie-Burnett & Hélmacht, 1993; Kurdek, 1988).

Specifically, this study showed that the lesbianparents had the highest mean
score of solidarity with friends in functional-enwotal solidarity (providing and

receiving emotional help) and the highest meanescbsolidarity with friends in
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functional-instrumental solidarity: receiving coete help from friends. Gay nonparents
had the highest mean score of solidarity with filem functional-instrumental

solidarity: providing concrete help to friends. Gaynparents also had the next to highest
household income (second only to gay parents) lauglrhay have been in a better
position financially to assist friends with conedtelp as men tend to earn more than
women and a couple with two men might have moranianal resources. In this study,
these financial differences did result in both gaig-groups (parents and nonparents)
having the highest household incomes, followedityléscending order) heterosexual

parents, lesbian parents, lesbian nonparents aatigl heterosexual nonparents.

Gay Parents: Some Important Findings
However, an exception to the gay and lesbian cewgiteng connections with
friends was the gay parents group. The gay pahamighe lowest mean scores of all six
types of couples groups in each of the four measassessing solidarity with friends.
Conversely, gay parents had some of the highesh s@aes in regard to connections

with family.

Gay Parents and Their Connections With Family

Gay parents in this study had scores closestterydsexual parents in many of the
solidarity domains. This is potentially an impottéinding that needs to be explored.
One of the areas that gay parents scored simtiathgterosexual parents was in the
domain of normative solidarity (expectations of figmesponsibilities and obligations to

family). When the measures for normative solidangre analyzed based on
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respondents’ parenthood status, there were naeliites between parents and
nonparents. However, sexual orientation seemeuflicence this area of solidarity and
statistically significant differences emerged icleaf the normative solidarity measures.
In all three of the normative solidarity measuties (total score, familism score, and

filial responsibilities to elderly parents scoregterosexual parents and heterosexual
nonparents had higher mean scores of solidarity lebian parents, lesbian nonparents,
and gay nonparents. In other words, heterosexspbrelents were more inclined to put
family needs above their own and were more inclitoeféel responsibility towards their
elderly parents.

However, an important exception was the groupagfgarents. The gay parents
had some of the highest mean scores on individusdtgpns on the familism measure
and also had the highest mean score in regartiabadiligation to elderly parents
(believing that adult children should help eldgrgrents in various capacities). The gay
parents thus also had a high total score of noveablidarity.

Normative solidarity was not the only domain whgag parents had high mean
scores. In regard to geographic proximity to matlgay parents had the highest mean
score, meaning they lived closer to their mothleastany other couple type. They also
had the second highest mean score regarding lolosgst to father (heterosexual parents
lived the closest) and the second highest mearm $opconcrete help provided to family
(heterosexual parents provided the most help). Wihegroups of parents were
compared in regard to help received from familydbildcare, gay men again had the
second highest mean scores (second to heterogeadealts but receiving more childcare

help from family than lesbian parents). In the arebemotional support received from
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family and emotional support provided to familyygearents again had the second
highest mean scores (and were second only to lsetaral parents).

These last two findings are particularly interegtibecause in the two areas of
emotional support, women were more inclined than maeceive emotional support and
provide emotional support to family and these ddfeces between women and men were
at a statistically significant level. Thus, it wduhake sense for the lesbian parents
(because they are an all women group) to have higkan scores than the gay parents
(because they are an all male group). Yet, thisadicbccur.

In one of the few studies to include gay parembndon and O’Connor’s (2002)
sample did show some differences between the gapisaand lesbian parents regarding
social support from family. Johnson and O’Conngoréed that the gay men in their
study faced less opposition from their own famiké®ut their plans to become parents
than did the lesbians. Specifically, 54% of théoias mothers anticipated negative
reactions from their own families, while 34% of they fathers anticipated negative
reactions from their own families. In regard to espncing actual negative reactions
from their own families, 44% of the lesbian mothansl 27% of the gay fathers reported
having those reactions from their families. Johnsed O’Connor speculated that since
most of their sample of gay fathers adopted chilgtieat the families may view the
adoptions as selfless acts providing homes fddigm who have no homes. Conversely,
the lesbians primarily used alternative insemima#iad thus elected to bring children
into the world. This decision may be viewed by féamilies as fulfilling the needs of the
adults to have children and not thinking of thegptial impact on the children

