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_antrnd;v;dual 5 personailty is anrextremely'complex undertaking.

- ABS“TRACT.__""

Attempts to dellneate the factors 1nvolved in creatlng

N

-

The present study focused on one of these dimfnsions, parent}-

rchild relationsnips;‘ Specifically}‘the purposefﬁas to;

: discover whether relationships exrst;betweenicertain aspects

Of-parental.authority.patterns‘and the personality'of'their
chlldren...‘ | . a

Two hundred and n1nety~seven adolescents between the.
ages of 12 and .20 years partmcrpated 1n the study,-whlle they

were attendlngla summer camp. Each adolescent was required "

.

' to~fill out a questionnaire deallng with thelr percEptlonS'

of their parental upbringing. ‘In‘addition,‘the subjects

d were asked to complete a personallty test. Subjects were

a551gned to specrflc patterns of parental authorlty on the
basis of thelr‘scores on the questionnaire. Adolescents
perceived as being ralsed in each of the four parental
authorZLy droups had their personality scores coliated to
'determrne'if‘there were.any_sihilarities or differences |
‘between thése varioushgroups. There were Tnhypotheses
lnvestlgated A |

.

The first hypotheSLS attempted to show thateadolescents

who perceived thelr parents disciplinary technrques srmllarly,
“also displayed simiiar personality"traits. 'The results

[y

ii

PR NISNEL IR FERE Rt e B




3

. 1nd1cated that there were. some dlfferences and that the

\ { SR iii

' =
-

drfferences in. the personalltles among, chlldren rarsed by

these dlfferent groups of parents were predomanantly in the )
follow1ng trarts, capacrty of status, socrablllty, soc1al
presence,’responsrbllrty, socrallzatlon,:achlevement v:Lap
gonformance, and psychologlcal mlndedness. In addltlon, '
] ~

T T =

the results suggested two;“polar““groups of parental

i b )
upbrrnglng exist; rejectlng-neglectlng and authorrtar?an
RS e

: parents on one extreme, ‘and authorrtatrve and nonconformrng

\

and permrssrve parents on the: other extreme.' Frnally,

adolescents*ralsed by rejectrng-neglectlng parents demonstrated

personallty tralts which were the most dlfferent when compared

A 3

to the other three groups of parents.
. The second hypothesrs attempted to show that adolescents
of variols ages, who percelved thelr parents dlsc1p11nary A
technlques srmllarly, would dlsplay the same personallty g
tralts. However, the results of the study suggested that
there were personallty changes, albelt restrlcted ones among
the older-and younger adolescents. ‘The older adolescents =

consistently dlsplayed positive growth'on,the'personality

:indices;when compared=to'the younger adolescents. - Again,

s .

the same polarity of parental groups surfaced. Moreover,.

the results suggested that adolescents ralsed by authorltarlan
' and rejectlng—neglectlng parents showed femer changes on the

‘personality variables ‘with age; than the groups of- adolescents

x
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raised by authoritative and nonconforming and permissive .
parents. o I S A
: 7 ‘ o ' :

The third hypothesis attempted to show that male and
female adolescents, who peroeiVed"their parents diSCiplinary B
. techniques Similarly, would display the same personality f *
traits. However there we;e certain personality variables
‘that differed among the female and male adolescents. These.'
differences seemed to cluster around the soc1alization,
flexibility and femininity personality traits. - Therefore,

the differences were distinctive and not spread evenly among

. all the personality. traits. In addition, ﬁore.perSonality

. . n
a, . ' ~ - ) . b ’

"

differences were foun&*in the authoritarian and rejecting—

neglecting groups among the male and female adolescents than -

those found in the authoritative and nonconforming and

'permiSSive parental groups,‘a trend opp051te to that discussed

w
above.

o The_remaining hypotheses dealt-mainly with the‘subtle
'_question of whether 'adolescents of various—ages and sex
perceived themselves ;s belenging moreEto‘one parental
authority groun:than another. The result-of the study ’
showed, as hypothesized,_that the number of younger and
older adoleScents in thé;uariOus parental authority groups’
was that anount expected by chance alone. However, when‘the
younger adolescents were studied by themselves, there were

N

”fewer adolescents in the rejecting—neglecting parental

S
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euthorlty groups a compared to the other three groups...

Older age a olescents When studled as a separate entlty,

+

also drsp yed fewer - numbers in - the rejectlng-neglectlng
‘parentai{}uthorlty group.' In addition, there was a greater
~ than expected ‘amount- of - adolescents who percelved themselvest.
- as belonglng in the authorltatlve parental group
-

~.The. results of the study demonstrated, as hypothesrzed

‘that the sex of the adolescent was not related to how they-

perceived their parents' disciplinary child-raising techniques. |

~ When male adolescents were”stﬁdies independently, the same .

result'was achieved' However, with the female adolescents,_
f.-

. there was less than the expected number of adolescents ln

‘the rejectlng—neglectlng parental authorlty group.

Sy
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- _ % INTRODUCTION
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It has been primarily'during the 20th‘Century that .

:lthe lmportance and fea51b111ty of conductlng sc1ent1f1c s
71nves§lgatlon of parent-chlld relatlonshlps has been fully
accepted (Glldea, Glldewell, &'Kantor,‘lQGl). -Interestlnng _
enough, the fields. of dellnquency and- child guldance ;ere s
'among the flrst to recognlze and formulate hypotheses in .
this area. Thelr concern. lay Wlth 1ndentlfy1ng p0551ble.e‘¥'
._antecedeht condltlons leadlngﬁto behaV1oral‘problems 1; |
children (Anderson, 1955) S ?

The.psychoanalytlcal fleld predomlnantly in the early

.half of this century, attempted o relate spec1f1c eariy

ehild—rearing,practices (£ e, breast feeding, self-
deﬁandxfeeding, methodigf/Zoilet trainiﬁg) to child ‘
personality. " Their reeulta seem to have been inconclusive

!

and could not offer an adequate’explanation for children's

" behavior (Sewell, 1952; Orlansky, 1949). On the othef hand,
\

‘ studles whlch centered upon the general social climate in

‘the home, revealed marked and generally con51stent

- differences: S "_ A



o - e A 2
I£ is entirely possible that the significané and
critical matter is not the practices themselves,
‘but the whole personal-social situation® in which
~\. . they find their expression, including the attitudes .
: ‘ . and behavior of the mother. (Sewell, 1952, p. 157)":

 Psychoanalytical ﬁhgofy_Was_?esponéible for theorizing

that personality characteristics‘6f7adults appeared to be:

~ -

H " . u

' . extensions ofltﬁé effect of early child exbeﬁiences.' It was -

an impétus fpr Future studies attempting to examine child-

'"ff‘ﬂ*;H-‘péIEht réi;tioﬂsﬁipé and thé%; éffec£5'qp-£hé;fu£ﬁre
-.ﬁer$onali£y of theVChild. |
| ‘ Recent studies have beenlqharadﬁerizéd by signific¢ant’
sﬁrides,tQWard £p9‘§oal of‘ideniiinng réievant‘véf%ablés

which are éSsociateﬁ_withwdifferént"types of;parent-child:_
:_lrelatiqnships;. fhese studies have ;;lusfﬁatéé'the |
iﬁterfelaﬁionShip#rofjman§ factors which‘affec?~;he.quaiity
of re;ationships ﬁithin the famiiy (Walters.&égéinnett,_lg};).‘
Bapmrind (1967) &éérg#sedAthé'complexityfof ﬁhis érea of? )

s l .'F l

invdstigation: |

The conceptual approach to parent-child relations

. (from which the study proceeds) - starts with the

assumption that the physical, cognifive, and

social development of children is lprgely a function

of parental childrearing practices. With varying

degrees of cohsciousness and’ conscientiousness,

parents created their children psy¢hologically as

well as physically. The child's energy level,

his willingness to explore and will to master his

environment, and*his self-control, sociability,

and buoyancy are set. not only by genetic structure .
: . but by the regimen, stimulation, and kind of contact

\\ ' - provided by parents. The child's inherent cognitive

' : ' potential can be fully developed by a rich, complex
‘environment or inhibited by inadequate and pooriy

timed stimulation. . The young child learns from

L
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 his parents ‘how 6 thlnk as well as how to talk;

" how to interpret and use his experience, how

control his reactions, and how to 1nfluence other

to

people. Children learn from their parents how to

relate to others, whom to like and emulate, whom to

avoid and derogate,‘how to expreis affiliation and
‘san1m051ty, -and when to withhold response. The:

or reward, ‘alters. the child's behavior - and affects

\ ~~ parents' use .of reinforcement,’ ‘whether punlshment'. s

his future likes and dislikes. Parents differ J.n

the degree to which they. wish to influence their

_ children and they differ in their effectlveness as

.teachers and models. Some parents attempt to

maximize and qthers minimize the direct influence .
.that they have upon their . chlldren. Some parents.
enjoy prolonged and intense contact and others are
discomforted by such contact.\ Parents, differ in
. their ability to communicate clearly’ with their®-
children and in their desire to reason with and .
- listen to the ‘ideas and objectlons of their offsprlng.
- They vary in the frequency and kinds of demands i
 that they make of their children. Scme parents .-
.require of .their children that they participate in
. household chores; or that they care for themselves
. and" their rooms or that they control thelr feellngs,
while others seek to prolong the early perlod of
' dependency, immaturity, and, Spontaneous expressmon

' of feellngs._(p. 346)

v g

‘Types of parental dlsc1pllne, attltudes and Chlld- T

rearing technlques have been systematlcally studied to

dellneate how these factors affect the present and future

‘functlonlng of chlldren. The- questlon must ‘now be formally

ralsed as to.the purpose for conductlng lnvestlgatlons in

»thls deleate area. Some of the major reasons for thls

N
|

~,'1iﬁe of reeearchwinqdiry, and subsequently; for .-the present

study, are outlined below.
Society generally recognlzes that the mature
_belng is a conglomerate of hls past experlences.

the effects of various parent—chlld_relatlonshlps,

helps therapists to_understand how peqpie develop.

human
Examlnlng .
further

That is,the

a4 b b




manner in whlch an individoal has been treateé‘by his
'parents as he 1s growrng up,, is A large determlnant/of
hls later personallty funct' ning. In addltlon, 1t seems

'that the way hls parents rai ed hlm is also a- major

1nfluence as to how h‘ will rai

»

?therefore can aid in sortlng out the varlables allow1ng

“hls chlldren.l Research
for an optlmal parent—chlld relatlonshlp, guldlng parents to
" raise chlldren to become~healthy ‘and well—adjusted adults.
ThlS 1eads 1nto the next area of concern--atyplcal and
.abnormal behav1or.r Examanlng the effects of varldus

E parent-chlld relatlonshlps may shed some llght on such

. sen51t1ve problems as adolescent dellnquency and Chlld abuse.'

‘lAre venile dellnquents rarSéd in slmalar home envrronments?
How can‘society deteot'theselnomes at an earlﬁ stage ‘and
ohange.the parent-childldynamics taking place? What types
or.parents‘did_abusive parents~haveé Are there elements *
in the way parentsaraise their childrenrthat occnrred‘ina‘
thelr own past parentéohild relationshi?s?_ Investigations
in tnis area oan'helplidentify the'abnormal'or’atypical
parent-child relationships and thus contrihute to‘early :
identification‘andrintervention. f

-Perhabs a less obvlods,_butﬂno less iﬁportant*réasdne
for.studyingrparent;child relationships,‘is torincrease the
information available toionild gnidance counsellors, |
teachers,-or:anyone lnnolved in.working.With chilfren. If
'the”way ehildren‘behave is partially determined by their

-

-t e L
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home environment, "theSe*people have _

;experiences in}
an additional drce of lnformatlon to enable them to

better understand and work wrth chlldren.

- in summary, research dealmng w1th parent—chlld . . f

relatlonshlps has both theoretlcal and practlcal mellcatlons
“in varlous areas. The present study w111 attemot to
'eluc1date and dellneate further the behavror of chlldren that

is reIated to the home envrronment in whlch they are/ralsed

v, /
An Historical Review of the therature-

Many studles‘have examlned the relatlonshlp between

h the famlly env1ronment and personallty tralts ln.chlldren.
lIn order to catergorlze these studles, the general outllne dl
of personallty traits by the Callfornla Psychological
Manual (Gough 1969) was used In‘thls way, ' the results:
,of the present study can. be compared more easrly to past
studles dlscussed in this sectlon. Out of the four general
categorles used by the Callfornla Psychologlcal Inventory,
”three.were-extracted for the purpoces of this literature
-rev1ew. In addition, ub—headlngs were used to allow
further dellneatlon of the studles.

Studles of Porse, Ascendancy, Self-Assurance and Interpersonal

Adequacy
Dominance. Upsegraff's investigation (193%9) of

nursery school children,'rarsed in homes which fostered
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development and expre531on of 1deas, found that these

:_'chlldren tended ‘to be ascendant whlle those ch11dr1
s : ~

from -

overprotected homes were usually submassrve.‘ Barto . Dielman@

-

& Cattell (1977) reported a negatlve correlation hetween i
_ :paternal strlct discipline and.domlnance in adolescent
”chlldren._ In‘a similar study, but ut11121ng an older
;populatlon, Carpenter and Elsenberg {1938) admlnlstered the
%Carpenter Famlly Background Schedule in an effort to
‘dlscover the relatlons between feellngs of domlnance ln
college students and Sp&lelC elements in the famlly
'background prlor to the age of 15._ The results shOWed that
’the domlnant group ‘was dlfferentlated from - the non~. 5
domlnant group by tne followrng tendenc1es- greater

. independence, more freedom and more 1nd1v1dua11ty were

- stressed in the fam;ly

Introvers1on—Extrover51on. Siegelman'LIQGG) examined

the relatlonshlp between the personallty of boys in the
fourth fifth, and sixth- grade and their parent-child

'relationships. ‘His results indicated that those sons who

\ ‘reported thelr parents to be punlshlng tended to be rated

by thelr male classmates as w1thdrawn, whlle those sons who l
1-._.,_, .

perce1Ved therr parents as lovrng tended to be seen by
their male peers as not w1thdrawn No 51gn1f1cant
~re1at10nshlp was found to exist between demandlng parents .
and w1thdrawal symptoms in thelr sons. In an earlier study,

_ Siegelman (1965), Studying college students,ifound tHat




-"those respondents\w1th extroversron-personallty lncllnatlons
also tended to recall their parents as lov1ng whlle thef :
were: grow1ng up. Those subjects w1th 1ntroversaon personallty

_‘1nc11natlons tended to”remember thelr parehts as rejectlng..

In a SLmllar study, Becker (1960), observrng klndergarten
children, dlscovered that if the father s parent—chlld

Arelatlonshlp veas characterlzed as lov1ng, democratlc and
emotlonally mature,‘then the child’'was . rated by his mother
-as belng better adjusted ‘Sut901ng, and less demanding.

: 1.
..:Hattw1ck (1936) also found that preschool chlldren raised -

ln calm, hagpy homes were ‘cooperative and showed good '
emotional adjustment. However, chlldren fromq“ten31on ; |
1homes“ were characterlzed by frequent lllness, fatlgue,
1mpat1ence and nervousness, were uncooPeratlve and dlsplayed
poor emotlonal adjustment.' Hattw1ck also found lnfantlle,\
w1thdrawn chlldren to be from those homes reflectlng over- "
attentlveness from thegparentsr Upsegraff (1939) 51m11arly
| reported.that nursery.schooi children'who‘were withdrawn
from their playmates, tended to be characterized by
overprotect1Ve parents.
Gildea, Glldewell, and Rantor's study (1961) of thlrd
grade chlldren, 1nd1cated that mothers with the best adjusted
chlldren belleved that there were multlple 1nfluenceS'on

Chlld behavior, that they were one of the lnfluences, and

/’that they had the ablllty to, exercise 1nfluence on the

B TP
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i behav;or of the children. - | {

o Socmablllty. Ayer and Bernreuter (1937) studééd 40
chlldren of preschool age.; They found that when ‘parents
used temper ln dlSClpllnlng thelr chlldren, the chlldren
were 1ess lmkely to. face reallty, nere less soc1ahle and =
‘had less attract;ve personallt;es;".Penance used aﬁ'a
punish.ment made the children _l'ess la‘,kely” to face reality.
Watson (1957); studying preadolescent children, dlsconered )
that the ch;ldren from pernmssmve homes were more soc1able,
‘ cooperatlve and spontaneous than the chlldren ralsed in

strlct—d1501pllne homes.\

Self-Concept. Mote (1967) examined the relaﬁlonshlp

[}

between the chlld's self-concept in school, and parental
attltudes and behavior in chlld—rearlng. She found that
-parental satlsfactlon with Chlld learning was 51gn1flcantly
and p051t1vely related to the child's self-concept.

Baunrind (1967) delved more deeply into the antecedents
of.chlldren s,self—concept. Three groups of_preschool‘

chlldren-usre used in the sample. Group &ne was‘classified

as being selfwrellant, self controlled, exploratlve and -

J

L

content. Group two consisted of childrén classified as

being discontented, withdrawn and distrustful. Group three

was composed of children who had 1ittle self-control or

selfereliance, and who tended to retreat from novel

experiences. The results of her study indicated that parents

-

p
'

]
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'.Of preschool chlldren manlfestlng the most p051t1ve behav;orf

(self-rellant, self-controlled, exploratlve and content)

tended to be markedly more consrstent, more lovrng, more*

&

7fsecure in the handllng of the chlldren, and more llkely

f - - A

‘-to accompany a dlrectlve wrth a reason., These parents also

s

' tended to be more supportlve and to communlcate more clearly

w1th thelr‘phlldren. The parents of Groupﬂbne tended to”

»

enforce the dlrectlwes that they gave to their chlldren and

- they tended to resrst the child's demands._ However, they'

’ dld not over-protect or over-restrlct thelr chlldren._

»

Baumrlnd concluded that early control by parents when

. accompanled by warmth, does not 11ke extreme punltlveness

-

‘and restrlctlveness, lead to fearful dependent,_subm1551ve

vigr. It ‘was also reported that parents of those

chlldren who manlrested little self —control or self—rellance'

\

and who often retreated from novel exPerlences tended to be

insecure about their abllmty to 1nfluence thelr children.

The mothers of thls group used w1thdrawl of love and .

»

rldlcule rather than power Oor reason as lncentlves for their
. L

dhiidren._ ) R SN

Mlller and Swanson (1960) found that “love-orlented“

‘technlques of chlld—rearlng appeared to contrlbute to gullt

feellngs in the adolescent chlldren studied. Related to

thlS, Siegelman L1966) observed that depressmon in grade

school boys, which_included belng overly moralistic and

PIVCNRIEIUINE TAP SUPTIY 5 LR
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and nonlovrng parents. Elnally, Watson (1934) examlned 230

E graduate students who had been ralsed in extremely strlct
and economlcally underpr1v1ledged homes. These adults

_hated thelr pa\ents, quaf%eled w1th assoc;ates, were\unahle-

wr -

to 1ove on a mature and lndependent basas, wers - soc1allyﬂ_

‘i\."
'maladjusted were full of overmconsc1entlousness, gullt
,'and fears, and were inclined to be 31ckly and‘deflnltely
, S ‘

unhappy.-

- - -

Studles of Socrallzatlon, Maturlty, Responsablllty, and

-

Intrapersonal Structurlng of Values

- Socialization. Two s‘tudi“es by Hoffman (1960, 1963)

,l'concerning‘parental power assertion and itS‘impact‘on the

_preschool Chlld, 1nd1cated that unquallfled power assertion

Lo

(coercelve pressure upon the chlld to change his behavror
“through such technlques as dlrect commands, threats and
physacal force)" hy_the_mother, tended‘to be assoc;ated with t
the developnentfof ﬁostility,'power needs-and'increased .
_ aptonomy strivingslin the child‘ In turn, the ch;ld tended
“to displace these tralts toward peers and permassmve
authorlty flgures. Chlldren ralsed in a non-power assertive
\context comblned wath "love—watholdlng" or "other—orlented“
parental dlSClpllne tended to show greater socially -

acceptable. behavior; ?lovefw1thold1ng- was fostered by

intensifying the_child's need for approval which'then‘

’ N

“exce551ve1y séif-crltlcal, was related to- punlshlng, demandlng
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”concluded that the overall pattern of the flndlngs seemed
'_hto suggest four behavror systems whlch at. least ln the very
;'young chlld, may be. dlfferentlally lnfluenced by parental
"practlces:' affectlve orrentatron,‘determlned malnly by
' parental”acceptance}_hostllity{and related drives, 1nst1gated
_.mainlylby power assertion;limpnlse controls, fostered malnly
by lovefwitholding_disciplineﬁin-a non-power context, and0
;consideration for others;'fosterednmainlylby‘other—orlented

: dlsc1pllne in a non-powereassertlve context.

