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ABSTRACT

PARENTAL DISCIPLINE IN RELATION TO CLASSROOM 

BEHAVIOR OF KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN 

by

Jack S, Welsbrot (Livnay)

Advisor: Prof. H. Wilensky

C l in ic a l  work in kindergartens revealed two pa t te rns  of maladaptive 

behavior  of ch i ld ren  which seemed r e l a t e d  to pa ren ta l  d i s c ip l i n a r y  

p a t t e rn s :  d is rup t iveness  and r e t i c e n ce .

30 chi ldren  out of a graduating c la ss  of 280 kindergarten children 

were rated by teachers  as reveal ing  extreme d isrup t iveness  (f ive boys, 

f ive  g i r l s ) ,  extreme re t i c e n c e  ( f ive  boys, f ive  g i r l s )  or p o s i t iv e  

adjustment (f ive boys, f ive  g i r l s ) .

The 60 parents  were asked to f i l l  out a shortened version of the 

PARI, F Scale  and responded i n d iv id u a l ly  and j o i n t l y  to  an e ig h t  

s i tu a t io n  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task involving in te r a c t io n s  with ch i ld ren .

Three major hypotheses were fornulated based upon Baumrind's (1966, 

1 97 1 , 19 7 5) i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  of  p a r e n t a l  c o n t ro l  and competence in

pre-school ch i ld ren .  I t  was expected tha t  parents  of Adjusted children  

would re ly  upon an a u th o r i t a t iv e  pa t te rn  of so lu t ions  in contras t  to 

p a re n ts  of D is rup t ive  c h i ld ren  who would be expected to re ly  upon 

a u th o r i ta r ian  or permissive p a t t e rn s ;  parents of r e t i c e n t  children were 

expected to r e ly  upon an au th o r i ta r ian  p a t t e rn .



i i t

The r e s u l t s  for  the Adjusted group supported the hypothesis  In th a t  

the  parents  revealed a pr imar i ly  a u th o r i t a t iv e  p a t t e rn  which was c le a r ly  

In con tras t  to  the p a t te rn s  of the other  groups. The parents  revealed 

I n t e r a c t i o n s  c h a ra c te r iz e d  by mutual support  a longs ide  r e sp ec t  for  

d i f f e ren c e s ,  which tended to  be conplementary.

The parents  of Disruptive  ch i ld ren  manifested a p a t te rn  cons is t ing  

of equal use of permlssive and a u th o r l t a t l v e  s o l u t i o n s ,  with fewer 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  s o l u t i o n s .  The p a t t e r n ,  though not as  expected, was 

c lear ly  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of the  Adjusted group.

The in te rac t io n  between the parents  was marked by competition and 

undercutt ing.

The p a re n t s  of R e t ic e n t  c h i ld re n  rev ea led  an almost i d e n t i c a l  

p a t te rn  to th a t  of the Disruptive  group. A con tra s t  was revealed in a 

c o n s is ten t  tendency to modify so lu t ions  in an a u th o r i t a t iv e  d i r e c t io n  

upon exposure to the spouse. The in te r a c t io n s  were marked by more 

acquiescence and acceptance. Both groups showed d i f f i c u l t i e s  in deal ing 

with aggression.

Parental  a t t i t u d e s  and in te rac t io n s  accompanying manifes ta t ions of 

maladaptive and adaptive behavior in kindergarten were d iscussed.

I m p l i c a t i o n s  fo r  r e s e a r c h  and c l i n i c a l  work with p a re n t s  and 

teachers  was discussed. Further use of the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task was 

suggested.
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CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 

Kindergarten teachers  in I s r a e l ,  as in other  countr ies  s t a t e  th a t  

the  children who cause them the most d i f f i c u l t y  are the  d i s ru p t iv e ,

u n ru ly  and a g g re s s iv e  c h i l d r e n ,  and th e  r e t i c e n t  c h i l d r e n .  I 

discovered,  in the course of  my da i ly  consu l ta t ive  and c l i n i c a l  work 

with pre-schoolers  in I s r a e l ,  the two aforementioned types of children 

to  be the  reason  fo r  most t e a ch e rs*  r e f e r r a l s  to  p s y c h o l o g i s t s  

serv icing  the k indergar tens .