themselves.
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One possibility for the gay parents’ high scorethim solidarity measures with
family may be that gay men who choose to be pareaishave particularly close bonds
with their family of origin before becoming parenthis was mentioned earlier—
namely, that lesbians and gay men who become gamgn be a group who has certain
bonds of closeness with their family of origin tegin with in comparison with the gay
and lesbian nonparents. It could be that for thengan, this is even more the case.
Considering how difficult it is for gay men to bexe parents compared to lesbians
(surrogacy and adoption are arguably more diffitudin pregnancy through alternative
insemination) and social conditioning issues (womenconsidered more suitable to
parenthood), perhaps gay men who choose parentreaspecial group in that they are
more relationship and family oriented to begin watmpared with gay men who do not
choose parenthood. Also, since there are fewengaychoosing parenthood than
lesbians, it can be argued that gay men choosirentfeood need even more social
support to have the confidence to embark on tHis f@aparenthood. Without enough
social support, gay men may feel that parenthostmgply not an option. Thus, those that
do pursue parenthood may be getting adequate suppbrt from their families.

As mentioned above, one issue faced by gay menwaldd like to be parents is
dealing with the adoption process or surrogacy.rkamy lesbian couples alternative
insemination is the chosen route for parenthood,car® member of the couple thus
becomes the biological mother of a child. Altholggbian couples face various
decisions (e.g., using sperm from known donor @ngmous donor, insemination at

home with partner or in physician’s office) and gibte costs ( purchasing sperm, storing
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sperm, paying for inseminations at a reproductigoerinologist’s office) alternative
insemination in general can be easier and les/dbain surrogacy or adoption.

Although a gay man can inseminate a woman who adoelee a surrogate
mother, more often gay men seek to adopt a chiéhdy conceived (Johnson &
O’Connor, 2002). This may be due to some of thicdities associated with surrogacy
including finding a woman willing to carry a balyterm on behalf of the gay couple,
and the very real possibility she may change hedrduring the pregnancy or after the
baby is born. Thus, many gay men choose adoptsirad. Either way, gay men can
have potentially more obstacles to become pareungs, financial cost, the adoption
application and interview process, and potentialhg wait times before the adoption is
granted) and at the same time they may not enpydssible reconciliatory benefits with
their parents of having a biologically related draihd thus providing a biologically
related grandchild. Therefore, already having ckxs®al ties with family of origin may
provide gay couples with emotional and concrete diich would in turn assist the gay
couples to pursue parenthood despite these obstégiether factor which may impact
on a family’s support for gay men choosing pareath@s Johnson & O’Connor, 2002
noted in their study) is that the families may berensupportive of adoption of children
who need a home instead of purposively bringintgdobin into this world.

Another issue gay men who would like to be paréats is the social
conditioning that women may be more suited to péeod than men and the social
conventions that women should aspire to becomenfsaaed men should aspire to obtain
educational and workplace goals. Even in recemtiasuon the roles of men and women

in regard to parenthood, education, and work, wotaeded to place a higher value on
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parenthood and aspired to parenthood more tharam@men tended to place a higher
value on education and work than women (e.g., Coma&Rich, 2002; Devos, Blanco,
Rico, & Dunn, 2008). Therefore, gay men who sedigcome parents must defy societal
expectations and also probably have their ownmalettesires and aspirations for
parenthood, so they might be more family orientethttheir nonparent counterparts.
Also, the parents of gay men seeking parenthoodbelgve that women are naturally
better suited to be parents compared to men arscthiey might believe that their sons
need more emotional support and concrete help fhem in order to be good parents.
These potential factors (i.e., the difficulty ofopdion and surrogacy and society’s
conventions about gender roles) and the notiongématmen seeking parenthood may be
a unique group with already strong family ties dedires for parenthood are of course

speculative. More research is needed to explosetissues with gay men parents.

Gay Parents and their Connections with Friends

In the present study in the area of solidarity viitbnds, gay parents had the
lowest mean scores for each domain of solidaritgsscall six groups of couple types.
Gay parents received and provided the least canbedp to friends and they received
and provided the least emotional support to friefitherefore, gay parents were an
anomaly compared with the other gay and lesbiapleswand their connections with
friends.