' famlly relatlons and ltS effect on responsmblllty and empathy'ﬁf',

i
i

becomes a basis for impulse control, and “other—oriented“

b{dlsc1p11ne, by 1nduc1ng pos1t1ve 1nternal forces possrbly

capltallzlng on the chlld‘s capacrty for empathy and thns o

'leadlng to- a more accurate conslderatlon of others. Hoffman

A

»

A

Lang (1969) addressed the’ issue of power bases 1n fﬁké

in the nursery‘school ‘child. ‘She found-that power-exerc1sed
4

entlrely by parents was llkely to lead chlldgpn to experlence
‘respon51blllty as external to themselves. In families in

_ which chlldren exercrsed the power, they were prone- to be

pre—occupled wrth thelr own unmet needs and to remaln ‘ LT

"1nsensrt1ve or 1nd1fferent to the deep needs of others.

i
PG

Shared power by parents and chlldren enabled chlldren to

experlence the locus of respons1blllty as w1th1n themselves

.and to become responsrve to the needs of others. Anarchy

seemed to’ llmlt chlldren to lndlfference or lnablllty to -

ot ¢
o

‘} w V.o



-

L ’frespond to others.p“%f' : ) frﬁs» D f' s

,‘1€j; ;_'indni‘ Authorltarranlsm.‘ Two related studres LByrne, 1965
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- - 'f?:*:'“and Starr, 1965) examlned the general theory of authorltarran f’

s
hl

personallty development, Wthh proposes strlct parental

psana i ef g

o '“jf; 'F‘d1501p11ne as a crucral determlnant.‘ Starr (19&5) S B \i'

'lnvestlgated the dlsciplinary roles of mothers and fathers

fln‘relatlon to authorrtarranlsm in thelr preadolescent

;boys and glrls. Slgnlflcant pos:tlve relatlonshlps were |

lobtalned between chlldren s authorltarlanlsm and the

- J:\;. T _e-drsc1p11ne attatudes of the parents of the OppOSlte sex.
‘;V;;Gf_ﬂ“; Byrne (1965) utlllzed an’ older populatlon for- ‘his stud - ,:

o 'J “ ;jmaleuand female un1versrty students - enrolled in. an PR
’ ' jlntroductory psychology class. The author hypothesrzed | "
. that parental authorltarlanlsm and chlld—rearlng practlces -

;hi',_'; f : would have a direct relatlonshlp thh both authorltarranrsm'-s

& | “.~\d - and attltudes toward chlld-rearlng practlces in thelr .

' ofrsprlngm A posrtlve relatlonshlp was c0nf1rmed for the
_father—son combination.. Also, a srgnlflcant relatlonshlp

| Was Observed‘between authorltarranlsm_ln mothers~and&1n

thelr offsprlng of both sexes.

~ Agressron._ The research studles reported on aggreSSLOn

exam:.ne the relat:.onsh:.p between parental ch:.ld-rearlng

practlces and socral aggressron 1n chlldren. Delanev (1965)

‘ found that parental restrlctlveness,‘rather than permlsslveness,

was posrtiVelv related to Chlld aagressron, esoecrally in the

relationshlp between pat%rnal restrlctlveness and aggressron

- {i . | N R‘ ] ‘ . * - ' . . .‘\; . . jx . o
9% - o Ee ,‘ - ~ ] . ‘ [
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Lefkow1tz (19631 reported that aggressron 1n

rchrldren lncreased as parents 1ncreasrnglv relled upon _
'_1phy31cal punlshment for controlllng the chlld s behavror..
‘Slmllarly, Mlller and Swanson t1960) found that physrcal

:punlshment, wrthdrawal of pr1v1leges and threats, tended to;:

contrlbute to overt aggressron in the adolescent poPulatlon

"t;under study

Hattwrck (1936) dlscovered a dlfferent dlmen51on of

~

_ﬁadult behavror assocrated Wlth aggressron rn chlldren.'*Al

e'Aggre551ve pre—school chlldren were reported to‘be ralsed

‘::ln homes characterlzed by negllgent parents who gave BN

lnadequate attentlon to thelr chlldren.

Demlng (1964) dellneated further the relatlonshmp

'_between parental attltudes and behavror and aggre551ve

behavior in chlldren. He examlned the hypothesrs that

the dlfferentlal effect of parental attltudes on. the

‘.behavror of preadolescent sons is a functron of the

‘dlfferentlal roles taken by parents,

The results of the

study lndlcated that rejectlon, amblvalence, and general

*

’aggressmon by fathers who assumed express1ve roles: were

. found to be more 51gn1f1cantly-related to aggre551on in

"~ who played 1nstrumental roles.

rsons than wgre the same attitudes: expressed by fathers

: Parental-aggres51on of

- mothers who played 1nstrumental,roles‘was indioated, on

the~other,hand,'to be more significantly'related to

' aggression and perceived rejection in sons than parental
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- 1mpat1ent fearless, planful and more cruel than the .

aggressmon of mothers who assumed expre551ve roles. This

finding’ was just OPPOSLte .to the flndlngs of the fathers; R

taf*i ‘ Baldw1n (1949) reported on the parental antecedentsi

of p051t1ve soc1al aggre551on in nursery school chlldren.

He found that chlldren raised in a democratlc home
'-part1c1pated freely and actlvely in nursery -school acthltles
~and dlsplayed successful aggre551on and. self—assertlon.. He B

concluded that a democratlc home promotes creatlve and

constructlve behav1or. In an earlier study, Baldw1n (1948)

lreported that chlldren From democratlc homes had a: hlgher'

acth;ty level, Were more aggre551ve, competltlve, curious, -

chlldren ralsed in- “controlled“ homes. These-nursery
'school,chlldren dlsplayed less successful aggre551on,
tenacitYQ‘ana.fearlessness, and were more negative and
'disobedient. | | o L

Moral Judgement.A Kohlberg (1949) stated that inductivej

dlSClpllne e would seem to represent a form of creatlng

Ny moral role—taklng opportunltles Nevius (1977) attempted |

to test thlS hypothe51s relatlng parental dlSClpllne patterns
and %gages of moral judgement. U51ng Hofrman s (1960) - |

questlonnalre to assess power assertion, love-w1thdrawa1 and

- induction,’ NeVlus was unable to establlsh any relatlonshlp

'between hlgh level moral reasonlng and the lnductlve

method of chlld:rearlng.

id
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Smart and Smart L1976) examlned preadolescent s-

perceptlons of parents and thelr relatlons to a test of-

fresp0nses to moral dllemmas. The results showed that boys

"ﬁperce1v1ng thelr parents as gmvrng them much support had

: a hlgher mean score on the Moral Dllemmas Test than boys ~L

who reported less parental support.\ The glrls perceptlon

of parental support had no relatlon -to scores on the Moral

_prlemmas.Test- '

-

studies of Achievement Potential and Intellectual Efficiency

Conformlty The followmng studles examlned the

3

'Trelatlonshlp of a chlld‘s ablllty to conform to. the ‘

I3

-expectatlons glven to hlm.by external forces and the home
' \

envrronment 1n whlch he is ralsed. Walsh (1968) - studled

the assocratlon between parental attltudes of rejectlon'

r \.

and chlldren s’ behav1or ‘in a temptatlon srtuatlon. Each \

Chlld was placed alone in a room for 15 mlnutes w1th a

‘number of desrrable toys. Before the chlldren were 1eft

.alone they were admonlshed not to touch the toys. A Chlld

>1 was classrfled as belng rigidly controlled if he dld not

leave the chalr and appeared to 1gnore the toys. He Was

classified as belng naturally curious “if he walked around

- and 1ooked ‘at the toys. but. dld not touch them and he was

classrfled as a ylelder to temptatlon if he touched or

played wrth the toys. The results 1nd1cated ‘that children

.
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,. who were rrgldly controlled tended to have mothers who \

s’felt ohlldren had few rlghts of prlvacy, who- avolded

communlcatlon w1th the chlldren, and who felt that chlldren_";_

e P
, should be obedrent’and act grown—up. Those chlldren who

-were naturally curious as well as those chlldren whose
behav1or was classrfled as that of a ylelder to temptatlon,,
'tended to have mothers who held v1ews whlch were, opp051te
 to those of the mothers of the rlgldly controlled chlldren f
- Bronfenbrenner (1961) reported that adolescent glrls

- who,. from early llfe on, recerved more affectlon and pralse
than the- adolescent boys, wers more respon51ve to dlsc1p11ne.f
;Yet they were also more vulnerable to what Bronfenbrenner _
called the. rlsk of oversoc1allzatlon . On.the other h:nd
boys on the ‘average; tended to receive. sterner dlsc1pllne

- to achleve a somewhat lower level of absolute compllance

- and more often suffered from too llttle affectlon and
Iauthorlty than from too much. - Boys who had recerved a

_ great deal of affection durlng their formatlve years were
more prone to perm1551veness than were the boys who had
been glven little emotional support. Boys who had little
Temotlonal support early in llfe required more dlsc1pllne to
‘ induce conformlty, accordlng to Bronfenbrenner. His theory
empha51zed that whlle the chlld lS Stlll young, the parent

bullds up emotlonal capltal on whlch.he can draw later in

"‘order to evoke desmrable behav1or beyond the crltlcal 901nt.

£



' susceptlblllty to soc1al lnfluences (c0nform1ty)

17 -
HOwever, inlan‘inVestigation‘done by-éhaplan (1967);7
the author could draw no relatlonshlp hetween parental -
chlld-raLSLng technlqnes and pre-school chlldren 's conformlty

behav1or.l She reported that dlsc1p11nary practlces of

‘mothers were not found to be related to a child* s:

,'Dependency. 'In a study ‘of nursery school chlldren and

thelr parents, Moore (1965) related parental chlld—rearlng

practlces to the occurance of dependency and autonomy Ln

=~

' chlldren s behavror._ The. results lndlcated that the use of

phy61cal pun;shment by the mother was p051t1vely assocrated '

with dependency ln boys but not in glrls. It was further

' reported that the more severe the demands and restrlctlons
‘whlch mothers placed on thelr glrls for mature behavror,

" the more the girls tended\to be dependent.n Thls suggested
'to the author that restrlctlveness is an important aspect

of maternal behavror which: contrlbutes\té£dependency in

" glrls. The results of Moore's study also indicated that ~
-low dependency in chlldren and hlgh maternal permmssrveness,.

- were assocrated w1th a hlgh degree of autonomy in glrls but

not in boys Flnally, Moore stated that avallablllty and
a lack of hostility in: fathers were related to a high
degree’ of autonomy in boys.

Ayer and Bernreuter (1937), in a much earlier .study.,
also investigated the relatlonshlp.between parental
_discipline and dependency lnApre—school children. If the .

"

AY
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rvgparents used physlcal punlshment as a means of ra151ng their
chlldren, these chrldren tended to Show more. dependence_ '
\. w o upon adult affectlon ‘or attentlon, srmllar +o the findings :
i | ‘;" in Moore S (1965) study._ Independence of adult affectlon
"or attentlon were fostered when children were allowed by
'thelr parents to proflt by the natural results of thelr acts. \
1 . AR The;relatlonshlp of parental treatment ‘of children N
| ."to dependence and competence of four—year-old hoys was
examined- by Clapp (1967) The chlldren were classrfled
'5“- . . as either competent or dependent, upon the basrs of belng
observed in 1nteractlon\W1th,thelr parents.' It was found

'that the parents of the competent chlldren treated therr

/épns more as a chidd and less as - -an adult.‘ It was also
found that the parents of the competent chlldren were
s1gn1f1cantly more permlss1ve,‘less restrlctlve, warmer'and
less hostile. These parents of ‘the competent chlldren
were also found to'be more competent (as models for thelr | \7

children) and more consrsltent in phllosophy and action

K

.
L

than were the parents of the dependent chlldrenr/<hatson L1957)
similarly reported that the preadolescent children in his
'study who were'independent and‘diSplayed much initiative,
came 51gn1f1cantly more often from permissive homes than
from strict dlsc1pllne homes.

Anxietz. Gnagey (1968} reported that male college
students in his investlgatlon, who scored high on a measure

: . : . B - o
t : ' of parental acceptance, tended to manifest less anxiety. 1In
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‘a 5iﬁilar'study, Siegelman'tlsasi found that those college
" students who lndlcated a hlgh.degree of anxrety, tended to”

. recall}thelr parents as'belng rejectlng and demandlng. On

the other hand those college students who 1nd1cated a*low

degreejof.anxlety, tended to recall thelr‘parents as lovrng

- when they were growiﬁE‘ubT“ee_ S

. Watson (1957), reported noldifference;between*thé

preadolescent children raised either in permissive or strict '

" discipline homes, on the personality dimensions for anxiety

o A - -
emoticnal disbrganization and unhappiness. However, the

parents in both these types of homes were characterlzed by
Watson as belng good and lovlng parents towards tné;r
chlldren, whlch mlght account for the absence of dlfferencesl
among the chlldren on these tralts.

Intelligence - and creat1v1ty, Hurley {1965) examined

the relationship between parental acceptance'and rejection

and.children's intelligence. ‘Using third graders- as subjects

et o . e : ’ ]
a positive relationship between parental acceptance and

children's intelligence was established. Maternal

. acceptance was not found to beomore closely related to

| children's IQ than was. paternal acceptance. 'Hurley also

1nd1cated a negatlve relatlonshlp between the parental

'attitudes of harshness and rejectlon and*the chlld‘s
intellectunal development. ,bigman (1963) dlscovered the

same relatlonshlps in hlS study Wlth.grade—school chlldren.

T T e R




an earlier study done py Hurley uaszl , with college

1.students as subjects, lndlcated a negatlve relatlonshlp

3\

between the parental attltudes of hnrshness*and rejectlon;".

. and the child's inteliectual develooment. VBarton, Dielmen;
H:and Cettell.11977} einiietly:found a negativelcorreletiontv
between_parent's'eaniy'authorité%ive“ﬁiscipline‘and -

" adolesce%ts' IQ, whlle those parents manlfestlng high
warmth 1n the home, correlated posmtlvely w1th.the1r
chlldren s crystalllzed lntell;gence.__ '

| In a ‘study of grade-school chlldren, Mote (1967)
.\found that high ablllty, achlevement, and creat1v1ty in
chlldren were assoc1ated w1th-a supportlve famlly
env1rcnment. Watson (1957) noted a hlgher level of

S :
spontaneity, originality ‘and creat1vmty‘;n the chlldren

from perm1551ve homes, as compared w1th those chlldren
from StIlCt dlsc1p11ne homes.

.This concludes the summaryﬂof research examining the

" relationship between the family environment and personality

o

traits in‘cﬁfidren. The next section will review a second
* broad category of'research related to parent-child

relationships: specifically, the literature deaiing with’

parental techniques of-child—reising,

‘Child-Rearing Factors

The:problem of tfying to_cléSSify patterns of parent ’

-

ey



o technlque for eachfparent stud

Vo h
-‘behaVLOr was that one ended up. 1th.a unld\g’chlld—ralslng L
\

.

ed However, the studles
.whlch are outllned below, attempted to dellneate the varlous
-parental attltudes to chlld—ralslng, ‘in order to substantrate{

‘*understand and compare any relatlonshlps to the Chlld s

personallty tralts. , This sectlon will reVLew these
"factorlal“ studles of parental behavror, ln a roughly
chronologlcal sedhence, because many reports were a further

Jdevelopment and expansron of earller studies. There was_

no attempt made to evaluate the 1nd1vadual lnvestlgatlonsr

but only to brlefly outllne and dlscuss the complex ‘_

d'dlmen31ons 1nvolved in assessrng parental -child relatlonshlps.

In one of the earlrest modern studles recorded on,

‘parental dlSClpllne and- personallty tralts in young

chlldren, Ayer and Bernreuter (1937)-d1V1ded.parental
discipline,' aprlorl", lnto elght categorles for the

purpose of neasurlng lt. These lncluded: 1. physrcal : _'i" d

. Punlshment, . isolating-or ignoring the child- 3. naturaifn‘\f -
result of Chlld s act; 4. worry (scarlng the-child and

making: h;m afrald and'Worrled), 5. rewards or promlsed
rewards, 6. d01ng the first thlng that "pops" into a

parent s head 7. temper~(on the part of the parentmto get

the Chlld to ‘do what is wanted), and 8. penance ( such as
making the chlld sit on a chair or go to bed)

ot
Baldw1n Kalhorn and Breese L19451 studied 125



5‘syndrome analy51s. The authors utlllzed the Fels Parent
These 1ncluded:. l democracy ln the home Ljustlflcatlon,

. nonvrestrlctlveness, etc. ), 2. acceptance of the child - ,k?

restrictiveness); 4. parent—-child harmony ( nondisciplinary

22
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hlldren up to 14 years old: . The data was handled by

:

Behav1or Scales to lsolate three fundamental syndromes. . o L i
~ ¢ . ;

democracy and clarlty of pollcy, non—coerc;veness and o "A “ "L

C acceptance, rapport, effectlveness, dlrectlon of "g o ,f
crltlclsm), and 3 1ndulgence ¢ protectlveness, = ‘,-7' - . _ ?
sollcrtlousness, 1ntensrty of contact,‘etc o).

Rofﬁ (1949), u51ng a factorlal analysrs of the Fels
Parent Behav1or Scale, ldentlfled seven ba51c categorles‘ '.-'
of parent behav1or. These 1nc1uded- 1. oncern for the |
Chlld (chlld—centeredness, acceptance, rapport, etc),- | _
2. democratlc guldance ( democracy, justlflcatlon of | _ P

polrcv, readlness of explanatlon, noncoercmveness),

3. permissiveness ( mild penalties, lax enforcement, non-=

friction, nondiscord, nonreadiness of criticism);

5. sociability adjustment of parent's social family ( well-

;adjusted home, understanding); 6. acﬂlveness of home ( active

home, well managed household); and 7. nonreadiness of °
suggestion ('criticism,.unsociability).

‘A second order factor analysis of the interrelations

 of the seven first-order factors derlved by Roff (1949},

was conducted by Lorr and Jenkins- (1953). They indicated

/

!
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" that the mostveconomical'and significant condenSation of“-

the relatlons tappea by these scales could be represented

'1n the folldwing three quest10n5° 1\f ' -: : ‘?_. ’

1. How far does th;s home sustaln and encourage dependence

and how far does it deny_satlsfactlon tc dependence,.z How
far do 1ts methods of. Chlld tralnlng reflect democratlc
practlces and values, or to what extent are they authorltarlan
and undemocratlc and 3 To what extent is there strlctness

or orderllness in the hcme or. to what extent is the: home‘ -

lax and’ unorganlzed.-'

Sears, Maccoby and Levrn L1957) attegpted to 1dent1fy

\-patterns of maternal behav1or ln a group of 379 mothers

“having chlldren under flveAyears of age. They‘used

structured interviews, but noted open—ended responses in

- -

‘many areas. . ThrOugh factor analysrs, the following

dimensions of maternal ‘behavior were deflned._

-

1. perm1551veness—str1ctness, 2. general famlly adjustment

3. warmth of_mother-chlld relatlonshlp,_4. responsible
a T ‘

child-training orientation; 5. aggressiveness and punitiveness;j

6. perceptiOn of husband;  and 7. orientaticn toward
chlld's physical well-bezng. In additicn, the distinction
between love-oriented and cbject~cr1ented dlsc1pllne ‘was

found to be 1mportant, although it was not ldentrflable

as a major attltude dlmen51on through.the factor analy51s.

Milton L1958) carrled out a factcr analysrs of 44

R
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par mfal ch;ld-rearlng behav1ors. The*factors inciuded:"

l strlctness or nonperm1551veness of parental behav1or,
] L

2. general famlly lnteractor of adjustment, 3. warmth of
athe mother—chlld relatlonshlp, 4. respon51ble chlld-tralnlng_
orlentatlon, -and 5“ aggre351veness and punltlveness...