The group of gay parents in this study had thedsghverage household income
of all six types of couples (averaging between $100 and $199,999 household income)

and worked the least amount of hours in their jtiogh the gay parent respondents and
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their partners had the lowest mean number of wotkdiper week, averaging 28.48
hours per week and 30.54 hours per week respegtiviius they had more time and
more income than any of the other couples, yet bia@lythe lowest solidarity scores with
friends, including the provision of concrete assise to friends.

One possible explanation is that if this group @y garents in fact has closer
bonds with their families, they may also be a grotipeople who do not need to have a
“second family” comprised of friends. If they getegjuate support from family, live
closer with their parents, and feel a greater sehsesponsibility to their family, they
may be more inclined to put their energies and ctimemt to family, not friends. Since
there have been so few studies with a focus orpgesnting, it is not known how this
study’s sample compares with other gay fatherstlagid solidarity with family and
friends.

Therefore, another possibility is that this patacistudy and its sample of gay
parents are not typical of other gay parents irpthigulation. First, this study had a very
small sample of gay parents £ 33) and second this group of parents became parents
through various processes with different childesithough the majority of the gay men
parents in this study (63.64%) adopted all theildcén and this is typically the most
common means gay men pursue parenthood, 21.21%edogical parents, 9.09%
were a combination of step and adoptive paren@®898.were step-parents, and 3.03%
were a combination of biological and adoptive ptgenhus, some of these men had
“blended” families and although it is inferred, sewf these gay men parents probably

conceived children in previous heterosexual retetigps. Therefore, having come from a



205

heterosexual relationship with biologically-relatdldren, this group may have more in

common with some heterosexual parents than witbraay/lesbian groups.

Gay and Lesbian Groups’ Use of Paid Services

The results from the “Other Findings” section piiteg to paid services received
yielded interesting results. Specifically, the fesahowed that the four gay and lesbian
groups obtained more paid services for concret@ g&ivices (e.g., house cleaning
services, transportation services) than the hezgr@d groups and the gay/lesbian groups
(excluding gay parents) obtained more paid senfmeemotional support (e.g.,
psychotherapy) than the heterosexual groups. Tiesséts seemed to be influenced by
sexual orientation because household income alailalpay for these services was not
the only factor. The household incomes for the gap men groups were the highest of
the six groups, followed by (in descending ordenfrhighest household income to
lowest household income), the heterosexual parksisian parents, lesbian nonparents
and heterosexual nonparents. Thus, if househotdrirovas the main factor in paid
services used, the lesbian groups would have BEdssprvices not more. Instead, the
lesbian nonparents obtained the most paid serfacesnotional helpNl = .64,SD =
.96) and obtained the most paid services for céacervicesN = .82,SD =.95) and
the gay parents, in another instance of being amaty with the gay/lesbian groups,
obtained the least amount of paid services for emak supporti = .15,SD =.44) yet
earned the highest household income.

The finding that the lesbian parents, lesbian noemda, and gay nonparents all

obtained the most paid services for emotional stgpa., psychotherapy) raised the
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guestion of if these groups need more support {@ukealing with societal stigma,
discrimination, and possible issues with familyoafjin) than the heterosexual groups.
Meyer (2003) found in conducting meta-analysesopiytation-based epidemiological
studies that the lesbian, gay, and bisexual pdpukhad higher rates of stress-related
psychiatric disorders (e.g., those related to dapxgress, and substance abuse) compared
with their heterosexual counterparts. These diffees, while not large, have been found
consistently across studies (e.g., Cochran, Salli§aMays, 2003; Mays & Cochran,

2001). Thus, this present study’s findings are =best with the results from other

studies.

Another question that this present study’s findirgjsed is whether or not the
gay/lesbian population uses mental health serviea@e often (and perhaps may have a
higher comfort level in seeking those serviceshttie heterosexual population. In
studies done looking at rates of use of mentalthealrvices, it has been found that
lesbians and gays use the mental health systeiglarirates than heterosexuals
(Dworkin, 2000). Again, this shows that this prasgtndy’s findings are consistent with
other research findings.

Finally, given that the gay men parents did nowvfth the other gay/lesbian
groups (and obtained the least amount of paid ees\vor emotional support) it raises the
guestion of whether the gay men parents closenigéisgamily of origin provides them
with enough emotional support that they are lesserd of getting that emotional support

elsewhere (i.e., from friends or from paid servjces
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Other Findings Related to Age, Race, and Income

Functional-Instrumental and Emotional SolidaritytliiFamily

In regard to receiving concrete instrumental Hedm family members,
heterosexual parents had the highest score ofesiblidvith family. However, two groups
of nonparentgheterosexual and lesbian respondents) had théhighest solidarity
scores. This is where the confounding variablesgef and income enter the equation.

Heterosexual nonparents were the youngest grotipsistudy with a mean age
of 39.04, and lesbian nonparents were the nextgeatrgroup with a mean age of
43.58. Age was shown to have an inverse relatipngith help/support received
and help/support provided to family (i.e., as aggeases, help decreases). The two
oldest groups in this study were gay parents (nag@M5.06) and heterosexual parents
(mean age 44.92). Thus, in addition to parenthogzhcting help received or provided to
family, age was a factor.

This finding regarding age having an inverse reteship with help
received/provided is not surprising. In this salifadomain, the number of people a
respondent had provided help to and received heifp vas added for a total solidarity
score. Thus, the more family members one had cdioneovith the greater the solidarity
score. Therefore, this domain measuredtimaber of peoplen a respondent’s family
network, not the closeness of the ties in that agtwr his finding, therefore, is in
keeping with the theories that as people age theg more narrow social networks than
when people are younger (e.g., Carstensen, 1995, 1@nsford et al., 1998), but these

resultsdo notexplainwhythe older respondents had a smaller network. Thayslid
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not ask if the respondents had these family mendgaableto them (e.g., if a sibling
or other relatives were deceased) and did not lagitaheirsatisfactionwith their
support networks.

Heterosexual nonparents and lesbian nonparemt$atsthe lowest household
incomes compared with the other type of couple gspwith heterosexual nonparents
earning the least. If these two groups were in ggess well off financially, their
families may have felt more responsibility to heigir adult children out with concrete
services. Thus, this might also explain their higteores on functional solidarity

(receiving help) from family.

Structural Solidarity With Family

In regard to structural solidarity (how far awaygeaphically mother and
father lived from respondent), there were statdifcsignificant differences among the
six groups of heterosexual, gay, and lesbian psuamd nonparents. Heterosexual parents
and gay parents tended to live closer to their eragind to their father than the other
groups. The next groups inclined to live close thr/father were the lesbian
nonparents and the lesbian parents. The group$wedtfarthest from their parents were
the heterosexual nonparents and the gay nonpafidnts, for most of the groups parents
tended to live closer to their own parents thamibreparents. The exception was the two
lesbian groups with lesbian nonparents living aldsan lesbian parents.

One confounding variable regarding geographic pnityito parents was parental
divorce. Parental divorce seemed to play a rofgemgraphic proximity to father.

Specifically, there was a greater distance geodggealty from father if there had been a
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divorce. In this study 49/245 respondents had psutkiat divorced. Most (42/49)
reported that their mother had custody after therde. Five had parents who had joint
custody, one had a father who had custody, andvade different custodial
arrangement. Of the six sub-groups, lesbian pareeats themostlikely to have parents
that were divorced, and thus would be more likelinte farther away from their fathers.

The impact of parental divorce on geographic prayino father may be due to
the fact that after a divorce, parents no longsideetogether and there may be greater
likelihood that one may move farther away from ¢héddren. There may also be hard
feelings or strained relationships if the divorcasvibitter. Finally, with this sample, the
majority lived with their mother after the divorse there may have been less bonding
with their fathers.

Educational level also played a role in geographaximity to both mother and
father, but the amount of the effect of educatiorpmoximity was small and was not
significant at theg < .05 level. College graduates lived closer to tpaients than those

with less education and those with more education.

Functional-Instrumental and Emotional SolidaritythviFriends

Age had an inverse relationship with emotionalpgupreceived from friends and
emotional help provided to friends. In other woras the age increased the level of
support decreased. As discussed in regard to failigarity, this finding with age is
consistent with the literature that finds as pe@ge their support network narrows (e.qg.,
Carstensen, 1993, 1995).

Educational level also played a role in concretp neceived from friends. Those
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who had less than a college education had statlistizigher solidarity with friends in

this area than those with more education. Thispvasably related in part to having a
lower level of financial independence and lessitgitib pay for help with concrete and/or
emotional support services (e.g., Household clepiausehold projects, transportation
services, psychotherapy). The respondents withthessa college education also had
lower household earnings on average than the gtoeps. They also received less
concrete help from paid services than those wighér educations.