B Mlller and Swansén (1958, 1960) have 1nvestlgated
;the origins of defen51ve behav1or in chlldren by assessrng
and comparlng maternal severlty of weanlng and t01let
tralnlng, style of reward and punlshment, arbltrarlness of
-demands for obedlence, and extent of emotional control,
l Schaefer and Bell (1958), of the Natlonal In51t1tute
of Mental‘Health, developed the Parental Attltude Researoh :

Instrument (P A.R.I. ), a check llSt of attltude 1tems.-

'Factor analyses of responses to these“ltems revealed two

o

.‘majorrattltude dlmen51ons; l;.love-rejectlon; and 2. oontroi-,
‘perm;ssmveness. | B B | |
Roe and Slegelman (1963) developed a Pareﬂt—Chlld
~ relations questlonnalre, to be admlnlstered to persons
- regarding thelr:OWn parents™ behav1or towards them when
lfthev were'chiidren. Three different samp;es,ylelded the
same'three factbrs for eacn‘parent: 1. love—rejeoting;‘
- 2. oasual—demandlng,)and 3.‘overt attention.‘ ‘
The Bronfenbrenner Parent Behav1or Questlonnalre (BPB),

was evaluated‘by Siegelman (1965)'as a research technique

. for measuring children's perceptions‘of how their parents

-~




-'Qnoted in the items, it was strongly suggested Flnally,

treatfthem.:jThree'BPB‘factors were-dérdved from»the:analysrs'
-fand“labéled‘"Loving“ "Pnnrshment"; and “Demandlng | Lov1ng:A
deplcted a parent who was readlly avallable for" counsel.‘ o
support and assrstance. Thls parent enjoyed belng wrth hls'
“_Chlld 7pralsed hlm, was affectlonate, concerned and had
' confidence i hlm. Punxshment deplcted a: parent who often
,used physrcal and non-phy31cal punlshment with llttle ﬂ":"‘7-;.
_concern for the feelrngs and needs of hls Chlld .and

frequently punrshed for no apparent reason. Although-

“rejectlon or hDStlllty by the. parent was not exp11c1tly

\
gy b

demandlng deplcted controlllng, demandlng, protectlng and
1ntru51ve parents. These parents 1nslsted on hlgh achlevement,'

N
explaln to the ch;ld why he, must be punrshed when such '
'drsc1p11ne was necessary, and became emotlonally upset and

dlstant when the chrdd,m;sbehaved. ‘ -\

- . o - , ) '\'\ NN

Six factor scores were .derived by Barton et al.’ (1977) W@
_frbm'the'child_rearing practices questionnaire: They - \
"included-‘l 'high use of reason (parent alWafs'reasons with'
the child and believes the\chlld understands this method), "'
wgiZ high use of physrcal punlshment ( parents stress_' S \
1mportance of obedlenoe and gives child spanklng often), |

3. high behavaoral control (father permlts no back talk——

authorltarlanl; 4. Chlld expects strict obedlence (father

never uses a'threat w1thout followrng it up,mbut does use

A e
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" more llkely to accompany a dlrectlve Wit

"the parents of ‘the other two groups. Baumrii

e -
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pralse for good behavlpr), . low discipline_tchild not::“

expected to help keep house, allowed 2 great freedom of -

- movement, not expected to ohey all commands), and 6 reason.
.»1 15 used w1th.the Chlld (phy51cal punlshment and remogal of h

_.prlvlledges seldom used to control behav1or by parent)

Y

Baumrlnd shared Schaefer s (1965) 1nterest ln Acceptance|;

,versus Rejectlon, Psychologlcal Autonomy versus Psycholpglcal

Control, “and Firm Control versus Lax cOntrol as organlzrng

'“’theoretlcal constructs, 1n wh;ch to class;fy parent—chlld .'”&
Vrelatlonshlpst "In her earller work (1967, 1968), Baumrlnd
iexam:.ned the relatlonshlp between certaln types~ofgpreschool

‘1behav10r and chlld—rearlng practlces of parents.; U51ng
:fthe_gﬁgup—comparlson method three groups of - chlldren and

-‘fth31r parents were 1dent1f1ed. The flrst group was . X

;{ characterlzed by self—rellant, self—controlled, exploratlve

. and content chlldren.l ‘Their parents tended to beé more

: lov1ng, more secure ln the handlln of the chlldren and

a reason, than

jdentified

this group of parents as authorltatlve. The séaoa) group

cdnsisted of‘children who were cla551f1ed\as being_discontentgx

wrthdraWn and dlstrustful. The parents of these chlldren

were characterlzed as belng punltlve and restrlctlve towards

their children. Baumrlnd ldentlfled th;s group of parents

as authoritarian. The f£inal group of children were N
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ldentlfylng chlld-rearlng factors, was prov1ded by

dcharacterrzed as hav1ng llttle self-control or—selfwr
:rellance and tendlng to retreat from novel exPerlences.g'
It was found that these parents tendedcto“be 1n$ecére about
;thelr ablllty to lnfluence\thelr chlldren. The parents

tended to be lax- relnforcrng agents in the control of

‘ thelr chlldren and to use. w1thdrawal of love and rldlcule;
. .rather ‘than power or reason, when they w15hed to change

' thelr'chlldren s-behav1or.; Baumrlnd classrfled these:;

'parents as permlss1ve..5: s -

An: excellent summary of the studles concerned w1th . |

« ot .

Glldea (1961) He grouped all the 1nvest1gatlons

JM‘

of parental attltudes together and found flve aspects

common to most ‘of them. These lncluded the follow1ng

1. varlables of cdntrol and autonomy, in both parents and

chlldren, reflectlng a possrble loss of. success in
_socrallzatlon from extremes of both control (over—control

"Versus lndulgence) and autonomy (1gnor1ng versus over-

-

protectlng), 2 varlables of acceptance and rejectlon with =

some- confoundlng between over- acceptance and 1ndulgence,
\

.and betWeen OVer—rejectlon and 1gnor1ng, 3. varrables of

confldent spontanelty in the acceptance of the mother-role,'

) w1th.m1n1mum confllct between the protectlve and supportlve

functlons and the controlllng, tralnlng,@§@c1a1121ng

: functLOns; 4. the ever—p;esent not;on of the 51gn1f1cance

iy
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of the capacrty of the parent to flnd "real" satlsfactlon

.. . -

' ln expressrve, warm affectlonate relatlonshlps w1th

'dependent young chlldren, and 5. the varlablesuof consrstency"}l'

in behavior with respect to all the foregolng dlmen51ons.

A later 1nvest1gatlon by Baumrlnd (1971) seemed to’ 'f;;r

| lncorporate all those factors outllned by Glldea (1961). '7

A

Her method\of categorlzlng parental chlld—rearlng f
‘technlques on the ba51s of patterns, as opposed to, exclusrve |

.'categorles, seemed to be the most practlcal, concrse and

eallstlc approach to the problem. ‘In this  way, most of

the: parental attltudes and behavrors observed, overlap wrth

.one another with placement in . a certarn parental category

determlned by its. comparlson wrth other technlques.

Baumrmnd's study (1971), in whlch she further dellneated o

v

'the groups of parental authorlty dlscussed above, was' the .

pomnt of departure of the present researchr Thréugh pattern
analysis, Baumrlnd obtalned elght categorles.: However,

the three orlglnal sub-types of parental authorlty were

used as the general reference for most of the-remalnlng

parental varlables, ‘and these three sub-types ‘were

1ncorporated in the present study. A hrlef descrlption ofn
\
each main category and 1ts sub- types (that were - labelled

by Baumrind as patterns) follow.‘b

Authorrtarlan. The authorrtarian‘parent-attempts to

shape, control and evaluate the behavior and attitudes of -



a v1rtue and favors-qmnltlve, forceful measures to curb I

29

a7,

_the Chlld ln accordance w1th a set standard of conduct, f. -

- \ \

' usually as. absolute standard theologlcally motlvated and

h formulated by a- hlgher authorlty. She values obedlence\as

hfself—wrll at pornts where the Chlld s actlons or. bellefs

_confllct W1th.what she thlnks is rlght conduct. She bélreves

in lnculcatlng such lnstrumental values as respect for

;_order and tradltlonal structure. She does not encourage

E accept her word- for what lS rlght.

‘verbal glve and take, belrevrng that the Chlld should =

The two patterns Wlthln thls category were-

i

1. authorltarlan (not rejectlng) parents, and 2. authoritarian—_

\

flrejectlng-neglectlng parents

“authoritative. The authorltatlve parent, by contrast

\

wrth the authorrtarlan parent, attempts to direct the Chlld S‘\_.

.~

act1v1t1es but 1n a ratlonal, lssue-orlented manner. She

_encourages verbal glve and take -and shares w1th the chlld

‘the reasonlng behlnd her pollcy | . She values both . express1ve |

and lnstrumental attrlbutes, both autonomous self—w111 and.

dlscrpllned conformlty. Therefore, she exerts firm c0ntrol

\at pornts of . parentdchlld dlvergence, but does not hem the

‘child. in wrth restrlctlons.- She recognlzes her own special-

frlghts as an adult but also the Chlld S 1nd1v1dual lnterests

and specmal ways.‘ The authorltatlve parent afflrms the -

child's present qualities,‘hut also sets standards for
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L. authorltatlve (not non—conformang) parents,

“1n a nonpunrtlve, acceptant, and afflrmatlve manner toward

30

_ﬁuture conduct.: She does not base her decrsrons on a-

group consensus or the 1nd1v1dual chrld's desrres, but

also does not regard herself as lnfalllble or dlvrnely

,glnsplred -

“The two patterns w1th1n thls category were:

and: 2. authorltatlve-noncon£0rm1ng parents.

'Permassrve. . The permlssrve parent attempts to behave

‘the Chlld s 1mpulses, desrres, and actlons. She consuits‘

with- hmm about pollcy deorsrons and’ glves explanatlons for

famlly rules.' She makes few demands for household

._responsrblllty and orderly behaVLor. She presents herself

to the Chlld as a resource for hlm to use as he wrshes,

~
e

not as an actlve agent responsrble for shaplng or alterlng
his‘ongorng'or future~behav1or. She allows the child to

regulate his own activities as much as possible, avoids the.

~

" exercise of contro% and does not encourage "him to obey

externally—deflned standards. She ‘attempts to use reason
but not OVert pressure -to accompllsh.her ends.
The three patterns w;thln thls category were:

1. nonconform;ng (not permrssrve and not authorltatlve)

‘parents, 2. permrssrve (not pconformlng) parents, and

3. nonconformlng—permlsSLVe parents.

The 1ast'pattern did not meet the crlterla set for the
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" of their chidldren. -

this a:ea;utilizing‘adolescents_as subjects.

A ' © 31
A
- previous categorles mentloned.f The pattern w1thln this
_separate sectlon'was:_ rejectlng—neglectlng (not
' authorltarn.an) parents . |
R ;]. '1_' Problem and Hypotheses L -
The general purpose of the present study-was to f
dlscover whether relatlonshlps ex1st between certain NS

aspects of parental authorlty-patterns and the personalitYl

Baumrindfsr(197i) parental shilde:ee;ingtpetterns‘f

‘reviewed in thenprevious section, were"originally used to .

classify pre—school chlldren and thelr parents._ The

assumptlon made for the present study, was that her. concept
3 2

‘of cla551fy1ng and subsequently understandlng various

- parent-child relatlonshlps was the-optlmal model to be

adapted to an older age. group.  One aim of the researehfwé% .

_to compare the results obtained with Baumrind's results,

to help shed some light on the feasibility and validity

of her parent-child authority patterns, as applied to an

" older group of'peeple. ‘ | - ,t

Adglescents were chosen to\be the "older" group’ for

two reasons.‘ One was that there is a pauc1ty of research in .
Secondly,

adolescénce is traditionally'vieﬁed as a period of-gtowth
and change. Another aim of the research was to study if

parental authorlty patterns have a potent and stable
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‘effect in the face of the varlous external dynamlcs occurrlng

" in the adolescents' lives. _‘ . B L

Prev;ous studles on parent—chlld relatlonshlps have_
concentrated on the effects of parental authorlty patterns

on a chlld's behav;our within a 11m1ted age span.- There

-

' _has been an absence of research concerned w1th the Chlld S

personallty, (1n a glven parental chlld—rearlng technlque), |

changlng 51gn1f1cantly w1th tlme. Another aim of the

present study was, therefore, to examlne chlldren of varlous

.ages to observe whether adolescents of dlfferent ages'

reportlng the same home envrronment had 51mllar behavroral
correlates as. measured on a personallty test. |

Past studles have usually relied on an objectlve
enternal examination"of the home env1ronment,.or parental

reports, to'draw_relationships to the behavior of the

' children. However, research has.shown;that childen's

T

-~

perceptions‘of.their parental upbringing are just as reliable
or more reliable than the parent's perception of themselves

(forrexample,'Smart_& Smart, 1976).. In fact, the preSent

. study skirts this issue, as it was only concerned with the

adolescent's.own personal view of his parental'upbringing:

R that is} what he*perceives'as real to him. 'Therefore, the

adolescent was requlred to £fill out a- questlonnalre asking

 for hlS perceptlons of hls P rental upbrlnglng The ‘same

reasonlng was applled to the adolescent fllllng out a self—
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personallty 1nventory,. e concern ‘was about how. the--

lnd%VLdual thinks and feels,about hlmseif,'aS'opposed to an
_outside

The spec1f1c null hypotheses lnvestlgated were as

follows.

1.

A\

observer (for exanple, classmetes) rating him.

i‘,
How aﬁolescents'perceive-their'parents"disciplinary
tecﬁniques~is'no£lrelated to‘fhe.perSonalify traits

- —— e -

manlfested by these adolescents.

Adolescents of varlous a es, -who percelve thelr

\

:_parents"dlsc1pllne technlques s;mllarly, do not_ )

dlsplay dlfferent personality_traits.

Adolescents of dlfferent sex, who percelve their ¢

'parents dlsc1pllnary chlld—rearlng technlques

similarly,“do not dlsplay different personallty
traits. o _ S

Adolescents' age is notyreleted to how . they perceive

their parents' &iscipiinary‘childerearingftechniques..

Adolescents of the same age group do not-perceive

themselves as being raised in the same'perental

authority group.

»their parents' disciplinary child-rearing teohniouest

.Adolescents’' sex is‘not releﬁed to how they perceive

i

Adolescents of the same sex -do not perceive themselves

" as being raised in the same parental authority group.
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_ CHAPTER II
S N
_  METEOD. . .

. Subjects _— r

Adolescents between theoages:of 12 years and 16 years

_inclusiﬁe-participatea-infthe‘study : In‘addition, Staff

| ‘members who were 17 -20 years old were solicited to take part.rw_

There were 297 subjects who 1n1t1ally part1c1pated in the

_‘study The number-of subjects~who actually completed all

parts ofwthe study is shown ln table 1. Tﬁese subjects were-

attendlng a summer camp north of Montreal Quebec. Most'of

. the subjects were of the Jewrsh faith, and in the lower to

-mlddle soc1o—econom1c class.

R _
Apparatus and Materials

The experlment was administered in one of the two camp
dinrng rooms. The dlnlng room was able to accomodate 250

people comfortahiy. Thlrty-round tables were placed in the

‘room ,ylth five chalrs distributed around each table. Tpe

subjects each had a specific place at the table. They were
given lead HB pencils and erasers to fill out the forms. Each
g

person was requlred to complete three forms (see Appendlx A)

a General Informatlon sheet, the Parent Behavror Ratlng Scaler

. and the Callfornla Psgchologlcal Iaventory.

34
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| .. Table 1
Age and Sex Distribution, of the Subjects Who
Participated and Comﬁ@eted All Parts -
- o . \ . '.‘. . N '

1

of the Study

Age”, sex - fﬁ n
..‘.‘ .
12.'. \ 2 )
9
13 ’" .5
g 11
14 20
14
L2 ’

16

: b
o JO | i | s AD -

17

18+ y

!
[
wn
MR mE mE o WE "R O EAR- "R

Total = - 132
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Procedure‘ _ ‘ . .
The experlment was. performed thce durlng the summer, - |
as each batch of chlldren stayed in camp for approx1mately
'three and a half weeks. However, the subject dlstrlbutlon,.
-apparatus and materlals, and procedure were ldentlcal for
"both these groups of chlldren. _ ‘A f< ‘d I - .%
| The chlldren and - staff members who partlclpated in- the
‘study, ceme to the dlnlng hall in. the early afternoon,

approx1mate1y one hour after lunch finished. They were

‘seated randomly at the tables. ‘There'were‘three'inviéilato
1nclud1ng'the-wr1ter. When everyone was in‘piece_and'qniet"
"jwes achieved, thederaminer‘s'fnstructions to the twofgrouos
. were as‘folioﬁs: U | | |

I am a graduatée student in psychology at the University

of Windsor, Ontario. For part of the requirements to: |
obtain the Master of Arts degree, I have to think of

_and eventually conduct a study or an experlment. To
accomplish this, I need your help, as my study is
interésted in how people your age think about various

thzngs.‘ More specifically, the research I am doing

is concerned. about how adolescents feel, about their

parental upbringing. Also, I'm ‘interested in how

people your age generally feel about themselves. The,
research I'd like you to help me with is not a test,

or a competition. It is in no way a personal evaluation

and all information collected will remain confidential : -
and anonymous,. Wlth no one's name belng“marked down. -

There are three forms in front of you. When I say to
start, you should fill out the General Information:
' sheet, the Parent Behavior Scale, and the Californiaj
-Psychologlcal Inventory. ‘When you have completed these
forms, 'raise your hand and one of the invigilators or
I will come and collect them. You-can then quietly
leave the room. At no tlme should there be any -



dlscu551on or. conference w1th your peers, as I am only B

interested in what you think. There is no time limit,
so work at your own pace. -If you are confused about
anything while filling out the forms, please raise .
~your hand and I will come over and 'help you:. Are
‘there any questions...0.K:.; please turn’over your first
1“form and start to write.- Thank—you.

e

' Description Bf'Instruments' f

.The-California~Psychlegica1'invantbry_LCPI), was -

chosen'as the‘personalitf test for assessing adblescents"

lif behavior; Many of the standard personallty tests ‘and’

3

' assessment deVLCes avallable have been desmgned for use in
‘ﬁsneclal settlngs such as .the Rsychlatrlc_cl;nlc, or‘have;_f“'
\'.beenmconstructed.to deal;withla particularlproblem, such as
ﬂvocational choice. The CP{/}S concerned w1th characterlstlcs
of personalrty which havﬁ/ulde and perva51ve appllcablllty

to human behav10r, and which 1n addltlon, are related to the’

favorable and p051t1Ve aspects of personallty rather than

//

/
,/// to the morbld and pathologlcal.

The Inventory then, 1s intended primarily for use w1th

'“normal“ (non—psychlatrlcally disturbed) subjects. Its

scales.are addressed pr1nc1pally to personallty characteristics

lmportant for soc1a1 llVlng and social lnteractlon. In
. addltlon, the instrument is convenient and easy to use and
‘sultable for,large—scale appllcatlon {Gough, L969).

The CPI draws about‘half,of'its'items from the

| ‘Minnesota Multiphasic.Personaiity Inventory (MMPI} and was

. - .
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"developed:specrfically.for‘use with-normal'populations from\

e

iage 12. up. ConSLStlng of . 480 ltems to. be answered True or
'EEEEE! the CPI ylelds scores -in 18 scales:; Three are
,valldlty scales des1gned to assess test-taklng attltudes.lj
 These scales are de51gnated as: Sense of Well—Be1ng~(Wb),
bases on.responses b&:normals asked to “fakeihad"'-Good”
‘ Impresslon (Gl}, based ‘on responses by normals asked toﬂ
“"fake good“;and Communallty (Cm), based on a frequency
count of hlghly popular responses., The remalnlng 15 scales
prov1de scores’ 1n such personallty dlmen51ons as Domlnance,
SOClablllty, Self—Acceptance, Respon51b111ty, Soc1allzatlon,
"Self—Control Ach1evement-v1a—Conformance, Achlevement—v1a—
‘Independence, and Femlnlnlty.__ | |
For 11 of these 15 scales, ltems were selected on the
basis of contrasted group responses, agalnst such crlterra
as course, grades, social class membershlp, paru1c1patlon
in extra currlcular actlvrtles, and ratlngs. _The ratlngs
- were obtained through peer nom;natlons, foundlto be an
effectlve assessment technlque for many 1nterpersonal traits.
tFor the remalnrng 4 scales,_ltems were originally grouped
,subjectlvely and then checked for 1nternal con51stency
Cross . valldatlon of all scales on 51zable samples has yielded
81gn1f1cant group dlfferences, although«the overlapplng of
contrasted crrterlon groups is cons1derable and crlterlon

-correlatlons are often low.



‘ As'in'tﬁe~MMPl"allfscores are reported in“terms of‘a
standard score scale w1th a mean of 50 and an SD of lo-
wq
f’thls scale was derrved from a normative’ sample of 6, 000

:. males and 7, 000 females w1dely dlstrrbuted in. age,'

. socroeconomac level and geographlc area. In addltlon, means

N
Y

and. SD s of scores on each scale are glven for many specral
groups. Retest ‘as well as lnternal conslstency relrablllty
coeff1c1ents of the 1nd1v1&ual scales compare favorably
w1th those found for other personallty rnventorles (Megargee;
- 1972) Intercorrelatlons among scales are relatlvely hlgh.
All but four scales, for example, correlate at least 50
w1th one Or more other scales, 1nd1cat1ng consrderable
redundancy among the l% scores (Anastasr, 1976) . \
To conclude, one of the.purposes of the present'
research.was to?assess hom "normal"'adolescenis feel aboﬁr
" themselves, and'thedﬁalifornia Psychological Invenoory
”seems to be able to do thHis in an accurate;”efficientﬁ;
and satlsfylng manner. As Anastasl (1976) wrltes {
On -the whole,...the CPI is one of the best personallty
inventories currently available. TIts technical
development is of a high order._and it has been

subjected to extensive research and contlnuous
1mprovement. (p.. 503)

iThe Parent ‘Behavior Ratlng Scale-(PBRl was: used as a

- means for assessrng adolescents‘ perceptions of their parental
.upbrlnglng. Thrs‘scale was derived from the research done
by Baumrinﬁ\(lB?ll. The purpose_forKSelecting herﬂmodel as . -

r
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a 15 chlld—rearlng dlmenSLOns.'

v -t L - . -
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. the: -one toadetermine parental chlld—rearlng technrques has-
et ) g, C 7 ] 5 L .'
'_2 been dlscussed elsewﬁere (Chlld-Rearlng Factors and .ﬁ4lfi-

Statement of the Problem and Hypotheses) thls seé%ion,'

a0

e the develoPment of Baumrlnd's orlglnal Parent Behavror cale‘

and the current scale derlved from,lt, w1ll.be outllned.
L . v )

Baumrlnd conceptuallzed flfteen hypothetlcal cons ructs

to cover the domarn of releuapt parent behavror.- These

1ncluded such,constructs as flrm versuSolax enforcement

P

pollcy, and encourages ‘versus dlscourages 1ndependence. S

Flfty Parent Behavror Ratlngs scales were devrsed to assess
! .

the observed and reported behavaor of the mother and father
ﬁ

separately, and 25 addltlonal scales &ere dev1sed to measure

.the jOlnt 1nfluences of the parents..!Each of the 75 1tems’-

was constructed to measure a specrflc manlfestatlon of one

of the 15 hypothetlcal constructs.. The construct was 1tself

\ Y

‘ | S
deflned as an ltem SO thatuthe observers could snmmarlze.

the 1mpre551ons “of the famaly, by ratlng ‘the famlly on the

r

v

Flrst the emplrlcal and then the decrslon—maklng

features of the BC, TRY cluster analysis were used to provide

separate unordered cluster solutlons for a) 50 Mother

ltems, b) 50 Father 1tems, and c) 25 JOlnt 1tems.‘ Baumrlnd

3 a

obtalned,flve olusters for ‘the Mother, six clusters for the

Father and five clusters for: the influence'of'hoth;parents-

ftogether.‘rThe'validity of the clusters'as-measures~o£,the

¥
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'_operatlonally deflne.'5
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t_lS orlglnal hypothetlcal constructs can be 1nferred from thelr‘

correlatlons w1th the construcﬁs-qua—ltems which. these ltems g

Subjects were asslgned to Patterns of Parental Authorlty ‘

-“(Appendlx C) on’ the ba51s .of thelr pattern of scores on the - PBR

S J

clusters (Appendlx B) : These groups had been. conceptuallzed

'1n prev1ous studles done by Baumrlnd (1966 1967, 1968) and

“outllned in. the sectlon on Chlld—Rearlng Factors.

"

- For. the present study, a Parent Behavmor Ratlng Scale :

was constructed to correspond as, closely as pOSSlble to

' Baumrlnd's scale. In order to accompllsh thlS, Baumrlnd'

L

-rtemS'of parental ehavaor, orlglnally used by an out51de
'chserver to‘rate. e home envrronment, were adapted 1nto
"'statements for ad lescents tc answer themselves. - In many
-of the cases, the orlglnal wordlng of tgiiatem.was used

. in the statement onstructed %ut 1n-some 1nstances, 1t

A \
was too dlfflcul grammatlcally to retain the orlglnal

‘wordlng, -and the statement was therefore constructed based

l on what the researcher felt‘to be. Baumrlnd s hypothetlcal

construct Four 1tems were deemed 1mposs1ble to convert to

i

the present scale and were not included. In addltlon, the -

e

flnal product contalned more 1tems £o the Father than for

the Mother. The reason was that Baumrlnd s cla551f1catlon

pe

. of parental authorrty patterns (Appendlx <) contalned all

51x orlglnal clusters for the Father category, but only

T

e
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. four: out of the flve orlglnal clusters for the Mother

'icategory (based on the varlance achleved ln the cluster ‘a:
.‘analy51s) - 8ince the present research rests on Baumrlnd s-
.:scheme,‘the Parent BehavrormRatlng Scale constructed for-
-adolescents, 1ncluded only those clusters determlned \-“

'i’.necessary for classzflcatlon 1n a partlcular parent behav1or

_ pattern. g ,"' S _w SR

-t

The completed statements in the scale were checked ~

'w1th an’ outsrde source to conflrm therr accuracy to Baumrlnd s

orlglnal Parent_BehaV1or Ratlng,Scale, ‘and to conf;rm the
‘ ) S . ! l‘.' Lo ) .. ( N o )
. grammaticall appropriateness of each statement, for use with

~.

'adolescents,' S B ot ﬂ\ -

'DatahnalySisA‘ L _ :f o __r ‘1”; ~
p. . The 1nd1v1dual questlons on the Parent Behav1or
Ratang Scale were redeflned 1nto thelr orlglnal clusters
T(Appendlx B) Each 1nd1vrdual's scores based on these
: -~
7culsters were collated For example, an 1nd1v1dual who
answered true to three items deallng with the "Enrlchment
‘of the Chlld s Env1ronment" cluster, and false to the rest -
‘ of the 1tems, then received a score|of three on thls specxflc
cluster.. The rest of the ;tems in each cluster were srmalarly
scored. When thlS process was completed the 1nd1v1dual'
total cluster scores ‘were matched to the eight patterns of

"parental authorlty to see 1f any "flt" Each parental

authorlty pattern and its deflnlng crlterla are descrlbed
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in Appendlx c.

;categorres T

i ,?alculéi‘ted, as -

the CPI add

\ .

Step 2. 'An 1nd1v1&ual 5 scores on each.of the elghteen

th ,Callfornla Psychologlcal Inventory were

_ \7
utllned in the CPI manual (Gough, 1969)

x

| Step 3 . ndividuals'placed‘in_eaoh'of the specific

’i-parental author'ty patterns (Appendlx D) had thelr scores ‘on,

tog ther. The elght parental authorlty
patterns were then redeflned lnto thelr orlglnal four sub—

types for reasons, of data analys;s and subsequent dlscu551on..

The names of the four sub—groups were chosen by the author,f“'

2

as they represented most completely the parental patterns
whlch comprlsed them The authorltarlan parental sub-group"
orlginally consmsted of the authorltarlan (not—rejectlng)

parental pattern and the authorltarlan—rejectlng-neglectlng‘

) parental pattern. In the result section of the paper it is

class;faed as parental group one. ' The rejectlng—neglectlng.‘

| parental sub—group orlglnally consrsted of only one parental

.pattern, rejectlng—neglectlng (not authorltarlan) parents.

It is: cla551f1ed as parental group "two. :The authoritative '
parental sub—group orlglnally conslsted of the authorltatlve

(not nonconformlng)'parental pattern and_the agthorltatlve-'

'nonconformlng parental pattern. It is classified'as‘

parental group three e@tnalLy, the nonconformlng and A

‘perm1551ve sub—group orlglnally consrsted of the nonconformlng

(not permissrve»and-not authorrtatlvel~parental pattern, the

T TN A AP VT Y b o bt v s A Syl e
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',allow1ng an approxlmately equal number of SubjeCtS in the.,d

gy
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2

by

peﬁmrssrve Cnot nonconformlng) parental pattern, angd. the

nonconformrng-permrssrve parental pattern In the result

' section of,the paper,_rtils;classrfled as parental group-

four.' [ e T o ﬂ_T”mm_TLTL

A mean was then derived for the CPI scores .in each
of the four parental groups for- comparlson. In addltlon,‘
a mean was gathered on-the CPI scores based on the age

classrflcatlons and sex in each of. the parental authorlty

. groups. The breakdown of age groups was as follows: 12- 14

.. 'years, and 15 years and older.- There were many reasons for

having thls partlcular age breakdown Only\haVLng two. age‘

groups, rnsured an adequate -number of. subjects for subsequent

E statlstlcal analysrs. In addltlon,\by havmng only two

.age groups,. 1t ‘was easrer to contrast and’ compare the results

L] -

of the scores. between younger and older adolescents. The

f

'cut—off pornt chosen was between 14 and 15 years of age, -~

| two age ranges. Flnally, the athor belleved that thls

cut-off pornt between the two age ranges best s1gn1f1ed the

lelsron between younger and older adolescents.
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group four, nonconforming and perm1551ve parents. _This
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e . . CHAPTER IIL
.-, 7 RESULTS

. H‘Yp‘o&e’s‘is . l

,The flrst hypothesrs examlned (Ho l) was_“how adolescents

qpercelve thelr parent s dlsc1pllnary technlques 1s not related

-

to the personallty traits manlfested by these adolescents

‘Table 2 utlllzed the Kruskal—Wallls Test to compare the scores

Y

f:obtalned between the four parental authorlty groups on each

of the 18 CPI personallty tralts. If there were- any srgnlflcant
results w1thln an 1nd1v16ual personallty tralt, then - the
Mann-Whltney g Test (see table 3) was used to determrne‘

Whlch of the parental authorlty group scores were dlfferlng

"~ from one another. The parental authorlty groups were d1v1ded

into the followrng ‘order:. parental group one, authorltarian A

parehts; parental'group two, rejectlngnneg1ect1ngnparents;

. parental group three,_authorltatlve parents, and parental

numerlcal classrflcatlon of the parental groups extends

throughout the result sectlon to 51mpllfy and aid dlscu551on

. of the obtained results.‘ For an overall perspectlve of ‘the

results, flgures one through six graph.the chlldren s standard

45
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- reject or accept thls hypothe51s.

-the null hypothesrs is accepted.

| 46

R el

mean ‘scores on each.personalltyvvarlable. The four‘different'

parental,authorlty groups were compared agalnst one another -

ln these sets of figures. Each personallty varlable is-

,_dlscussed separately below in order “to - evaluate whether to

[ —ix B
o) - =

.¥

S
. LN

Domlnance (Do) . P

-1-‘_ \-

The Kruskal~Wallls "Test’ (see table 2) lndlcated no o T

51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the)sg;;ff obtalned_on the
four parental authorlty groups, T; (3)— .20,3( 10 Therefore,

Y

' Capac1ty of Status {Cs) . rt . o {,

On this personallty varlahle,‘the Kruskal—Wallls (see .,

_table 2) lndlcated a. 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the

scores obtalned on the four parental authority. grOups,

I.':& (3) 7 43,p .10. . On further examlnatlon (see table 3)7'
paréntal group one had a 51gn1flcantly lower score than'

‘-parental group- four, zml 82,p«<. 10. In. addltlon, parental

group two was shown to have a 51gn1f1cantly lower score wheu

compared w1th parental group four, z—l 87,34.10

Therefore,
1 .

" with regard to these comparlsons the null hypothes‘is is \

rejected{ However, Mann—Whltney U Tests on the remalnlng

A

.comparlsons lndlcated no 51gn1f1cant differences between the .

parental~authority groups. The null hypothe51s is, therefore,

accepted for the rest these comparisons.
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Table 2
N~ A Comparlson of the Four Parental Authorety
Groups on Each of the Personallty Varlabfés

" Personality Variables

Do Lo Cs Sy. Sp :.'f "~ Sa .

6.20 . 7.43% 0 22,02%%*%% gD o kkkk | g D0k%
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A
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Numbers reported in the body of the table are Kruskal—

-Wallis scores (

L 1.69
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Table 3
< L co ‘. ) -.l‘ : - ) \ a
.The Four Parental Authority Groups Compared
s ) Against One Another on Bach.
_of the Personality Variables
Ay : N . Y
=N N |
Parental ‘ Personality Variables
. Authorzity - - .
© Groups o Do . N Cs. sy sp ° Sa. - Wo
1ve.2 . as | m72 -7 TTese -0z
“1ws. 3. lie3 - 1.4 =95 tes - -.16 L2
o 1ws. 4 132 Jisr e w3 —.s1 L8
2 vs. 3 1.55 . 1.37 .1.70%  3.00%%r 1ied  1.03
2 vs. 4 N30t LB7H - 1.37 -3 49%er .88 - .74
3vs. 4 .38 46, .8 .48 m.56 =27
‘Re.  se . Sc To Gi cin.
1 vs. 2 U egiqae -85 -.94 .11 —.06 A2
Lve. s .3 z.2oee 7@ .39 a8 .04
1 vs. 4 . .47 - 1.3 .40 . .31 .33 1.28
2 vs..3 . 2.37%+  2.56% .44 .22 .22 .27
2 vs. 4 2.33%s  2.30% - 1.13 .14 .85 . .93
2 S - \ . 145
‘3vs. 4 . 43 = -2 .22 0 W78 . 1.4
Aac T Ad 'Te . Py . PBX Fe
. lws. 2 ~.B6 .10 S l33 ° ~.50. - .42 -.50
1vs. 3 1.50 .83 . .65 2.46%* =:59 .93
1vs. 4 1.28 .86 - .28 1.29 ~.63 -3
2 vs. 3 2,737 .71 .56  1.65%  .8¢  '1.06
2 vs. 4 2.68;** -.17 - .54 .95  ~1.08 .05
3'vs. 4 .04 -.82 . =-.5¢ =20 . ~.p6 . -.98
*p¢. 10 - ) .
**p¢. 05
«*xpg. 01

»

a : : . ' S . , "
. “Numbers reported in the body .of the table are Mann-Whitney U scores.
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7ﬁfff‘5mg"; .The Kszkal—Wallls Test (see table 21 1nd1cated that ‘oﬁy

,,j' df- there was a 51gn1f1cant dlfference In the scores gbtalned on.
the parental authorlty groups erh regard to this personallty

varlable,'z C3I 22 02,9( 001 Further examrnatlon (see

£ table 3) revealed that parental group two had a srgnlflcantly
. f;'-_ . A o 1
h'.ﬁ o lower siyre[on the Sy varlable than parental group threeﬂ

;_, LR 7:, z—l 71 Bﬁ“ Comparlsons_oh the remarnlng parental groupe
L ' R showed no s%gnlflcant dlfferences.- Therefore, the null

R f' hypothesrs %s accepted for all the group comparrsons,\except
A 1 . .' . } . p\ . ’

“; .:g ' _j: for parental group two versus group three, where the null

_g 3 -“_ : hypothe51s Ls rejected

Soclal Presence (Sp)

Condernrng thls personallty varlable, the Kruskal—-7"
'uFﬁ Wallls Test (seeitable'Z)-revealed srgnlflcaut,drfﬁerences

I@ | L ‘ between the scores'obtained-On'the four parental~authority'§‘*“

B ] groups,fg“ £3) 82 21,24 001. FPrther 1nvest1gat10n (see

~

Lo . 7"-"-" table 3) shrwed that parental group two had a 51gnrf1cantly

1ower score\than parental group three, z=1. 44

4.01.1,In~
addltlon, parental group two also had a 51gn1llcantly lower '
score on. thds Varlable as: compared w1th parental group four,. -
3 . “-g 'H\z—3 49,2«’01.. Therefore, the null hypothesrs lS rejected

= | wlth.regard‘to these tWO palrs of comparlsons. For the ’

' remalnlng parental authorlty group comparrsons, the null

_ hypothesrs 15 accepted as there were no smgnlflcant dlfferences

v . . ) e _ . ( -
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ﬂwere no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between parental authorlty

'Respon51b111ty (Re)

N . i -
\ . . (. P

ifSelf-Acceptance (Sal '": id _‘3% . t g ie‘.. :,>a i;_-

Inltlal examlnatlon revaaled (see table 2) 51gn1f1cant_

f'dlfferences between the scores obtalned on the parental 'Z/éw'

- ik

S authorlty groups; 2 131 8. 20, < 05. Table 3 shows:that

'f‘parental group one. had a srgnlflcantly hlgher score on thlS-:

1

'varlable than parental group two, z=-1 65r 4 lO Therefore,_f;;

1the null hypothe51s is rejected with regard to these two

-

.'group comparlsons. Howeverr further group- comparlsons
'revealed no srgnlflcant dlfferences. Thus, the null

;hypothe51s lS accepted forfthe remalnlng comparlsons.f‘

*:Sense of Well—Belng (Wbl

' The Kruskal—Wallls (see table 21 lndlcated that there a

~ -

.ﬂAgroup scores, 3 (3)— 26,2) lO.d f&e null hypothesrs is.
. - " o
*therefore accepted w1th regard to the Wb personallty

. varrable._ o r'_ . :,Q‘gs R

. \

Group comparlsons utlllzlng the Kruskal—Wallls Test

i
\ '

- {see’ table 2) showed‘that there were srgnlflcant dlfferences

\

between parental authorlty group .scores, 1. LSL-lﬁ 63,3(.05.._
Further analysrs (see table 3} lndlcated that parental

group one had a- 51gn1flcantly hlgher score than parental

);_ group two,. - z~—2 4er< 05 Parental group two also had .

51gn1f1cantly lower scores when compared with both’ parental

|
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'group'three;fz=2‘31,p{ 05 'and parental group four, 2—2 33,3( 05.
The" null hypothesrs 1s therefore rejected for the above group
‘7comparlslons., Remalnlng parental group comparlsons revealed

‘no srgnlflcant dlfferences between groups, allowrng the null '

"~hypothe515 to be accepted.,

‘Soc1allzatlon (50}

The Kruskal-Wallls Test (see table 21 revealed smgnlflcant _“
dlfferencee ‘between the parental authorlty group scores an-

thrs personallty varlable,-z C3) 17. 52,3( 001. Further

| Ji;.analYSlS (see table 3)- showed that parental group one. had a

-ﬂ_srgnlflcantly lower score than parental group three z—~7l,p§ 050

,fIn addltlon, parental g oup two had srgnlflcantly lower
scores when compared to b th parental group three, z—2 SG,R( 05
and parental group four, 2-2 lO,p( 05 For the three pairs

of comparrsons the null hypothesrs is rejected kHowever,'the‘

1

?remalnlng parental authorlty group comparlsons revealed no
srgnlflcant dlfferences. Therefore, the null hypothesrs 1s

faccepted for these comparlsons. L U

Self-Control (Sc) - ' :‘ o : T ' \.

Analysrs utlllzlng the Kruskal—Wallls (see table 2) o
showed no srgnrflcant dlfferences in scores between the
parental authorlty groups, QL_(B) =6. l4,p> 10. The null
hypothesrs is accepted “for the self—control_personallty

»

variable.
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e T Tolerance CTo) PR 'p-17 ' : '_,1 e 1_ '? _

-

s ;fv. ' The Kruskal—Wallls Test Csee table 21 1nd1cated no

-

81gn1f1cant dlfferences between the scores of the four‘

s parental authorlty groups,’l t3)—.67,2) lD._-The null

=
=

L o hypothe51s is accepted. ,"f‘j lA?af,-=qf_'-Fw‘ s

3 ' Good. Impre551on (Gl) - :\'." S TR ';L',"' s

CE e -On ‘this personallty varlable, the Kruskal-Wallls Test|
| (see table 2) 1nd1cated no 51gn1f1cant drfferences between
the scores of the four parental authorlty groups,.

- ’j&_ﬁ3)=.68,2>.10. The null hypothe51s is accepted.v

) Comunalz.ty (Cm)

I SR The Kruskal—Wallls “Test (;ee table 2) showed not

B o ; i

o srgnlflcant dlfferences between the scores of the four
f;ﬁ : ."_ parental authorlty groups, 1 (3) 1. 69,R>.10.w The null

hypothe51s is therefore accepted

co Achlevement via COnformlty (Ac)

g

Prellmlnary examlnatlon utrlizrng the. Kruskal-Wallls

-

TESt (see table 2) revealed srgnlflcant dlfferences between

the parental authorlty group scores,'z (3) 10 91,p«. 05.

e, mAkr e T P S

E .? o L Further analysrs (see table 3). demonstrated that parental
‘ group two had a srgnlflcantly Jower score on this personallty
varlahle when compared to both parental group three,

‘EF2°73'E<'01' and parental-group.four z 2. GS,E( 01.

<,
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"thejfeur parental authority groups, :!2(3)=4;10,§>.10.

.Therefore, thevnull hypethesis is accepted: . ' .

: hYPOthESlS is accepted

'~Psychologlcal—Mlndedness (Pvy)

59

5T‘Therefore, the null hypothesrs 15 rejected for these two

palrs of comparlsons.f However, analy91s for the remalnlng

L4

parental group comparlsons, revealed no . 51gnif1cant dlfferences

between_parental»authorlty groups..;The null hypothe51s 1s_1

3 S . NS | R
therefore accepted.for theseicomparrsons.

fAchlevement yia Independence (Al)

The Kruska1~Wallls Test {see table 2) 1nd1cated that o

there were'no-slgnlflcant differences betweenuthe scores of

Y

- : . AN L . . ) =
-

-Intelledtﬁal Effiéiency IIe) L o S

Measures on thls personallty varlable (see tahle 21

revealed no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the scores of

' the parental authorlty groups, 1 (3)=5. 73,3} 10. The null_

v
I

Prellmlnary analy51s Lsee table 2) utlllzlng the Kruskal-

'-Wallls Test revealed smgnlflcant dlfferences between the

, parental authorlty group scores,'x: (3) 24, 73!2( 05.; .

Subsequent analy51s (see table 3) revealed that parental

group two had a 51gn1f1cantly lower Score than parental

group thre_er z=1.65,p<.10. In addltlon, parental group one

‘had. a significantly lower-ecore than parental_group three,

.
LR
Y

T
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‘z—2 46,p<. 05. Therefore, the null hypothesrs is rejected

:Remalnlng groups comparlsons ShOWed nb 51gn1f1cant dlfferences

60.

'w1th regard to: these two palrs of group comparlsons.-.

‘=betWeen thelr_scores. Therefore, the null hypothesrs is

‘acceptedffor these comparlsons.