To understand the relationships in more detaiblym®s reported in the results
section under “Other Findings” had been conducdOVAs were run with
educational level and household income level aspaddent variables and concrete help
received from paid services as the dependent \aridbe results showed that the higher
the education, the more concrete help received fraith services. Post college
respondents had the highest mean scdfes 1.02,SD =1.22) , college graduates had
the next highest mean scoM € .95,SD =1.00), and those with less than college had
the lowest mean scor®(= .41,SD =.67). The difference between those with less than a
college education and those with post college dducavas statistically significant at the
p <.05 level.

The results also showed that the higher the hold@inaome, the more concrete
help received from paid services. Those with a Bbakl income of between $100,000
and $199,999 had the highest mean score with bekived from paid services(=
1.12,SD =1.22), and those with a household income of ove@OE®O0 had the next
highest mean score of help received from paid sesvM = .96,SD =1.13 ). The two

groups with the lowest household incomes—those aritincome between $60,000-
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$99,999 M = .67,SD =.89 ) and those with an income of $30,000-$59,88¢ (13,
SD =.35 )—had the lowest mean scores of help receingd paid services.

Thus, when concrete help is needed (e.g., traregport help with household
projects) those with financial resources may hekpfand those without financial
resources may rely more on friends. Knowing thesiiibs relationship between
household income and extent of help received froemds, raises the question of how
this may have impacted on the result of lesbiarpagents receiving the most help from
their friends. The lesbian nonparents had the tweldwest average household income
(heterosexual nonparents had the lowest).

Overall the findings of this study seemed to beststent with much of the
literature. Variables of gender, race, and agerglacted on results in expected ways-
women were more inclined to have stronger emotioaahections with family and
friends, non-White respondents were more inclimedew family as primary over

individual needs, and older respondents had marewaocial networks.

This Study’s Results and The Solidarity Model
The Solidarity Model proposed by Bengston (20013 wsed as the guiding
theory for this study. The Solidarity Model atteegbto account for patterns of solidarity
among American parents and children during thetddulily life. In other words, it
aimed to assess the intergenerational cohesionchitdren reached adulthood and
established careers and families of their own (Barg& Roberts, 1991).
Bengston’s (2001) hypothesis was that intergermratirelationships are

becoming increasingly important to individuals danhilies in America. He also
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suggested a corollary to that hypothesis that eesbénat for many Americans
intergenerational ties are becoming more impottaan nuclear family ties for well-
being and support over the course of their lives.

Bengston (2001) cited three primary factors adahedation of this hypothesis
and its corollary.

1. Changes in intergenerational demography have egbsudtincreased opportunities
and increased needs for interaction, support, antdahinfluence across more
than just two generations. The changes in demogragiar to the changing
societal and age structures so that longer yeabkarted lives are created.

2. Bengston (2001) reports that there is strengthtergenerational solidarity over
time and there is a diversity of cross-generatityaes.

3. Nuclear families, due to the increase in maritatability and divorce, are less
able to provide the socialization, nurturance, sungport needed by family
members. As a result, kin across several genessimnincreasingly called upon
to provide some of these essential family functions
Bengston’s Solidarity Model was based on heteroslexuclear families and their

extended families, and studies conducted to testtbdel also focused on heterosexual
families. Intergenerational relationships of gagtiian-headed families were not
explored using this model. Given that a fair nundfegay/lesbian couples and families
experience negative reactions from their familiesr@in it was not known if they would
be more reliant on each other (and friends frongtnglesbian community) than on their

families of origin for support. Therefore, it waskmown if Bengston’s hypothesis that
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intergenerational relationships are becoming irsirggy important would apply to gay
and lesbian-headed families.

This study’s results showed that gay and lesbiaenta were very similar in their
connections with family as were heterosexual pareatd that parents (regardless of
sexual orientation) lived closer to their own pasesnd had stronger connections in some
of the solidarity dimensions with family than nongats. Although Bengston (2001)
cited marital instability and divorce as one of thetors contributing to the increasing
importance of intergenerational ties, it could lhat for this study’s sample parenthood
(as a possible stressor) may have been a reasail tgpon extended family for support.
This study, therefore, suggests that gay and ledieaded families with children may,
like their heterosexual counterparts, utilize ig&rerational relationships for support.
It cannot be determined, though, if gay and leskaamilies with children have an
increasingly important need to have intergeneratitias because this was not a
longitudinal study.