Flex:i.b:l.lltj (Fx) , T S K :

w Analysrs utlerlng the Kruskal—Wallls Test Lsee ‘table 2)

showed no srgnlflcant differences between the scores on the'

: parental authorlty groupg, 1 (3)=~ 35,E>.1a.. The nqll

| hypothesrs is accepted.

BN
S~

. Femlnlnlty (Fe)‘

' Analy51s ut11121ng the Kruskal—Wallls Test. (see table 2)

revealed no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n scores between the

four parental authorlty groups,'z (3) 6. 22,p>.10. The npll

hypothe51s is therefore accepted for the femlnlnlty personallty

' ,"h
- #

varlable. o R o

A matrlx summarizrng the-personallty dlfﬁerences of

- each parental authorlty group compared agalnst one another'

|

s shown in table 4.

Hypothesis 2"

\.

The second hypothe51s examlned (Ho 2) was “adolescents

of various ages, who percelve thelr parents' dlSClpllne

.technlques~51m11arly, do nptmdlsplay different personality
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- traitsﬁ; The' format employed to evaluate this was the samef

as .the one used in- the prevrous hypothes;s:_mﬁhat.ls, each

~

) personallty varlable is dlscuszgd separately below, ‘in order )
:to evaluate whether to reaect or accept the hypothesrs. The. n

:;test chosen was: the Mann-Whltney U Test, to determlne if. the
two age groups (12-14 years and 15+ years), dlffered

o 51gn1f1cantly from one another on- the ‘scores they recelved

iwrthrn each personallty varlable. For an overall perspectrve

. B AN \
of the results, flgures seven through ten graph the chlldren s

_._standard mean ' scores on each personallty varlable.l The four .t‘

Y

different parental authorlty groups were compared agalnst one

another in these sets of flgures.‘

{QDomlnance (Do)

~ The Mann—Whltney U Test (see ‘table 5) revealed that .

”fthere were no s1gnrf1cant drfferences on the scores obtalned

between the two age . groups in parental authorlty group one,‘
U—106 5, E? lO, parental authorlty gorup two, U—17 0,2).10,_
1d parental authorlty group three, z—l 48,3) 10. Therefore_
e null-hypothesrs is. accepted. However, within parental
aur orlty group four, the older age adolescents had a- Ve

si 'flcantly h;gher score than the younger age adolescents,

'U—82.@,E<.01, on the domlnance personallty varrable.' Therefore'

'for parental group four, the null hypothesrs is rejected

e
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Statlslcal analy31s 1nd1cated Lsee table 51 that there*'
o < i

were no srgnlflcant dlfferences on. the scores obtalned between

the two age groups in parental authorlty group one, U—llS S,E)

and parental authorlty group two, U IB S,R} lO.f Therefore,

for these.two parental groups, the null hypothe51s lS accepted.

: The other two parental groups had srgnlflcant dlfferences

_ - .
' on the scores obtalned between the two age groups, w1th the

b

older age adolescents havlng a hlgher score thanthe younger ,,

age adolescents. Tbe statlstlcal results for parental group

three were, z—2 02,2(.05 and for parental group four were,..r

£

U-llz 0,p<f05. Therefore, the null hypothe51s 1s rejected

S for parental authorlty groups three.and four.

Q. f
e There were no slgnlflcant dlfferenceS'on the scores’

obtalned (see table 5} between the two age‘groups in- parental _

authorlty group one U lll S,E).lo and parental authorlty
Yy :

group three,.z—l 64,p} lO._,Thexefore, the null hypothe51s

is accepted The other two parental groups had 31gn1f1cant

dlfferences on the scores obtalned between the two age groups,

-

: Wlth older . age adolescents hav1ng a hlgher score. éhan the £

‘-younger age adolescents. The statlstlcal results for parental

[N

group two were, U—ll 0,p( 05 and for parental grdup four were,,

'U—74 G,E( 05. Tbbrefore, ‘the null hypothe51s 1s regected for

ar .

k4 - :
parental authorlty groups ﬁwo and four.nfp- R

e -
-'J
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'Soc1al Presence (Spl

_TU—135 0,p>.10, parental group two, U—23 5,3).10
slgroup three, z—l 22'E>-10°'

_fls accepted

_presence personallty varlable.

~author1ty group four, the null hypothesrs 1s rejected.-.:

:Self—Acceptance tSa)

_were no. srgnlflqant dlfferences on the scores obtalned between -

q
. [

|l R
’

- The MannnWhltney u- Test (see table 51 revealed that

‘there were no srgnrflcant dlfferences,on the scores obtalned R

fbetween the two age groups 1n parental authorlty group one,-;‘
' N

and pdrental
Therefore, the null hypothesrs.' ;;

However, w1thrn parental authorlty group four, Lo

-~ - e

fthe older age adolescents -had a 51gn1f1cantly hrgher score

than the younger age adolescents, U-86 0,2{ Ol, on the socral

‘—-\.
E hY

Therefore, for parentar"

kS

Statlstlcal analysrs 1nd1cated (see table 5) that there

-

“the two age groups 1n parental authorlty group one U= 106. 5,p> 1

iparental group two, U—25 0,p> lo,uand pagental authorlty group N
o four U—131 5,27.10.. Therefore, the null hypothesrs is accepted
‘However, wrthln parental group three, the older age‘adolescents
" had a srgnlflcantly hlgher score- than the younger age\' ﬂ
-:adolescents, z—2 28,p< 05. ‘Fherefore, for parental authorlty
idgroup three, the null hypothesrs is rejected |
-'.:,SenSe of Well—Belnﬁ b)) f,tc
j’ | Only parental ::thorlty group one dlsplayed no

e srgnlflcant dlfference between the scores on the tw%fage

”'ﬁ.groups,.U Ql,p) 10 (See table 5}).

¥ ¢

The remaining parental'

lauthorlty groups each had the older age adolescents havrng

Lo




Ca

Kl

[

-

Ahlgherwscore than the.younger1age adolescents,

- Socialization  {(So)

.. _ C . : . . B T . ... X 7. -_. . .

a srgnlflcantly hlgher score than the younger age adolescents. :

The statlstlcal results were as follows._ for parental _
authorlty group two, U~16 0,p< 10; for parental authorlty | g;l
group three, zml 89,p< 05; and for parental authorlty group
four, U=112.0,p<. 15. Therefore, the null hypothe31s is

&
accepted for parental authorlty group one only, ‘and - rejected

-

L

for parental authorrty groups two, three and four.,‘_

T ‘“ ) \ " E N ) - . . 5 N . \,;
Responsrbrllty (Re)_\ w _ _

The Mann-Whltney U Test (see table 5 revealed that there
were no srgnlflcant drfferences on the scores obtarned between
the two age groups 1n parental authority group two, U 22, 5,E>.10
parental authorlty group three, z-l 63,p> lO, and parental

authorlty group four, U—168 5,p> 10 erefore, the null
thl

hypothesrs rs accepted However, w

/
n parental authorlty

group one, the older age adolescents had a signlflcantly :f.‘ﬁi

u=67: o.,p_<.05' |

- on thefresponsibility personality Variable? T erefore, for ..

parental authorlty group one, the null hypoth srs 1s rejected

3 - . e -

. The Mann-Whltney U Test (see table,s) revealed that

there were no. srgnrfrcag% dlfferenges on the scores obtalned

. between the two age groups in parental authorlty group two,,

U"25 5'E>°10r parental authorlty group three, zul 18,p> 10,
and paren;é/qauthorlty group four U—l?B 0, p>.10. Therefore, b

.-
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. adolescents, U—79 0,p< 10.: Therefore, for parental o E-f'

for these groups the null hypothe51s lS accepted Houeuer; i

"_for parental authorlty group one, the older age adolescents

had a s;gnlflcantly hlgher score Ehan the younger age

authorlty group one, the null hypothesrs is rejected

'Tolerance“ITol

There were, no Sﬁgnlflcant dlfferences on the scores

.obtalned (see table 5) between the two age groups in parental

authorlty group one, U=114. 0 p>.10 and parental authorlty

5 group two, U—ls 5,2J>1o.- Therefore, the null hypothesrs is

‘accepted The other two parental authorlty groups had j

srgnlflcant dlfferences on. the scores obtained between the
N

two age groups, wrth the older age adolescents hav;ng a

hlgher score than the younger age adolescents._ The statlstlcal
results for parental group three were, Z= 2 63,p< 01, and for
parental grgup four were U—119 5rE< lO.‘-Therefore, ‘the

null hypothesrs is rejected for parental groups three and four._

5
- '
- . ~

Good ImpreSSLOn (GI) r*j .'TL'T;:':,._'Vf""”‘ B

- Statlstlcal analysrs indicat (see table 5) that there

'were no srgnrflcant dlfferences on - the scores obtained between

-

. the two age groups in all four parental authorlty groups.j

The results were as fOllOWS‘ parental authorlty group one,“
U=88. 0,p> 10 parental authorlty group two, U= 32 0,p> 10y ;t‘h

parental authorrty group three, z— 17 p).lo, and parental L

.-
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f Communallty (Cm) S

is . accepted for parental- authorlty group four only,_and is

o authorlty group four, U—l74 E>.10 'ihereﬁore,:tﬁe null N

_hypothesrs is: accepted.

A

L)

0 ly parental autporlty group four dlsplayed no'

:51gn1 i t dlfferences between the scores on the two age

) L_groups, U—lSB,p).lO (see tableFS] " The remarnlng parental |
_authorlty groups each had the older\age adolescents having a ]
_srgnlflcantly hlgher score than the younger age adolescents.;

'The statlstlcal results were as folIows‘ for parental group

one ~U0=72.0,p¥. 05 parental group two, U=12. 0,9( 05; parental

-group three, z—2 13,24.05. Therefore,rthe null hypothesrs"

rejected for ‘parental. authorlty groups one, two and threé.. .

W o
Achievement via Conformlty (Ac)

s

The Mann—Whltney U Test revealed (see tableSJ that - .
there were no srgnlfrcant dlfferences on the scores obtalned

between,the two age groups ln parental authorlty group one,_

vU—S? Sﬁp) 10, parental_authorrty group two,\UnlS 5,p)- 10, and

. parental authorlty group four U—164 5,p> 10. Therefore,-

the null hypothesrs is accepted. However w1th1n.parental

'authority group three, the older age adolescents had a -

srgnlflcantly hlgher score than the younger age adolescents,

z=2. 15,E< 05, on - thls personallty varlable.- Therefore, for

parental authorrty group three, the null hypothesrs ls rejected.

N

~ .
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-Achlevement vra Independence (Al)

Statlstlcal analysrs revealed (see table=5) that there

\

-were no. srgnrflcant dlfferences between the two ‘age groups

=

on “their personallty scores in parental authorlty group

one, U—103 5,3}.10 group . two, U—32 5,p> 10, and’ parental

authorlty group four, U—lﬁs 5,p> 10 _ Therefore, the null

hypothesrs is accepted.~ HOWever, wrthln parental authorrty"'

},group three, the older age adolescents had a 51gn1f1cantly

‘lhlgher score than the younger age adolescents,'z—2;67,p§.01.

Therefore, ln the case of parental authorlty group three,.

.-.the null hypothesrs lS rejected.

M'Intellectual Eff1c1ency (Ie) : ff

. Only parental authorlty gfoup one. dlsplayed no srgnlflcant

dlfferences between the scores obtarned on the two age\groups,

-U—112 O,E) lO, (see table 5). The remalnlng parental authorlty

a\

groups each had the older age adolescents havrng a srgnrflcantl‘
hlgher ﬁcore than the younger age adolescents.‘ The statlstlcal

results were, as follows.r for parental authorlty group two,:

l

‘AU =10. D,R( 05 for parental authorlty group three, z=2. Bl,pﬁ 01,

and for parental authorlty group four, U—92 0 "p£.05. .
Therefore the null hypothesrs is accepted for parental

»

authorrty groups two, three_and four.,

Psychologrcal-Mrndedness (Pyl

| The Mann-Whltney U Test 1ndrcated (see table 5) that



oy T

A VR gt M

. Therefore, the null hypothesrs is accepted.n S

. wWere no. srgnlflcant dlfferences on the scores’ obtalned '

TR T s

7,4- .

R

. rheré were no éignificant differences on the scores.- obtained

."‘\

beEWEenfthe~ﬁwoﬁage~groupsiin gll four parental autﬁoriry |
'ﬂ;groups."The results were-ée‘follcws: parental authorlty :
: group oner U-lOS 5,2}.10, parental authorlty group two,*_

"U—32 55 p) 10; parental authorrty group three, z=1. 34,2)“10-

and for parental authorrty group four, U—145 5,p> 0., . =,

.

Flelelllty (Fx) S Cos

Statrstlcal analysrs lndlcated (see table 5) that there T"

between the -two age groups in parental authorlty group one,_

M“AU—172 0,p> io0, parental authorlty ‘group two, U—31 0,p3.10,

~

parental authorlty group three, 2=. 29,p> 14, parental

:authorlty group four, U =141.5 p>.10. Therefore, the null

.hypothesrs is accepted for all four parental authorlty groups._

Femrnrnlty (Fe} =~ . ' o _ : }' T

There were no srgnlflcant dlfferences (see tabletS) on

\

.the scores obtalned bétween the twb age groups in parental

authorlty group one, U=123. 0,p> 10, parental authorlty

| group two, U-lS 5,E> 10, parental authorlty group three, N al

2=.18,p>. 10, and parental authorlty group four, U=200. 5 p} 10._

The null hypothesrs igs therefore accepted‘for all four
: \ RS -, a o

parental authority groups} R ‘ . T .
\ . - (RN . LY
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... Hypothesis' 3. . T

The‘third'hypothesis examined:(ﬂo_31 uash”adolescents

-

of‘dlfferent sex, who percelve thelr parents dlsc1pllnary
£ | | chlld—rearlng technlques 51m11arly, do: not dlsplay dlfferent 'ff._
3 personallty tralts . The format used to evaluate thrs
hypothesrs was based on the one used for the prevrous two
'hypotheses.- Each personallty varlable ls dlscussed separately
‘ below in order to conclude whether to reject o= accept thrs )
K hypothesrs. The Mann—Whlthey U Test was chosen to determlne :
:lf the two sexes dlffered slgnlflcantly from one another on
. the scores they recelved within each personallty varlable.n
For ‘an overall perspectlve of the results, flgures eleven
through fourteen graph the chlldren s ‘standard mean scores on
-each personallty Varlable. The four dlfferent parental groups "f
\were compared agalnst one another 1n these sets of flgures._ -

v

b

Domlnance (o) ' 5 ) K ." ) o 'j" ; ; s
Statlstlcal analy515 1nd1cated (see table 6) that no -
‘SLgnlflcant d;fferences were found on the scores obtalned

between the two sexes “in parental authorlty group one, B

' 2=0. 41,p>.10, parental group two, U—28 0 p; 10, parental group '

rthree, z=1. 12,p> 10, and parental authorlty group four,
z—l 37,p} 10 Therefore, the null hypothes1s is accepted

_ for all four parental authorlty groups on the domlnance

) personallty varlable.‘ - i ‘.' S b

Ha
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: the null hypothe51s is accepted fcr//il four parental

‘authorlty groups.

_51gn1flcant dlfferences were found on the scores obtalned

Capac1ty for Status {Cs}':l‘;;@‘ﬁg

There were no sxgnrf:cant dlfferences (see table 6) on-

R -

ﬁthe scores” obtalned between the two sexes in parental h5+:]f*{-"
.authorlty group one, z—- 63,29.10, parental authorlty group

' two, U—33 O,B) 10 parental authorlty group three, Z—-10;2> lOe

l and parental authorlty group four, z~.25,p\.10. Therefore,

. A -
=2

.pu'

SOClablllty (Sy) : -3__” S ~":‘

The Mann"Whltney U Test lndlcated (see tabLe 6) that

"-there Were no smgnlflcant dlfferences on the scores’ obtalned

. between the two sexes: 1n all four parental authorlty groups..s’~

o

”':f,The results were as follows. parental authorlty group one, |

\{-z— Bl,p) 10; parental authorlty group two, U—20 O,E) 10,-a_;_.5
:parental authorlty group three, z—.86,p> 16 _and parental
'authorlty group four,'z—- 13,2).10. Therefore, the null

.,'hypothe51s is accepted ‘ S o - o ;: -

. AN

‘-;Soc1a1 Presence (Sp)

Statistical analy51s 1nd1cated (see table 6) that no";

'a~between the two sexes in parental authorlty groug one,'
'_;z——.58,p> 10, parental authorlty group two, U=23. 0,3).10
,parental_author;ty group‘three, z== .lBXég?ké, and perentel

T,éuthoriti-group four, z=1.61,p>10. - The null hYpothesiS'

PRI Sxrtipatszgemer LS



R e

1
Fid
Lol

L

lS therefore acceﬁted for all four parental authorlty groups,

- LT 2. .
S e . . -

on the soclal presence personallty varlable. 'j ef-. x ‘,‘1 :

l' N .
W

-~ ’ ’ *
There were no srgnlflcant dlfferences (see table 6) onm

<

; the scores obtalned between the two sexes in parental

_authorlty group one, z=1. 21 R’ lO parental authorlty group

"two, U=23. OrE> 10, parental authorlty group three, z—-.Ol,E} 10,

_and parental authorlty group four, z——.l7,2> 10 Therefore,

;‘-the null hypothesrsu;s accepted for all. four parental

authorlty g;pups.-‘ '

-

Sénse of Well-Belng (Wh). S o ] ">—'

Statlstlcal ana1y51s revealed (see~table 6) that there
were no 51gnrflcant dlfferences betwé’—‘the male and female
adolescents,on thelr perﬁonaglty scores in parental authorlty
group. one, z—l .05,p>.10, parental authorlty group three,

"z~ 25,R> 10 and parental authorlty,group four,_g;r37,g>.10:_
However, within parental authority'group two, female . - -

adolescentsrhad‘a5significently”higher‘score then‘their male';

.the other three parental authorlty groups

LY

, Responsibility {Re} < . o - & BN

" The Mann-Whitney U Test revealed (-<ee tab;elﬁ) that

theré were.no significant differences on the scores .obtained



)

"the null hypothesrs is accepted for these parental authorlty_

. ) Y. . N o -

'between the: two sexes in parental authorlty group two, =

_U—25,p> 10 parental authorlty group three,'z—.91,3> 10

8
and parental authbrlty group four, z=. 95,2} 10.1 Therefore,

'groups. However, within parental authorlty grOup one, the

'female adolescents had a srgnlflcantly hlgher score than the'

male adolescents, 2-2.14,p<.05. Therefore, for parental o

';authorrty group one, "the null hypothesrs is. rejected

:;Sociaiization {So) S \S,,‘ p ¥ -

-

Only parental authorrty group faur . dlsplayed no

51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the scores obta;ned between

Athe two' sexes, z—.72,p> 10, (seé table 6} . The remalnlng

.parental authorlty groups each had the female adolescents

Ry -

~

havrng a 51gn1f1cantly hlgher score than thelr male peers.

N

”p The statlstlcal-results were: for parental authorlty group

one, z=2.08,p<. 05 parental authormty ‘group two, U= 4. S,E; 0l; o

and parental authorlty group three, z—2 57,3(-05. Therefore,

the null hypothesrs is accepted for parental authorlty group .

17
four only, and is rejected for parental authorlty groups

one, two and three. R T L e

Self Control (Sc)

Statlstlcal analysrs lndlcated (see table 6) that no

-sign;flcant differences were found on. the scores obtained

between the male and female -adolescents in parental authbrity

e




R
A :

0

,-A_authorlty group two, U= 28 0,p>.10, parental authorlty group

- group one,;z= 16,p> lU,:pareﬁtal'aurhority group two,

-the scores obtalned(between male. and female adolescents 1n

- pﬁrental authorlty group one, —l 45 p) 10, parental

B

U—20 0, E> 10 parental authorlty group three, z— 64,p>.10,
and parental authorlty group Eour,'z— ll,p} 10 Therefore,q
%he null hypothe51s is accepted for all four parental \

authorlty groups on the self-control personality varlable._"‘

Tolerance (To) - » \

‘There' were no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences (see table 6) on

i

three, z= l 18,p>. lG and parental authorlty group four,'
5;.64,E>.10. Therefore, the null hypothesms 15 accepted for

all four parental authorrty groups.

T Good Impre551on {Gl) : ‘ o f- . _j T - N

&
Statlsltlcal analysms revealed (see table 6) that’
‘J / ' v
there were no significant differences between the male and

female adolescent$ on their personality scores in parental

~

authoritY‘group two, U=49. 0;p>.10, parental authority groﬁgm

~three, z—— 69.,p>. 10, and parental authorlty group four,

z==1. 32,p> 10.. However, within parental authorlty group

one, male adolescents had a 51gn1f1cantly higher scqre than -

their female peers{ z==l.7%Fp< 10. 'Therefore, the null

il A Pobmtn e b e 1

it e i ek e

JUNMETEVER S RV
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‘dommunaiity'(cmt// _"'“"' f/fnf‘ .

1 fh@@m&

there Were no 51gn1frc

‘egt 1ndlcated (see table 6) that
t d' ferences on the scores obtalned

_between the two sexes ln 5] ental authorlty group two,,t

f";‘ U 16. 5,E> 10. and parental authorlty group. four, z=-1. 52, > lO.I:TI

The null hypothes;s 1s accepted for parental authorlty grdups .

- two and four.‘ quever, ferfale adolescents-had a h gher score

than the male adolescents ln both parental authorlty group

“‘one, z=2. 66,p< 01, and parental authorlty group three, V¢ oo

- _,“' ‘ 2—2.22,2(-05 Therefore, the null hypothesls is rejected

forx parental authorlty groups one. and three on the communallty

-

personallty varlable.:' ‘ o SR

Achievement via Conformity (Ac) -

Statistica;.analysis revealed ‘(see table 6) that there

- were no Signdficant.difgerence§iegﬁt:e scores. obtained between °

the.tro sexes in'parental authority roup one, z=1.35,p}. 10,
. parental authorlty group two, U=20. 0,p> 10, and parental .
‘authorlty group four, z=.76,p>.10. The null hypothe51s is
accepted for these parental authorlty groups. However,
within parental authorlty group'three, femaTe adolescents.had~
.-a higher score than their male peers, z=1. 83,2‘ 10. Therefore,
for parental authorlty group three, the null hypothesis 1s_

rejected.

R

Achlevement via Independence (An)

There were no 51gnlflcant dlfferences (see table 6) on




‘86 .

the scores obtalned between male and female adolescents 1n'

"

parental authorlty group one, z—l 61,3) 10, parental authorlty

-

group two,’ U—25 5,E> 10, parental authorlty group three,~'

T z=1, 2%(3; 10, and parental authorlty group four, z—;48,p>.10. _

33”’._- Therefore, the null‘hyp

esis 1s_accepted for all_four ‘

v

dlfferences on the s

[

_res\obtalned between the two sexes, |

- ‘ - N [!‘
39?1540rEK!10- The emale adolescents had a highe score |

. » than the male a oiescents.\ The null hypothesms is therefore

up two However, therei

\\' rejected for-p rental authotity
|

were no- slgnlflcant dlfferencég on

B NS

the two sexes ln parental authorlty grou one,\z=l-27,p>‘10,

-
-

parental authorlty\group three, z~*86,2> 10, and parental

- authority group four, z= .Sl,p> 10 . The null hypothes;s is

“accepted for these three parental authorlty groups.
‘\ ’ ’ 2

'bsychological;Mindednéss (Py) ) , o a0

group two, U= 37.-,R> 10 parental authorlty group three,

However, w1th1n_parental auth;rlty group one, male adolescents

e SCoreés obtalned between g

=—.76_R> 10, and parental authorlty group four, 2z= —.35,3}.1@.

Y



\_TT‘

a3

:tSLgnlflcantly hlgher score than. thelr female. peers in

. _ . ° ] - - ° . . L : s ~ .- . . 3 . V - ] ] “‘:

-

had a 51gn1f1cantly hlgher score than - thelr female peers,-

z—~1 75,EA.QS.~ Therefore, the null hypothesrs is rejected

' for parental authorlty group one,’ but 1s accepted for the

"

other parental authorlty groups.“
. . :

N -~

Flexrbe&rty (Fx)

: Ewo,sexes_ z-.24,E> 10. However, male adolescents had a '

parental authorlty group one, z= 2. 12,3{\05, and parental o

"authOrrty group four, z——l 76,2( lOW In-addrtlon, parental .

authorlty ~group two showed the female adolescents havrng
a hlgher‘score than the male adolescents,.2;15,5,R<.10.

Therefore; the null hypothesis is accepted for-parental__

 -authority group three, but is rejected.for”the other

.parentaliauthoritytgroups on the fiexiﬁility'personelity'

variable.

Femlnlnlty (Fe)

The Mann—Whltney U Test 1ndlcated (see table 6) that
there were'31gn1f1cant dlfferences on_the scores ootalned
‘betwees.the two sexes in aliffour*pareptal_authority groups.
| Femeles,consistently had a higher-score thep'the‘male.

adolescents. The results were as follows: . parental autheority

group oné,-§;2.35,2§.01; oarental authority group'two,’gslz}o;g<,05;

Y



: ;prothesis“4 o - -~~;.- R

L. e e e

The—fourth.hypothesrs examlned (Ho 4) was “adolescents'
:age is not related to how they percelve thelr parents

dlsc1p11nary chlld—rearlng technlques As seen from table 7.

‘chlnsquare analysrs revealed no. 51gn1flcant dlfferences between

s AR

' . the four\dlfferent parentaI groups and thentwo age groups of the.

adolescents, ﬁt,L3)=.62gp4.lO. Therefo &, the null hypothesrs

- -is acceptedf}

'ﬁ;.--:r o - Hypothe51s 5

_"\-’
T

The flfth hypothe515 examlned LHo 5) was “adolescents of
'the same age group do not percelve*themselves as belng ralsed_
in the same parental authorlty group ' Chl—square-analySLS
(see table 8} . 1nd1cated that adolescents in- the younger age

Il * . Y

groups {(12-14 years old) showed 51gnlf1cant dlfferences as to
which parental authorlty group they percelved themselves ;n,'
';:L_131=8.02,E<.05. "The number of younger adolescents in the

flrst Lauthorltarlan parents), thlrd (authorltatlve parents),

and fourth . (nonconformlng and permassmve parents) a thorlty

-groups were at expected values. However, the numb r of adolescents

\

in the second parental authorrty group Lrejectlng eglectlng

‘parents) was lower than at’ expected values.. The efore,_for the -

. younger age-adolescentsr the null hypothe51s is accepted.

‘_Hypothesis 6

The‘sixth'hypothesis investigated (Ho 6) was'“adolescents‘

. \
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Lo

, sex is not related to how - they percelve thelr parents

N

‘Therefore, the null hypothesrs is accepted

dlsclpllnary chlld—rearlng technlques : Table 10 1ndlcated :

<
that the chlﬂsquare analysrs demonstrated no 51gn1f1cant

.;dlfferences betweeh the four dlfferent parental authorlty

!

'_groups and the ‘sex of the adolescents, Q(ZLBI =1, 99,2) 0.

Hypothesrs 7

The seventh hypothesrs examlned (Ho 7) was "adolescents—n-'s;;;rf-

of the same sex ‘do not percelve themselves as belng ralsed in

, .
o " o !

the same parental authorlty group ' Chl square anady51s revealed ,:

{see table ll) that the number of male adolescents 1n each of ;

-
the four parental authorlty groups was at’ expected values.

Therefore, the null hypothesms is accepted for male adolescents.
7 The female adolescents, showed 51gnlflcant dlfferences
as to whlch parental authorlty group they percelved themselves
Jas belng ralsed in, 112(3) =12.65,p<- 0% (see table 12). The .
number of females in parental authorlty group two was Jdower
than at expected values. The number of female adolescents
1n‘the three other parental authorlty groups were at -
I

expected values . Therefore, tie null hypothesms is accepted

\for female adolescents.
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'-overall-theme:stated‘above.ﬁ In addition, other'areaS”for

- was ralsed as to whether adolesc

v .. CHAPTER IV
o . ' .DIScussioN - L

The general purpose of thls study was to dlscover o

o whether relatlonshlps exlst between certaln aspects of

parental authorlty patterns and’the personallty of their

9chlldren. Each hypothe51s related to thls purpose

~

'Therefore the format that thls sectlon w1ll follow, is to

‘ dlscuss-each hypothesls and 1ts results 1nﬂlleu of the

N L] . . g bt .
discusssionlaref;%hsed later Whlch were not formally addressed

“in the specrflc h&potheses but related to the thESlS

non///eless, such as areas for future resea ‘~roblems w1th

the general purpose of the study. That 15, th ~pstion'3

A
nts who per

s;mllar personalrty tralts.' In, order to evaluatv thls,
those adolescents perce1V1ng themselves as b-.-nglng lh the

same parental authorlty group had thelr pe sf'ality scores

ity groups.

ar
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-If the Q?pothBSlS was‘correct the adolescents in the ° f'

:varlous parental groups should have dlsplayed dlfferent\

i

-"personallty tralts.g That 1s, the type of parental uobrlngrng
one experlences determlnes to a major degree the future -
personallty of the. person. —— - IR
\ The ' reader is to refer to the deflnltlon of the various -

',pa'ental authorlty groups on'pages 28-31. Thls part of the

- dis) uss1on wrll follow the general outllne of table 3. When

;adolescents belonglng to the authorltarlan parental group
lwere;compared to adolescents belonglng to the rejectlng—neglectlng

. .parental group, only ‘the re5pons1b111ty and self—acceptance |

' personal:.ty parameters were dlfferent hetween the two groups

»_of adolescents. Thls is not surprlslng as the rejectlng—

neglectlng parental group -had many characterlstlcs srmllar

~
e,

"to the authorltarlan parental group Therefore, the absence

3 -
Y

of the dlfference in personallty scores between the two
groups might reflect more the qualltatlve srmllarltles than

the absolute degree of dlfferences between these groups

Adolescents who percelved themselves as belonglng to
'authorltarlan parents seemed to exhibit more responsrble
tralts than thelr peers in the‘rejectlng—neglectlng group.
‘Gough (1969) deflned responSLblllty as. "persons of -
‘conscrentlous, responsrble, and dependable dlSpOSltlon and
temperament“ These'results were consistent wrth-the

flndlngs of Lang(1969) who stated that power exercrsed
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Entireif"bydparents wasklikely‘to'iead children toh

‘ experlence responsrblllty as external to themselves.l _
:dAdolescents in the rejectlng-neglectlng group, probably

‘more than any other group, experlenced thls “external"

control and‘therefore seemed to demonstrate less responsrblllty
_than.even those adolescents ralsed by authorltarran parents.

Adolescents who percelved themselves as belng ralsed

by authorltarlan parents had lower scores on the soc;allzatlon .

;pergonallty'varlable,than those adolescents ralsed.by

: authorltatlve parents.f Gough (1969) deflned soc1allzatlon
' as “the degree of socmal maturlty, lntegrlty, and rectltude'
'xwhlch the 1nd1v1dual has attalned“ | Previous studles on

\\.t 8

socialization by Hoffman (1960 1963) have shown that
unqualified pdwer.assertlon by thermother was assoclated

‘with the deVelopment of hostility, power needs and inCreased.
: { L ! e -

autonomy str;vrngs in - the chlld. Howeﬁefj‘children ‘raised,

\

1n a non-power assertlve context showed greater soc1a11y
) .
acceptable behavior. The‘authorltarlan.parentuas deflned.

by Baumrind‘(197lf displays this unqualified power .

. assertion: "she values obedience as a virtue and favors
punitive, forceful measures to curb self-will". The

authoritative parent uses a less power—assertdne-style,

incorporating into her methods direction of the child's

.act1v1t1es and reoognltlon of the child' s 1nd1v1d1ual
-1‘1nterests and specxal ways. Therefore, the results are

. \‘
N
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consrstent wrth Hoffman s (1960, 1963) studies:'”

o Psychologrcal—mlndedness was deflned (Gough 1969) as_“the

* parents had thelr scores on the personallty variables

a;compared to adolescents raised by nonconforming and

N#
i

Adolescents who percelved themselves as belng ralsed

by authorrtarlan parents also had 1ower scores on the

2 -

' psychologlcal—mlndedness personalrty varlable when compared .o

g -

- to those adolescents ralsed by authorltatlve parents.

AT

‘degree-to which the lndlvrdual rs-lnterested in, and.

responsrve to, the inner needs, motlves, and experlences

' of others". Unfortunately, no. prevrous research was found

which addressed.ltself-to this lssue.' However, if t:f '
et

authoritarian is one who raises their children with

standard of conduct, sually . as absolute standard,

'theologlcally motivated and formulated by a hlgher authorlty,f

. then the Chlld 1n effect has llttle 1mpetus to see'

“dlfferences" ‘in others and respond to them. That 15, the
child's behavror is constantly: compared to a frxed standard.
An authorrtatlve parent, though exertlng frrm control

also encourages verbal.91Ve and take, not hemmrng‘the child.

1n wrth 1nterna1 restrlctlons. The child seens to have a

:greater potentlal to respond to others, and try to understand

and addpt to other people's needs and feellngs-

When adolescents who were. ralsed by authorltarlan

- permissive parents,~on1y the'capacity for statu;’?ersonality

3



than their peers in the nonconforming and perm1551ve group.-

f‘\

. . Lo - .

3.

—trait was shown to be different between the two groups. The-

‘adolescents of the authoritarian group had a lower score

~

.Gough (1969) defined it as "an 1ndex 6f . an ind1v1dual' -

A
capacmty for~status (not hlS actual or achleved status)

- \ B

The scale attempted to measure the personal qualities and

attrlbutes Whlch underline and 1ead to status‘ Again, the.

_literature rev;ew is scarce on . thlS particular subject.

Gough (1969) further defined an 1nd1v1dual Wlth low scores

L

'on this variable as “apathetic, shy, convent;onal dull,

-«
)

mild, 51mple and,slow; as beirng stereotyped 1n.th1nk1ng,;

restricted in outlook and interests, and‘as'being uneasyr

';and'awkward in new of unfamiliar situations”. On the other

hand an 1nd1v1dual W th a high score on capaCity for status

4

was defined as "being ambitlous, active, forceful

N insightful, resourceful, and versatile; as being ascendant

L

and self-seeking, effective in communication, and as having

personal scope and breadth of irterests". Though these

definitions are two extremes, the results of this study

Y

. suggest that children raised by authoritarian parents may

1.lower scores on their sociability, social presence,

be closer to the personality of the low capacity for. status
individual as compared to those adolescents raised by
nonconforming and perm1551ve parents.

' Adolescents raised by rejecting-neglecting parents ‘had-

\

co.

i D i e e it




: bro ght up by authorltat e parents. These personallty

s transcend any srngle category and therefore seem

’

. to indi ate an overall dlfference in the personalltles f . 1";\%%

these'two groups\ of adolescents. #

/\N ' e

The socmabl personallty parameter attempted to
: ! '
_ 1dent1fy 1nd1v1duals of out901ng, socmable and part1c1pat1ve

temperament“ ‘(Gough 1969) Ayer and Bernreuter (1971)
At
‘found that when parents used temper in dlSClpllnlng thelr

chlldren, the ohlldren were less llkely to face reality,

were less sociable and had less attractive persohalities.

' Though the group of - rejectlng—neglectlng parents was neve
deflned 1n terms of temper, by definition ‘they are closest
to the‘type of parent descrlbed by Ayer and Bernreuter.
".Watson (1957) dlscovered that, children from perm;ssrve -_. .
‘homes were more soc1ablex cooPeratlve and spontaneous
- than the chlldren.ralsed in strlct-dlsc1pllne_hoqesi‘

-

Authoritative. arents are "more "ermissive“ when contrasted
P

wath the rejectlng—neglectlng group and therefore, Watson' s

' *\l'st'dy seems - appllcable to. the‘present findings.

\.,__._.,J

Social presence is -defined as " individuals with poise,
~ spontaneity, and se;f—confidence‘in‘personal and sooial.’
interaction’, {Gough, 1969).;'The_study.which‘m?st closely

related to these results on social presence was the one by

-~
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Chlldrenfmanifesting thetmost:self- =t

© reliant;.s ~féc0ntrolled explorative'and:content hehavior |

werefra d by parents who tended to' be markedly more

'*gconSLStent, more lov1ng, more secure . 1n the handllng of

‘.the chlldren, and more llkely to accompany a dlrectlve

w1th a reason. These parents seemed to be very 51m11ar to f

Vthe authorltatlve parents descrlbed above.- Chlldren

‘manlfestlng dlscontent, wrthdrawn and dlstrustful behav1or

were rarsed_by parentsowho u d_wlthdrawal of love.and -'

- ridicule rather than power or Xeason as incentives fors their

" children.. In this case, the de 'nltlon of the parent does
"~not match the regectang—neglectln :parent dlscussed above,

though the chlldren "described are similar to one who would/;,

dlsplay a lack of soc1al'presence.x . '
On the responsmblllty personallty parameter, the

pattern descrlbed for the authorltarian parent versus the.

‘rejectlng—neglectlng parent re—emerges. That is, it was

&Ly@osed that the“greater the degree of‘external power
exerted by the parent, the less respon51ble the adolescent
grows up to be, Authorltatlve pa;ents, by deflnltlon, use
much more internal dlrectlves to change their chlld s.\:
behavaor than rejectlng—neglectlng parents.. This study ‘
suggests that thls results in adolescents of the former '
group belng more responsmble than adolescents of the latter

-

group of parents.

A
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The dlscu551on for the’ soc1allzat10n personallty

\_\

';varlable 15 51m11ar to the ‘one for. the respon51blllty

i parameter. If the rejectlng—neglectlng group of parents ‘ iti

Lo can be«thought of as belng more extreme 1n their actlons |

-fthan authorltarlan parents, then 1t follows that the o

Chlldren who percelved themselves as belng raised b _these',:_rh_ ‘?
parents would manmfest less socrallzatlon behav;or/i;an_ | ¢

those adolescents ralsed by authorltatlve parents. The

results of the present study seem to suqurt ‘this:

The f‘nal personallty parameter which. WAS found to. be' _—
dlfferent 1n adolescents ralsed by rejectlng-neglegﬁlng
_parents, and those adolescents rajged by authorltatlve

lzzponﬁé;mance trarE; ThlS

S ‘is definedfhy chghfIlQGQJ as "thg fad%ors of interest-
. K ~ - ’ 1
-and motivation whlch fac1lltate achlevement 1n any settlng

- parents, was on the achievement

Awhere conformance is a_po51t1ve behav1on?.‘ Moté& (1967)

Qn "round-that-high abilitp,'achieVement, and creat1v1ty'1n
) 'chlldren were - assoc1ated with a supportlve famlly env1ronment.'
Authorltatlve parents as compared to rejectlngéneglectlng -

- parents are obviously more.supportlve to thelr

‘and‘therefore{ the results are consrstént wrth

Wheﬁ adolescents who perceived themselves as being

raised by rejectlng—neglectlng parents, are compared to

&

adolescents who perzel ed themselves as belng raised by

nonccnfcrmlng and p ssive parents, they had consistently

. ' : ' %
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lower scores‘on'the capacity'for status;'social presence,

. respon51b111ty, soc;allzatlon and achlevement v1a conformance

personallty varlables.‘ The‘lnterestlng thlng was that,‘:':

‘-.except for the capac1ty for status replacmng the soclablllty

personallty varrabla, all the remalnlng results had the_{

Lt @ - Lo : ‘ e . . . ’ )
same pattern as the authoritative parent compared to the

rejecting—neglecting parent; This further confirms the

belief that children'raiséd by'nonconforming'and-permissiue

-'parents are a further extreme of those chlldren ralsed by

.authorltatlve parents. That 15, nonconformlng and ( '

- for the ra1s1ng of the1r~ch11dren onto the chlldren'

‘themselves. They allow the ch;ldren to regulate thei

@

"-permmssmve parents seem to\shlft even greater responsmblllty :

) X . 3 - s . . N L] . ‘ L) 3 L]
- own acthltles as'much as possible, avoid the exercise jof.

control and do not encourage -them. to obey externally

;deflned standards When comparlsons are thus made between

- these two extremes of parents, the’ present research shows

"that the above personallty varlables are dlfferent in the

adolescents. The present study suggests that these personallty

traits are'the ones most'affected-ln adolescents raised by

Y

these extreme groups of parents.
Adolesoents ralsed by authorltatlve parents dlsplayed

no differences in their personality‘dimensions when compared :

C

’
-

i —".J-Ol4:".

-
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"to those adolescents ralsed by nonconformlng and- perm;ssrve

LT ";” parents.: Thls further conflrms the. bellef that these two

1 groups'of Parents may be‘more Quantltatively than SRR .i,"fi

R qualltatlvely dliferent,

.

us accountlng for thelr ?

fsimilarity of results on the personallty test. -

i ‘_ﬁ In summary, the present study seems. to 1ndlcate that :
—two "polar“ groups of parental upbr‘nglng exist.  On one
' _end are rejectlng—neglectlng and a thorltarlan parents,

X N S -
whlle on the " other end are author tative -and nonconformlng . ‘ .

and permassrve parents.” Secdn Y adolescents who percelved

themselves qs belng;ralsed by rejectlng—neglectlng parents
fpdemonstrated personallty tralts whlch are the most dlfferent

" when compared to the other three groups of parents. fFlnally,‘

- . ‘personallty tralts such as domlnance, self—acceptance, sense

‘of well—belné\ self—control tolerance, good 1mpress;on,
"communallty, achlevement v1a 1ndependence, lntellectual
,efflclency, flex1b111ty and femlnlnlty were con51stent1y ‘,i} !

not found to be dlfferent among the adolescents ralsed in

the four parental authorlty groups.; Thls study, therefore, |

.suggests that the dlfferences in. the personalltr among -F\_ -
Achlldren raised by these dlfferent groups of parent lie
h-predomlnantly in the followlng tralts, capac1ty of StatusL,\‘
.'SOClablllty, soclal presence, respons;blllty, soc1allzatlon,-'. Cij

.achlevement v1a confo .ance, and psychologlcal-mlndedness.