Also, with the exception of the gay male parerits,lesbian parents, lesbian
nonparents, and the gay nonparents all scored tamethe normative solidarity
dimension compared with the heterosexual paremt$aterosexual nonparents.
Normative solidarity (perceptions of obligationis) studies done assessing the
interactions and relationships between the soligldimensions (e.g., Bengston &
Roberts, 1991), has been seen as a contributitgy fiac affectual solidarity (emotional
closeness) and associational solidarity (contécthis study, there were no significant
differences among groups (based on parenthoodsstgunder, or the combination of

parenthood status and sexual orientation) in aféédolidarity (emotional closeness) or
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in associational solidarity (contact). Yet thererevsignificant differences found among
groups based on sexual orientation in normativielaaly. Thus it would appear that in
this study normative solidarity wast a contributing factor to affectual and associatlon
solidarity.

Normative solidarity (perceptions of obligationsistalso been linked to the
degree of helping behavior (functional solidaritg)g., Bengston & Roberts, 1991). This
study seems to lend possible support for thisliekveen normative solidarity and
functional solidarity. Specifically, in this studheterosexual parents and gay parents had
the two highest total scores for normative soligaaind they also had the two highest
scores in functional-emotional solidarity (bothr@eeiving and providing emotional
support) and the two highest scores in functiomskrumental solidarity (providing
concrete help). Heterosexual parents also scoeehliginest in functional—instrumental
solidarity (receiving concrete help) but gay paseattually had one of the lowest
solidarity scores regarding receiving concrete help

In this study, lesbian parents and gay nonpareaddiie two lowest total scores
in normative solidarity. The gay nonparents also the lowest scores for functional—
instrumental solidarity (both in receiving and piimg concrete help) and had the lowest
scores for functional-emotional solidarity (bothréeeiving and providing emotional
support). The lesbian parents had the fourth losestes in functional-instrumental
solidarity (receiving concrete help) and in funoaé-emotional solidarity (receiving
emotional support). However, the lesbian parentisdmailar high scores to gay parents
and heterosexual parents regarding functional-+ingntal solidarity (providing concrete

help) and in functional-emotional solidarity (prdiwig emotional support). In other
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words, lesbian parents, despite low normative scargarding obligations to family, still
provided help (concrete and emotional supporthéirtfamilies. They provided this help
to family despite the fact that they reported reiogj little help from their families
(emotional support and concrete help).

Further work on this theory could have been donhis study by further
analyzing the relationships between the diffesatilarity dimensions, seeing more of
how they interact and influence each other. Overytars this type of study has been
done to better understand the construct of intenggional solidarity (e.g., Bengston &
Roberts 1991) but this was not the focus of thisgtand was not explored in this study.
Also, future studies could aim to look at resporidégay/lesbian and heterosexual) who
have had dissolved relationships to assess ifioakdtdistress/marital instability/divorce

is a primary factor with increased intergeneral@olidarity as Bengston asserts.

Strengths of This Study

By including gay male parents and comparing gsaatgmultiple levels,
this study was a holistic and thorough approadotting out complex relationships.
Unlike Kurdek’s (2001, 2004) studies which did b gay , lesbian, and heterosexual
couples too, this present study considered paredthothe analyses. Also, demographic
variables of gender, age, and race were exploretithas shed light on some of the
differences among the families that were not singplynction of sexual orientation or
parenthood status. The findings from this studyewetpacted by parenthood status, so it
confirms that comparing like couples with regarghéwenthood status is important.

Parents regardless of sexual orientation tendgd/éand receive more emotional
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support and concrete help with family than nonpiarand also tended to live closer to
family than nonparents.

Unlike many of the studies in the field of gaylies research, this study was also
theory-driven. By using a theory that was alreaatynulated and tested on
intergenerational heterosexual families and udiegneasurements that were also
formulated and tested by those theorists, the teefoim this study may have more
meaning. The value of having a theory is in thditslid explain and predict outcomes
(Black, 1999). Although generalizations that hameversal application are rare,
especially in the social sciences, the use of teear probabilistic explanations can
provide logical deductions about tendencies in gsoand can identify potentially
meaningful variables that fit in with the model €8k, 1999). Theory can have practical
value too, as the outcomes of some research st{vdmesh assert certain theories) can
impact the procedures, processes, and/or decisiang institutions, schools, courts, and
government, and for social work, in policy, progrdavelopment, and direct practice.