Thesedpersonality traits shem to be the most "sensitive"



4

106

.‘_fto the lnfluence of parental chlld—ralslng teohnlques.

The second hypothesrs was concerned w1th whether

adolescents of various .ages, who percelve thelr parents'

i
dlsclpllnary technlques smmllarly, dlsplay the same .

:personallty traits. Prev1ous studles have concentrated on

the<sffects of parental authorlty patterns on a child® s//

‘behavior wrthln a llmltEd tlme span. That 1s, the past

researchupas not addressed 1tself to the lssue of whether

a child!' s.personallty, w1th1n‘a glven pafental chlld—rearlng:“

k] 7 ’ L . t

'technique, changes significantly_with time. Thegassumption_

oo ) \ : o » . oo
made for this Study was that there would be np‘changes in_

i

~the personalltles of dlfferent age groups of adolescents

PE

w1th1n a given parental authorlty group.

Thelts of .the study prove contrary .j.-.o this .-

assumptlon'among certaln of the. personallty varlables. S

Younger ‘and older adolescents who percelved themselves as

being ralsed by authorltarlan parents, dlffered among the.

respon51b111ty, soc1allzatlon and communallty personallty

'traits. Gough (1969) deflned communality as the.degree

to Whlch an 1nd1V1dual S reactlons and responses correspond
to the modal (“common ) pattern establlshed for the

1nventory . There are two 1nterest1ng po;nts about these'

l'results.' Flrst of all these ‘three personallty dlmen51ons :

are clustered in one of Gough's (1969) four general

cla551f1cat10ns (class II), ‘measures of soc1allzatlon,'

A s L b e

e T ek P iy i ot e B b s L i At A

PP
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e,

mathrlty, responsablllty, and 1ntrapersonal struct‘rlng of U._f

‘fvalues. Though thlS class is strlctly 1nterpretatlonal and
. & . . .
ot stat{stlcal, it does lmply an overlapplng of these

‘J- : personallty tralts._ That 1s, these tralts aé% reflect
;:dynamlc changes withln the persOnallty of the 1nd1v1duall_ B
/w/condly, the’ older adolescents consrstently had a hlgher

sczﬁe on these personallty dlmen51ons than the younger

ad lescents.; ThlS flndlng further suggests(a p051t1ves

A olescents—who percelved themselves as. belng ralsed
by rejectlng—neglectlng parents, also ShOWed dlfferences
-.among certaln personallty tralts between the younger and

The results 1nd1cated that there were

-

older age groups.

dlfferences on the soc1ab111ty, sense of well—belng,communallty,‘

); ‘ ~ J | ,
. * : N —— . . . . ' .j--l\ I

- ~and 1ntellectual efflclency personallty varlables.

Sense of

" persons who

« welleelng was deflned as {Gough, 1969)

mlnlmlze their worrles and complalnts,_and who are relatmvely

"free from self-doubt and d15111u510nment“ ‘ Intellectual

_,-

_ efflclency was deflned as " the degree of personal and

1ntellectual eff1c1ency whlch the 1nd1V1dual has attalned“

c

Once again, the-older adolescents conSLStently had hlgher'
sCores than the ybunger adOlescents. This suggests further
that the older pe0p1e may dlsplay advanced growth in these

personality traits. That is, whatever restrlctlons thelr




';_all the other parental authorlty groups.- Thlsrsuggests;
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upbrlnglng may have had, the older the person becomes thei .
N 'more experlences they encounter Whlch enahrI’7 them to change.,
d‘However, a cautlonary note must be sounded.5 Adolescents |
raised by rejectlng-neglectlng parents show the least .

- .

.change in the.number of personallty varlables compared to

lthat the extreme harshness of the condltlons 1n whlch

,these adolescentS'are raised restrlcts thelr devel.pment

more than a?y other group of adoleSCents.,‘,-_'d _‘a:::r-}.r':k;~
- Younger and older adolescents, who percelved themselves .
:‘&as belng raised by authorltatlve parents, dlffered among '

the capacrty for status, self—acceptance, sense of wellw‘
belng, tolerance, communallty, achlevement v1a conformance, :‘;ﬁ,.
_achaevement via lndependence and 1ntellectual eff1c1encyrk' .
personallty tralts Gough (1969) deflned self acceptance

as “factors such as sense of personal worth, self-acceptance o
e “_;\A_ . -

and capac1ty for 1ndependePt thlnklng and actlon ' .Tolerance :
‘ was defined as “persons w1th perm1551ve, acceptlng and non-',i~

judgmental soc1al belefs and attltude\ Achlevement v1a .

1ndependence was deflned as " "those factors of 1nterest

and motlvatlon which fac111tate achlevement in any

A

here autonomy and 1ndependence are posrtlve

-Set 3
b haviors?;- These personallty tralts span-most of Gough'
(1969) four general classrflcatlons. The only one in 'l
whlch there are 'no personalmty tralts differing - among the

[ older . and younger adolescents is in class iv, measures of

[ . ' F ar 0

B . “ 3
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?the personallty varlables 1n class I{I,measures of

-2 change among the younger and older«adolescents.. The

. .thelr personalltles 51gn1f1cantly wrth tlme, _more than any

1
BE LN

.‘l

<. IR H ° - ] N
G : Rl . . &

‘ plntellectual and 1nteLest modes. On the other hand, all" " ."-;‘

-

~ach1evement potentlal and 1ntellectual eff1c1ency showed

.’

'Iolder adolescents consrstently had hlgher scores than ‘the
younger ones. In addltlon, adolescents ralsed by S

\'tlauthorltatlve parents drsplayed the most change 1n the

»

number of personallty varlables. Thls study therefore

>

' suggests that the technlques used by authorn.tat:we parents
"ﬁallow the most ‘room for growth of their. chlldren. Though

”fu:the chlldren ralsed by these group of" parents must Stlll

.adhere\to certaln controls and lrmltatlons imposed by their .
' parents (as contrasted to nonconformlng and permrssrve : Lo

‘-parents) they are Stlll able to change certaln aspects of

‘other parental authorlty group.

Younger and older adolescents, who percelved themselves o

-~ -~

as, belng ralsed by nonconformlng and permrssrve parents R

dlffered among the domlnance, capacrty for status,.

\'soc1ab111ty, socral presence, sense of well belng, tolerance

and 1nte11ectual efflclency personallty dlmen51ons. Most

-

~‘of these personallty tralts are clustered in Gough's (1969)

‘class I, measures of porse, ascendency,‘self-assurance and

LS

1nterpersonal adeguacy. Also, the older adolescents

‘CODSlStently haad hlgher scores than the.younger adolescents.

/

-

-_O
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"~not'show change. ' o ‘ c ",nff

'dlsplayed dliferences on the, pe sonal

1

R It is 1nterest1ng that the hlgher scores on the personallty

varlables by the older adolescents reflected those tralts'
S

"1nvolv1ng the 1nteractlon of the 1nd1v1dual w1th others.

Thls 1s in. dlrect contrast to the dlfferences found among

. ._u- . i
the two age groups of adolescents ralsed by authorltarlan
parentSy whlch clustered malnly among‘lntrapersonal tralts;’

The study therefore suggests that those older adolescents

: ralsed by nonconformlng and perm1551ve parentsbdlffered

from thelr younger m ch o] among those personallty tralts

_1nvolv1ng relatlonshlps to other ‘whlle those traits

.pertalnlng to more 1nd1v1duallzed and personal growth do T

- . e

'f In summary, the assumptlon was\?ade that adolescents

..of different age groups who percelved themselves as belng \

'h ralsed 1n the same parental authorfty group should not have

n51ons measured.

-_the results of the stu
ersonalityéchangesvamong the older ap_ r adolescents{

But'not all the personality variables‘measured shOwed:'

_changes, and in fact, among some Of the parental authorlty

'groups the\::anges ‘that were eVLdent were clustered in a o

restrlcted a551f1cat10n.- Therefore, this 1mplles that the

;technlques used in ralslng chlldren by thelr parents should

manlfest 1tself 1n changes in only certaln deflned personallt

parameters, dependlng on Whlch group of parents one was
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ralsed by The loglc follows that lf there were gorng to

 be’ changes in certaln personallty varlables, then the older

'3;_adolescents should be the ones to dlsplay further growth.

The. present study supports thlS. “Thé other trend-noted

| ‘among the results supports one of the £findings dlscussed

"earller in the dlscu551on of the frrst hypothe51s.' That
‘l ls,'the “polarlty_ of~parental groups ;s evrdent again.::
Adolescents-raised bY'authOritarian'and rejecting—neglectingr
- paregts showed fewer changes on. the personallty varlables

-w1th time than the adolescents ralsed by authorltatlve -
and nonconformlng and perm1551ve parents. Thls suggests;m'
the pervasrve restrlctlons lmposed on'. the adolescents by

<

the former parental authorlty groups. Flnally, the present

- research utlllzed a cross—sectlonal desmgn and. therefore,

" all the llmltatlons lmposed by such a technlque must be
' taken into account.. Also, older adolescents have a greater.‘
‘ attentlon span and patlence, ahd therefore, may have fllled
__out more accurately and more completely the items on ihe
.personallty test, thus perhaps contrlbutlng some spurlous
ﬁ'effects to the personallty changes W1tnessed. |
s : The third hypothesrs was . concerned w1th whetﬁér male
and female adolescents, who perceived therr parents'-'
' dlsciplrnary technlques 51mllarly, dlsplayed the same
personallty traits. Prevrous research on the effects of
the child's personallty to dlfferent parental chlld—ralslng

.technlques has been llmltEd w1th regard to the sex of the

'

N



'Lchlld One of the purposes ‘of the preéent study was. to .
ldeterm%ge 1f there was’ a dlfference in the personalltles"
.of the male and female adolescents. The assumptlon made

.was that there would be no dlfferences between the adolescents.
"That 1s, the type of parental upbrlnglng would he powerful :
enough to overrlde any effect the sex of the chlld would ’
:;have on thelr personalltles. ‘ |

: " In all four parental authorlty groups, the score on the
‘ femyﬁlnlty personallty varlable was found" to be hlgher among
" the female-than_the:male adolescents. Thls'ls an obvious

l conclusion,.but stdll'lendsmadditidnal+validftyxtonthe |
dfsensitivity of,the instrument'apnliedfh?ﬁaie’adolesqente‘A
Who”percefved themselves ‘as being raised:by authoritarian
hparents had higher’scores than their female-oeers.on the

: good}impresslon, psgchological?mindedness and'flexibility'
personalityAparameters; Good lmpre551on was deflned .
.(Gough 1969) as - "persons capable of creatlng a favorable_‘
lmpre551on,-and who-are concerned about how ‘others react |
to‘them“.“Elexlbilitﬁ washdefined asrﬁthe degree of
'flexibility.and adaptabilitf of axperson's.thinking and
social behavior".- On.thelother hand; female adolescents
who‘perceiued.themselves as being;raised by‘authorit;rian
.parents‘had'higher scores than their male-peerslonlthe | ot
__respon51b111ty,;soclalrzatlon and communallty personallty

parameters. It 13 dlfflcult to tease apart these
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dlfferences on the personallty dlmen51ons of the male and
female adolescents.- However, Brdnfenbrenner s (1961)

study does state that adolesceﬁt glrls who were ralsed from

"early llfe w1th affectron'and pralse, were more’ re5pon51vé\\
. to dlsc1pllne, and in fact showed rlsks of “oversoc1allzatron
when compared w1th adolescent boys ralsed under similar
condltlons. Thls ‘can be VleWEd as supportlng the female*
-1\7’ .iadolescents' hlgher scores 1n such areas’ as soclallzatlon

and communallty.- Authorltarlan parents however were never

—
-

deflned as dlsplaylng affectlon and pralse, though the
-,;1mp11catlon.as there._ .

Female adolescents ralsed by rejectlng—neglectlng
parents had hlgher scores on the sense of well—belng,
soclallzatlon, 1ntellectual eff1c1ency and flexlblllty
personallty parameters as compared to thelr male peers.
The results on the soc;allzatlon personallty trait are

;dentlcal with those of the female adolescents ralsed by |
authoritarian‘parents. However, these parents represented
‘the opposite of Bronfenbrenner's‘“affeotion and praise"
characterlstlcs; erhaps female adolescents arerable to

show greater skllls than males on the soc1allzat10n scale
regardless of their parental upbrrnglng.- Another lnterestlng
‘ flndlng was that the female adolescents had a hlgher score

than the male adolescents on the flexlblllty personallty

trait, opposite to “the flndlngs-among children of
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fauthorltarlan parents. Flnally, female adolescents c0ns1stently

had hlgher scores ‘than their male peers on these personallty'

_dlmen51ons.' Thls may suggest that femaleSuralsed by
_rejectlng—neglectlng parents have a greater potentral for.i

;p051t1ve growth than the male’ adplescents ralsed by the same‘

klnd of parents.

Fepale adolescents ralsed by authorltatlve parents Lo

_.__.._

had hlgher scores on the soc1allzatron, communallty and

_achlevement via conformance personallty tralts as compared -

to thelr male peers. The hlgher scores on the socrallzatlon

- and. conformance personallty varlables parallels the flndlngSp

wrth authorltarlan parents, and- further adds credence that

female adolescents show greater development rn the area

of socrallzatlon, regardless of parental upbrlnglng It is’
1nterest1ng that the achlevement via conformance personallty.
trait also implies a type,of_conformam:jrtp soc1al yalues
mhich Bronfenbrenner Spoke about. .

Besmdes the femlnlnlty personallty variable, only the

-flexlblllty tralt was’ showf to be. different among female

and male adolescents raised by nonconformlng and permrssrve

parents.~ The male adolescents had a hlgher score than thelr

female pee:l:s,r s1m11ar to the flndlng among the adolescents
ralsed by authorltarlan parents._ There is a paucrty of
_personallty dlfferences among adolescents in thls group

‘This study suggests that adolescents ralsed by nonconformlng




. . “and perm;ssrve parents demonstrate the most srmllarlty
among the sexes. a
In summary, there“are a'few major obsernations noted;'
Flrst of all the personallty varlables that differ among R
the female and male adolescents seem. to cluster around the.
soc1allzatlon, flexlblllty and femininity personallty
ttralts. Though the overall assumptlon made prev1ously, that
‘the males and females would not dlffer Wlthln a given
parental authorlty group seems . to be 1ncorrect, the \
7,3 S s"drfferences_thatkare found are dlstlnctlve and are not snread
| :ﬁevenly among all the personallty tralts. Secondly, there
seems to be an‘oppos;te trend emﬁdent“here among the. sexes
'GJ‘ _ than that foundramong the differentfage"groups. -To:clarify,J
| :\j, more personallty dlfferences are found in the authoritarian
and rejectlng—neglectlﬁg groups among the male and female
.adolescents;than those found in the authorltatlve.and
nonconforming and'permissive-parental groups;‘ Besides
exempllfylng the polarlty of the parental groups, these . =
results are in dlrect contrast to those found ong the age—'
: ‘related study._ The research suggests that adolescents___-
ralsed by parents who are authorltarlan or rejecting-

neglectlng should show the most varlance among the female

" and male personallty characterlstlcs.

The remalnlng hypotheses dealt malnly with the subtle

>'”quest10n of whether adolescents of’ varlous ages and sex

L

e



-

'f;, ‘ authorltf group over another.i The reSults of the study

- showed that the number of younger and older age adolescents

in. thg varlous parental authorlty groups was that amount :
_expected‘by chance'alone. However, when the younger age
adolescentsAwere studied by themselves, there were fewer L
adolescents in the rejectlng—neglectlng parental authorlty
group as compared to the other three parental groups.__'
However, srnce the re3ect1ng~neglect1ng parental authorlty
._group can be thought of as one extreme type of parental
chald—ralslng technlque, then 1t follows that there would
" be only a few.adolescents.ln the-populatlon perc/}vlng
themselves as belonglng to this group of parents. The | .ibf\
' remalnlng number of adolescents were dlstrlbuted as- expected'
“values in the other three groups. Older age adolescents.:
when studled as a separate entlty, also dlsplayed fewer
numbers in the rejectlng-neglectlng parental authorlty

.

group . The reason for this follows as, above. An 1nterest1ng
!

’.’/ﬂ-h—flndlng is the greater than expected amount of adolescents

who percelved themselves as belonglng in the authorltatlve_-

,parental group. Authorltatlve parents seem. to represent the g
most optlmal and p051tlve chlld—ral51ng style. The study
SuggestS'that the older the adolescent is, the‘greater the -

‘, tendency to percelve themselves as belng ralsed by the

“‘hlghest quallty of parental upbrlnglng. Is_thrs an

N

FP




. ' 'unconscious wish'on'the part‘of.these adolescents who

R

ﬁf:recognlze what a good parent shoudd be llke° ‘Do-younger‘ -

“adolescents ‘have more accurate recall of ‘their parental

'examlned in the future. _tj

.decreased number of male adolescents in the rejectlng—
'}hthat there is a difference
© group, wrth the male adolescen

" in a harsher llght. However, 1t is possmhle that the study

' happened to sample a greater number of naleés than females

upbrlnglng ox: do parental technlques actually change with

the age of the adolescent’ The present research does not

. answer these guestlons, ‘but does force these issues to be

The results of the study demonstrated that the sex of
the adolescent was. not related t\jhow they percelved thelr'

parents'’ dlsc1pllnary chlld«rearlng technlques. The number

',of adolescents ln each parental group was at expected values.n-

When male adolescents were studled 1ndependently, the same

result was achieved. That 1s, the numbexr’ of male adolescents

in each parenta%?huthorlty group was at expected 'chance

»ivalues. However ~with the female adolescents, there was less '

than the expected number of adolescents in the rejectlng—

A

neglectlng parental authorlty group. -The explanatlon for

.

this was glven prev1ously. Why, though was there not a

N ’

neglectlng parental authorlty group° The research suggests

the perception of males and
females as to thelr parental pbrlnglng in this partlcular

' percelvmng thelr parents

who 1nd1cated they were ralsed by rejectlnc—neglectlng

-
)
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I Another aim of the research was t0- evaluate whetherk

-1Baumrind‘s (1971) parental child—rearing patterns used for

3,
T '\

preschool ch.ildren and their parents, wasg applicable to an

older group of people, namely adolescents. It is dlfflcult

_to assess this objectively.' However, when the adolescents

F

. were placed“ into the percelved parental authority pattern

.based on the scores achieved on the Parent Behavror Scale,

most of the adolescents had distinctive patterns -as described

in Appendix C. There were only a few cases of an adolescent s

scores overlapping ‘onto two childfrearing patterns. This
\)b . N . . . . . - .

- indirectly suggestS'that Baumrind's classification of

parental authority groups is a valid. one and can be used

-for future research With an older age group.

- There are'a few critiCisms evrdent when asseSSing the

_ present study. The adolescents who were used in the

S
research were generally a homogenous group, coming from

Similar soc1al and economic backgrounds. However, the staff -
members who also partic1pated in. the study cannot necessarily
be ‘Lncluded in this group, though many of them did attend
this same camp when they were younger. Therefore, some

1of the “age-trend“ results reported must take the above
extraneous variables into account In addition, the

population selected was from one camp at one time period

'A and the research, therefore, does not pretend to generalize

Tt
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; to all'children.
The relatlonshlps drawn between parental chlld—rearlng_

patterns and the adolescent s personallty is a statlstlcal.‘

<
-

one.. Cause—effect relatlonshlps, though at trmes

i

lnadvertently applled, cannot be drawn for thls study. o
[

questlonnalres, they ‘had not seen .their parents for '

,j approx1mately three weeks.- Therefore, thelr recollections
. of their upbringing must be tempered w1th that fact. It is
- possible that their_answers may had been dlfferent 1f they

had written the forms under the 1nfluence of the Chlld' -

"home environment" Future studies must be cognlzant of .
the settlng upon which the chlldren partake 1n the study.
In addltlon, the answer the person puts domn on the paper
is dependent to some degree on how the Chlld feels thai,

partlcular day. Because the study took place on a "one-

_ shot" basis, this factor must be taken into account.

Finally, there are some areas that future research in

this area should‘take.' The population group can be expanded'

to include other groups of children, such as juvenile

' dellnquents, severely underpr1v11edged chlldren or gifted "

adolescents. Only in thls way can it be accurately

determlned if and toﬁwhat degree parental upbrrnglng affectsr

a person 5 later personallty. Perhaps dlfferent groups of

~ people are affected more than others, and if so, on “which

L

PR S

When the adolescents fllled out the varlous '--_. ‘ S

aetrsies
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"-personallty tralts are they affected. Expanding.the'agé—

‘help to assess the stablllty of the effect of a Chlld s

_and reports from teachers, w111 help to

-~

-

|
. .
of the dynamlcs taklng place 1n a Chlld's behavror, and

nparental upbrlnglng.. ThlS will also help to détermmne ;i".

wh;ch perlods of a Chlld's life are the most sensltlve to

parental 1nterventlon, and Whlch types of parental child-
‘ . @

- ralslng technlques are the most benefrcral. Flnally,r

futlllZlng many meaSurementsbto determlne a Chlld S

P
it

'_range utlllzed in. thls study Wlll allow a clearer 1nd1cat10n'"

personallty and hls parental upbrlnglng, such as self—' :ax_r

questlonnalres, dlrect observatlons, parent 1nterv1ews._

@

-

: the varlables'involved in a parent S effect on- thelr_ir

chlldren 2] behav10r."