Another strength of this study was the relativabhiresponse rate obtained. A
total of 341 surveys were distributed and a tot&4b completed surveys were returned
for a response rate of 71.85%. Most of these ssrweyre distributed via postal mail after
initial contact by email. Some of the surveys hatead been distributed in person at
gay/lesbian events (and some of those completegguivere collected the same day).
The surveys distributed using direct contact yiéldenear 100% response rate yet the
surveys distributed via the mail yielded a lowesp@nse rate. Combined the response

rate was adequate, especially given that it isuetly a problem in survey research to
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have low response rates from postal, email, opkalric interviews. Direct contact with

participants usually yields greater response @&k, 1999).

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research

This study had certain limitations which impactedtioe results. Therefore, the
findings need to be assessed with these limitaiionsind. This study did not obtain a
random sample for any of the groups and it is batchow if this sample is
representative of the population. Since gays aslsidas comprise a largely hidden
population , the characteristics of the gay/lesip@pulation are not really known and
therefore it is impossible to know the qualitiesaakepresentative sample. However,
given the large percentage of White educated refgyan in this study, it is probably safe
to assume that this sample is not representatives,these findings are only true for this
particular sample.

Since this sample was smaller than had been de#iiredix types of couples
may have had more differences between them tharesidts showed. If this is the case
the null hypothesis was accepted in four domairsobéarity with family, when it
possibly should have been rejected (Type Il erfbius, future research in this area
could benefit from larger samples. Increasing samsjde so that each of the six sub-
groups were larger would tell us if there are ndifflerences between groups than was
found in this study and would reduce the chanaeaimitting Type Il error.

Another drawback to the present study was thatulmeethe sample was
comprised of volunteers who chose to participatdénstudy, one could argue that the

respondents may be different than those that didimmose to participate. Perhaps the
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respondents were better connected to their fanaheisthus were more interested in
completing surveys about family relationships tphaople who had serious struggles
with their families. Given the difficulty in findij gay/lesbian parents and nonparents
couples, it would be hard for future researchersotrduct a study without relying on
respondents who volunteer to participate. Howeveraps efforts could be made to
recruit gay and lesbian parents who experiencelyasonflict, and research on this
population could further illuminate the complexatenship between parenthood, sexual
orientation, and social support.

An additional limitation to the present study igttit can be argued that the
results showing differences between the parentsxangarents groups may not be
accurate. It could be that those who chose paredttmbegin with may be more
connected with their families of origin than thageo chose to remain childless. Only
asking respondents about their current relatiorssivigh family and friends does not tell
us what those relationships were like prior to pireod (for the parents groups) and thus
it is not known whether parenthood brought the eegignts closer to their family or if
they were a group that was closer to their familgl Bess close with their friends to begin
with compared with the nonparent groups.

Thus, a suggestion for future research would m®ialuct a longitudinal study
(instead of having only one point of data collegjito control for this possible
confounding variable. The study should examine fgeapd their connections with
family before and after becoming parents and comgahem with people who choose
not to become parents (and this latter group waektl to be distinguished from those

who wanted to have children but had fertility issué herefore, solidarity (before and
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after parenthood) could be examined with the saspandents instead of comparing one
group of parents and one group of nonparents. lgjralongitudinal study that also
included members of the family of origin of thepesdent would yield even richer and
perhaps more telling results. Then it would alsendeseping with Bengston et al.,

2002’s longitudinal study examining intergenerasiorelations of heterosexual families
and the results could be compared.

Another very serious limitation emerged in thisdgtuUnfortunately it was only
realized once the data was being analyzed. Althaligharticipants were asked a number
of specific questions regarding if they had claldrthe context in which the child was
born or adopted (i.e., in a previous heterosexalationship, in a previous homosexual
relationship, in the current relationship) was asited. Specifically, the survey first
asked if the respondent and partner had any chilémd if so, the number of children.
Next the survey asked the respondent to list tteldren with spaces available for sons
and daughters, with their ages and the natureeofebpondent’s relationship with the
son/daughter (e.g., biological parent, adoptivep@r Thus, although from these
guestions the number of children, gender of thielodm, ages of the children, and nature
of relationship with the children (e.qg., biologicatioptive) were known, it was not
known if the gay/lesbian respondents had the anmildrom a pr