-~

In c0nclu51on, there are many factors that affect

the’ perscnalltles of chlldren as they are grow1ng up.l

_Parent—chlld relatlonshlps seems to be one of the major

1nfluences on a chlld's future behavror and one that is

K] \

famenable to change and 1nterventlon.l The present research
.attempted to-clarlfy and elucldate some of these

‘relationships.

further dellneate o
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VfHere is a llSt of thlngs that mlght have happened between

PR
L

E ,
you and your Mother whlle you were (are) growrng up. Please

answer elther true or: false to the statements below.

.

-~ -

True False

\-‘f;:f-fr .:llg My Mother punlshes me when I dlsobey her. ‘ a "

K 2.5My Mother makes ‘me pay attentlon to her.

3. My Mother encourages me to talk. thlngs LT
- over with her.' - - _ R o

C—

3J‘;f *_'4; My Mother encourages me to say when I L *7.-?L,f fﬂ‘ a
' o o agree w1th her : o '

Tl © B, My Mother and_I make decrslons together._

R

Coa f'§{j§.'My Mother belleves that I should think .
-« " for myself rather than do what someone v
in authorlty tells me to. ‘

.
’

7. My Mother tells me I can’ have a choice ; f,f“ LN
- in what.to ‘do. T

g R

8. Most of the tlme,'my Mothex answers
‘ me when I talk to her.

9._Mnyother has a gentle manner. o S

T et

. 10. My Mother dlsapproves when I don' t

B : llsten to her.‘; o tﬁ' o R
% Lo ‘ A g

_11 My Mother openly argues wrth me. - o ;' L

12. My Mother uses her authorlty to make
me behave.rr - :

13. I must always glve in to my Mother s’
wrshes. o _ . T 3

bems st
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' True ' False =

'_14 My Mother always confronts me when R o ‘.- .
' dlsobey : _ TTRT e :

}:' L -’18, My Mother is very frrm w1th.me.l

‘16, My Mdther feels she can do no wrong.

”t:_l7 My MOther s needs come before mlne.'

TS 18, My Mother and I have meanlngful | o
E_“, I S conversatlons. o . T

§ : N *

G

“*

B e 19 My MOther glves reasons for her
S BRI requests of me. :

'20..I can talk to my . Mother even when
she . 1s not pleased w1th me.

-~

721 My Mother dlscrpllnes me harshly._

::22 My*Mother encourages me to be myself.‘mzu‘ o

’§ - L -~“23 My Mother understands ne.

S T : 24, My MOther be es annoyed ‘or
. ‘ T 1mpat1ent with me when I~ dlsobey

Hl'- R ;25 My Mother glves ln to my demands. -

e o ."26. My Mother‘becomes annoyed or impatient . ~ . . - - P
i -7 . with me when I waste time or amnoy her, o :

27. My Mother always‘tries to‘be herself.

iif | R " 28. My Mother: makes sure- that I always try .
P e '\: . to be myself. -

R © 29. I still have to do what'my Mother
T tells me to, even after I say I won't.

,30 My Mother makes me behave as she does. i B L

31. My Mother asks‘me fOr ny oplnlon. _éﬁ}

.., .

32, My Mother is. cold towards me. .- AR

7 33. My Mother likes when we discuss’ thlngs'r. -
' . together.‘ s . , - C .
IR . N ' T |

y

e
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SRR : s ‘True -False

= H- _ TR 34 My Mather lmstens to my crltlcal
o L comments. Voo

v

fl“-.‘u : 35 My Mother dlSClpllneS me harshly.
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Here lS a 1lst of thlngs that mlght have happened between -

. you and your Father whrle you were (arel growrng up."Please
. X -
answer elther;true or false to the-statements below, '

R
B

o " True. “False °
S RS My Father encourages me to- talk thlngs . L
- over w1th hlm._,. . L L S

N s R
2. ‘My Father makes me pay attention to hlm. i SR

3. Most of the time ny Father answers me
: rwhen I talk to him. . - '

R

4. ,My Father lsrvery_flrm-ﬁith.me.
‘5. My Father listens~tofm§icritioal comments .

”6.”‘It lS clear to me what my Father means._t}{_”

7. My Father asks me for my oplnlon.

8. My Father glves lnrto‘my~demands

9. My Father: always confronts me when I
dlsobey.

: Fh"~lO,-My Father makes sure. that Iralways try
‘ ' " to be myself.

~11. My Father becomes annoyed or impatient
“o_w1th nme when I waste time or annoy him.

"$2, My Father becomes annoyed or 1mpat1ent wrth -
me when X dlsobey :

" 13. My Father encourages"me-to-be myself
and to speak out rather than worry
'about getting ahead and do;ng what

" everyone else says.

'-14.'My Father dlsapproves when I don't
' listen to hlm. ‘

15. My Father is clear about hlS role
. as_ a, parent; ..




T et i w4

R T T

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.
A'requests .of . me. -

21.

22,
1act10ns.

23,

24.

competent.
25,
- 26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

. behavior. ! o I
i 32 o"

33.

34,

‘My Father abways'tries-tolbe himselr."'

_My Father 1s;Cold toward5meﬁ.

‘My Father has a gentle manner.' }"* s

. towards me whan I disobey.

'is not pleased with me.

;)

" True

[

My Father‘s needs come before mene. ~

‘False :.'

ﬁy Father llkes wehn we dlscuss thlngs;

together. . . : I

My Father gives. reasons for hlS

My Father encourages my 1ndependent

My Father encourages me to say when

I don t agree w1th hlnl \; - L

'My Father regards hlmse f as berng ‘ h Hf‘s\\

My Father gives reasons for his actions:

My Father.has clear'ideals for me.

My Father s v1ews are flexlble.

My Father tells me I can have a.
choice in what to do.

I can talk with my Father when he

My Father gisciplines me harshly.
. 2 - ~ .

My Father‘regerds my obedierice as good

My FatHer openly argues with me.

My Eéther_understands‘me.

My Father feels he éan do né wroqg,
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- 36.

. . " “'35".

37.

- 38.
: manner.

: 3 9 .

40.

N 41.

42.
43.

44.

a5,

,;Asv

_I always g ve in “to, my Father s w1shes..

My Father and I make dec1510ns together.

. ‘ 128

-

My Father belleves that I should think

" Prype *False

- for myself rather than do what someoneﬁ;

in authority tells me to.

My Father and I have meanlngful S _.(2'-
-conversatlons. ) ‘ e T -

My Father elates to me'ln a secure

-My Father encourages me to be myself.-

My Father makes me behave as he does”-

My Father uses punlshment when I‘
dlsobey him.

T Stlll have tosdo what my Father: = = '
tells ‘me to even,after ‘I say I won’t.,

My. Father uses hlS authorlty to make
me behave. _

My Father regards hlmself as capable
-and knowledgeable.

My Father sees the way he is. ramsmng
me as different from the way everyone
else is raising their chlldreh. L

A
\



‘Here is a llSt of’ thlngs that mlght have happened between -

you and your paren ents while you were (are) growrng up

Please answer elther true or false to the statements below.

=

1. My parents restrlct me on my. amount -

.of T.V. v1ew1ng..‘ . N

2. My parents encourage me to thlnk
- things out. . : '

3. My parents push me to try and do well -
" . ‘at school. : .

4. My parents are overprctectlve - of me.

-

S,l I have a fixed bedtime hour 1mposed by

.o my. parents., : \;\a£ . .
6. My parents control'whegy: d how much

I eat

7. My parents are unlque and 1nterest1ng
people.‘ :

8. My parents enCOurage me to behave
‘ \lndependently.
\

9. As a child, my parents would demand

mature table behav1or.

10. My parents provide an 1ntellectually
' exc1t1ng envrronment. A

ll. My parents encourage me to help myself

12. My parents structure my day to—day
act1v1t1esl

13. My parents require, that I partlclpate in

some houselhold tasks.

14. My parents set hlgh,standards of
lntellectual and cultural excellence.

~

. Prue 'False-




AR ¢ . . " True

False

fj15 As a chlld my parents - demanded that
I help dress myself. -

-16 My parents enforce many rules and -

" regulations 1n many areas, of my 1ife.

-._»"’“"’—-‘-

.17. As a child, my parents would demand"
that I put my toys away. :

._l8. As a chlld, my parents would demand:‘ - _*wj

that
came

19. As a-

I was well behaved when people
to v151t. .

v

child, my parents would demand that _
I clean up my own ‘messes.
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. *11.,

, -OriginalicluSterS‘of“Parent'Behavior Rating Scale

2.
10.

S 120

S 13.

14.
15,

*26.

30.
31.

3.

4.

6.

7.

.20.

23.
24.
28.
29,

32 -

.34;
35.

* 1.

18.

*27.

%36,

My Mother
My Mother
My Mother
“behave..

Mother PBR cluster— Flrm Enforcement S Sl

makes me pay attentlon to her.‘
dlsapproves when I don't listen to her.
w111 w1111ngly use her authorlty to make me

I always glve in to my Mother s wrshes.

My Mother
‘My Mother
My Mother

will always confront . Jme. when I dlsobey
is very firm with ‘me. :
will give in. to my demands.

I still have to.'do what my Mother tells me to, even

after I say I won! t.;

My Mother

My Mother

" hexr.

My Mother-
My Mother

My Mother

makes me behave as she does.. '

"

L= Encourages Independence and Ind1v1duallty

ngs over with her."
en I don't agree with

encourages me to talk
encourages e to say .

and I" make decrslo s together.-
believes that I. should think for myself

rather than do what someone in authority tells me to.

My Mother
My. Mother
My Mother

My Mother

My Mother
My Mother
My Mother
My Mother

My Mother
My Mother

My Mother
My Mother
My Mother
My Mother
My Mother
disobey.

My Mother |

tells me I can have a cheice in what I do.' " |-
and I have. meanlngful conversations.. C
gives reasons for her requests of me.
ehcourages me to be myself.

understands me. i

always tries to be’ herself. :

makes sure that I always. try to be myself.‘
asks for my opinion..

likes when we discuss things together.

listens to.my critical comments.

. - Passive—Acceptant

punlshes me when I disobey her.'

has a gentle manner.

openly argues with me.

is ashamed to show her anger towards me. -
becomes annoyed or lmpatlent with me when I .

becdmes annoyed or lmpatlent wrth_me when I

‘waste time or annoy her.

My Mother

dlSClpllnes me harshly.
r



* g,

- 16.
- T,
L x21.

22.
33.

133"

[

_ @ﬁ‘ '1 —_3ejecting,-." .
Most;df’ﬁheﬁtﬁme my Mothe;'respdhdé t0fme when I taiﬁ R
to her.. . - - R IR P

My Mother feels she'can do.no wrong.
My Mother's needs come before mihe.

"

I -can talk with my Mother even when she is not.

pleased with me.

.. .

My Mother dlsc;plines=mé harshly. . -

My Mother is .cold. towards me. . .

Father PBR cluster - Firm Ehfdrcemenﬁ

9-
2.

4. My Father is, very: firm with me.

65

:*.Br
- 37.

40.,
’41v
42.

44,

10.
15,
17.
22.
24.
26.
27.
33..
36.
38.
45’

-.‘ . *ll.

*12.

T must always give in to my Father's wishes. .

My Fathgf always confronts me when i'disobej.
My Father makes me pay attention to him. -

Tt is clear to me what my Father means.— "
My Father gives in to-my demands. - ‘

My Father makes me behaye as he Hoes. ‘

My Father uses' punishment when I disobey him. -
I.still have'‘to do.wh§t~my_Father‘tells me to even .
after I say I won't. - ‘ '

‘Myf?ather will willingly use his authority to maké me .
behave. B x = | -

} . . o ' N . . -

‘- Encourages Independence and Individuality
My Father makes sure that I always try to.be myself.’

My Father is clear about his role as a parent.

My Father likes when we discuss things together.

My Father encourages my ' independent actions.. :
My Father regards himself as being competent. v
My Father has clear ideals for me. , ‘

My Father's views are flexible.

My Father understands me. - AR :

My Father and I have meaningful conversations. .

My Father relates to me in'a secure manner.

My Father regards himself as being capable \and
knowledgeable. B B I

- Passiveéﬁcceptant‘
My Father -becomes annoyed or impatient with me when

I waste time or annoy him. ~ S -
My Father becomes annoyed or impatient with me when

I disobey. : :



"""""""

' #1ﬂy.My Father dlsapproves when I don' t llsten to hlm.
g My Father has a gentle manner.
29. I can. talk.to “my Father ‘even when he is not pleased
S : with me.
;Iwg*32.,My Father wrll openly argue wrth fe.

b "'ﬁtlff gf— Rejectlng

* 3. Most of the tlme my Father responds to me when I talk
. “to him. | .

l?.‘My Father is cold towards me. . -

30. My Father dlSClpllneS me harshly. R

—-Promotes Nonconformity

13. My Father. encourages me to be myself. and speak out -

~rather than worry about gettrng ahead and doing’ what
© everyone else says.
: 18. My Father always tries to be hlmself .
", 35. My Father thinks I should think for myself rather than
_ 7 do-what someone in. authorlty tells me to.
. - 39. My Father encourages-me to be myself
- . . 46. My Father sees the way he is ralslng me as different
from the way everyone else is raising their chlldren.

, - Authorltarranlsm

* 1. My Father encourages me to talk things over Wlth hlm.
* 5, My Fatler listens to my critical comments. :
* 7. My Father asks me for my oplnlon. v
~ 16. My Father's -needs. come before mine. )
*20. My Father gives reagons for his requests of me .
%23, My Father encourages me-to say when I don t agree
o, with him.
.. *25, My Father gives reasons for h;s actlons towards me
.+ "when I disobey.
*29. I can talk w1th my. Father when he is not. pleased w1th
me.
31, My Father regards my. obedrence as good behavror.‘
34. My Father feels he can do no wrong. :
%43, My Father and I make dec1srons together.

s
|

Jornt _(Parent) PBR cluster - Expect Partrcrpatlon in
Household. Chores

11. My'parents’encourage me'to ‘help myself.

C 13




.

.My parents requlre of me, that I part1c1pate in some '-‘3

. ... . household tasks. -

o w15, As a chrld my parents demanded that I help*dress ' <.
-~ 17. As a. Chlld, my parents would demand that I put my toys
- Q-away.-

-19. As a- Chlld my parents would demand that I clean: up\
" my own mess. . : S :

5’113;

5.

- 6.
12,
“16.

9.

‘many areas

My parents

My parents

My parents

people., * -

‘My parents

My parents

v - Enrichment of Child's EnvirdﬁmEﬁtf

Jencourage e’ to think. thlngs out..

puSh me to try and do well at ‘school.’

are well—dlfferentlated and stlmnlatlng
prov1de an 1ntellectually exciting envrronment. '
set high standards of 1ntellectual and - '

culteral excellence. .

: My parents

|

-~ Directive .

restrict me on my amount of T. V. watchlng.

I have a fixed bedtime hour imposed by my parents.;

My parents

‘My parents

My parents

',.

My parents
My parents

As a Chlld my parents would demand mature tableL

manners.

control when and how much I eat. -
structure my’ day-to-day activities. .
enforce many rules and regulations ln
of my life. . . ‘ .

- Disccuraée EmdtiQhal Dependencyi“

are overprotectlve of me.

'encourage me to behave lndependently.

T Dlscourage Infantlle Behavror

~

©18. As a child, my parents would demand that I was well |
‘ behaved when people came to visit. L

F T "The negation of the statement is the crlterla ﬂo
1nc1u51on 1n this category.




 BATTERNS OF PARENTAL AUTHORITY

- ' '. : 136 - .‘



urPattern%fof Parentaiihuthbrity'

. . o RN _ff¢ﬁ§gf"
Baumrlnd L197l) deflned certaln_crltj;raAto be met,

based on the scores of the Paren 3Behav1or Scale, for _ ~f'
,';nclu51on ln a spec1flc parental authorlty pattern.‘ The

'7-same procedure was adopted for the present research.

Each parental authorlty pattern and lts deflnlng

crlterla is outlined beiow.- T g e

: Pattern l - Authorltarlan (not rejectlng)

-

‘4 Thls pattern w1ll contaln famllles who are authorltarlan
but not rejectlng.‘ In\deflnlng “this pattern operatlonally,_\:
ﬂ‘f‘ _ ""”'1t was requlred that La) both parents have scores. above the
| medlan 1n‘F1rm Enforcement or one parent score in the top

) ‘-"‘-'. ~

‘thlrd of the dlstrlbutlon,_(b) both parents score below the

o

b

”medlan ‘in Pass1ve—Acceptant or one parent score 1n ‘the
-‘botton thlrd, and (c) the father score in the bottom thlrd
on Promotes Nonconformlty or the top ‘third on Authorltarlanlsm.

Pattern 8 - Authorltarlan—Rejectlng—Neglectlngf.

.o Thls pattern w1ll contaln famllles ‘who are authorltarlan .
._and also rejectlng.* That is, parents will’ meet the crlterla
for 1nc1usaon rn pattern 7, rejectlng-neglectrng (see

below), as - well as pattern 1, authorltarlan. -_‘f‘ L

~_ e Pattern 2 - Authorrtatlve (not nonconformrngl ;“'r

; In deflnlng thlS pattern operatlonally,.lt was

:‘requlred that (a) llke ‘the authorltarlan patterns l and 7,_;3




T

- both parents have scores above the medlan in Flrn Enforcement,
| or one parent score ln the top thlrd‘of the dlstrlbutlon,‘t'
(bl both parents score above the medlan 1n Encourages
Independence‘and Indrvrdualrty-or‘one parent score,rn.the_u
top thlrd of the drstrlbutron, t¢1 lihe“the‘autﬁoritarian.
parents, both parents.score below the medlan 1n Passrve-i

Acceptant ©or. one parent score in. the bottom thlrd.

-

kLY

Pattern 3 - Authorltatlve—Nonconformlng 'l, ij o

Thrs pattern w;ll contarn famrlles who ‘are authorltatlve'-

but nonconform;ng. Inclusron in thls category requrres that

T - (a) both parents have scores above the median in’ Frrm 3
.; "Enforcement, or one. parent ‘score rn the top third of the
dlstrlbutlon, and (b] they meet the crlterla for pattern 4,,

L -; , nonconformrng (not perm1551ve and not authorltatlve)

Pattern 4-— Nouconformlng (not perm1551ve and’ not_ authorltatlve)

i
[
[
©okn
1,
i
v
i
i
-
£
Lo
T
)
:

T

v

'In deflnlng thlS pattern, 1t was requlred that (a) at

least one parent have a.score: in the bottom half of the"

—

dlstrlbutlon for Flrm Enforcement, (b) the father score

below the medlan on Rejectlng, (c) ‘both parents score in the

-

o T

v o top thlrd on Encourages Independence and Indrvrdualrty, or

i «
. the: father score in the top thrrd of the dlstrrbutlon on-:

s e T 7 R T

3

Promotes Nonconformlty, and (d) the father score below the‘

-

median on,Authorltarlanrsm.‘

LI L

S Rttt ot st e B i
]



v o v § A | -

L

J;A:Pattern 6 - Perml551ve (not nonconformlng)

In defrnlng thls pattern, 1t was requlred that (a) both C

'parents scoré;below the medlan on. Flrm Enforcement, (b) at

least One parent score ln the top thlrd of the dlstrlbutlon-\ i

'i on. Pa551ve-Acceptant, (c} at least one parent have scores

ifbelow ‘the’ medlan on Rejecting (in order to deflne

\

‘ pern1551veness so that 1t was not synonymous w1th neglect),
.U‘and (d) two out of the three of the follow1ng crlterlon
be met——Expect Part1c1patlon in Household Chores, below_
L 1;'dmed1an score, Dlscourage Infantlle Behavror, 1ow thlrd and

: C e
Dlrect;ve, belOW\medlan score. -

A : . S

= Pattern 5 - Nonconformlng Perm1551ve

In deflnlng thls pattern, parents have to. meet the;
';crlterla for both. patterns 4, Qﬂpconformlng (not perm1551vej
Fand not authorltatlve) and 6, Permrssrve (not nonconformlng)

H ‘ ‘ N

Pattern 7 - Rejectlng—Neglectlng (not authorltarlan)

The requlrements for membershlp in pattern 7. were that

. = ‘(a) both parents hav% scores below the medlan for - Encourages
| Independence and Ind1v1duallty, (b) both parents have scoxes.
above the medlan in Rejectlng, and that (c) one parent score
in the top thlf/,pf the dlstrlbution on Rejectlng, or that
the famlly on the jomnt clusters score ‘in the bottom thard

on Enrlchment of” Chlld s Envrronment, and. the top thlrd on

.lescourage Emotlonal Dependency.
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