The d i s ru p t iv e  c h i l d .

The d is rup t ive  ch i ld  commands the t e a c h e r ' s  immediate a t t en t io n  

by d e t ra c t in g  from the l a t t e r ' s  e f f o r t s  to teach or to r e l a t e  to the 

other  children in an order ly  and organized manner. Many teachers  tend 

to  get drawn in to  negat ive  i n t e r a c t io n s  with such chi ldren  in an

attempt to control  them. This in i t s e l f  i s  of ten the aim of the child 

and i s  qui te  rewarding for him. The d is rup t ive  child  often poses a

challenge to the t e a c h e r ' s  au thor i ty  in the k indergar ten .

The r e t i c e n t  c h i l d .

The r e t i c e n t  ch i ld ,  on the o ther  hand, often does not arouse the 

t e a c h e r ' s  a t t e n t io n  from the o u t s e t .  He provides the teacher with an 

obstac le  when she attempts to  e l i c i t  the c h i l d ' s  complete p a r t i c ip a t io n  

in the various c la s s  a c t i v i t i e s .  At a c e r ta in  point in the year ,  the 

r e t i c e n t  ch i ld  becomes a chal lenge to the t e a c h e r ' s  ingenui ty  and 

sometimes to her a u th o r i ty  as well ,  and the cause of considerable
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f r u s t r a t i o n  to  the conscientious teache r .  Many such children  are often 

taken to  be i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  d e f i c ie n t  as the  teacher receives  no feed­

back from them as to how much they comprehend or grasp the  d i f f e re n t  

m a te r ia ls  presented to  them.

Clin ica l  f in d in g s .

As I ,  in the  course of my work, attempted to c l a r i f y  the bas is  

for the  various d is ru p t iv e  and r e t i c e n t  c h i ld r e n ' s  behavior,  most often 

the re levant  f ac to rs  went beyond the immediate classroom s i t u a t i o n ,  to 

the c h i l d ' s  r e l a t io n sh ip  with h is  pa ren ts .  A typ ica l  co n s te l la t io n  

appeared to emerge cons is t in g  of a weak, insecure ,  a t  times re j e c t in g  

mother, alongside an a u th o r i t a r i a n ,  s t r i c t  yet e r r a t i c  d i s c ip l i n a r i a n ,  

fear-evoking f a th e r .  As there  seemed to be a d e f in i t e  ind ica t ion  th a t  

the pa re n t s '  modes of d i s c ip l i n e  and a t t i t u d e s  towards ch i ld rea r ing  

were re la ted  to the c h i ld r e n ' s  problems in the classroom, the area 

warranted more systematic  in v e s t ig a t io n .

Alms of the p resent  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .

The present  inves t ig a t io n  was designed to  study the parents  of 

d i s ru p t iv e ,  r e t i c e n t  as well as wel l-adjusted f ive to six  year old 

c h i l d r e n  with th e  aim of  d e l i n e a t i n g  p a t t e r n s  of  c h i l d r e a r i n g ,  

d i s c ip l in e  and pa ren t -ch i ld  in te rac t io n  which would be assoc ia ted  with 

dysfunctional  behavior of the children in the classroom: d is ru p t iv e  or

r e t i c e n t ,  as opposed to  p a t t e r n s  which tended to f o s t e r  p o s i t iv e  

adjustment to the  classroom a t  t h a t  age. I t  was hoped th a t  by 

id en t i fy in g  "success fu l"  and "unsuccessful"  p a t te rn s  of paren t ing ,  i t
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would be poss ib le  to  se t  up re levant  means to work with parents  a t  

becoming more e f f e c t i v e ,  one the r e s u l t s  of  dysfunct ional  modes were 

c l a r i f i e d .  Furthermore, once the family c o n s te l l a t io n s  and in te r a c ­

t io n s  were c l a r i f i e d ,  a fu r ther  bas is  fo r  s e t t i n g  up modificat ions in 

the  c h i l d ' s  environment ou ts ide  the home (p r im ar i ly  the  classroom) 

would be achieved.

A quest ion of v a lu e s .

The l i t e r a t u r e  on parenting i s  f u l l  of value statements made by 

the d i f f e r e n t  i n v e s t ig a to r s  as to  what in t h e i r  opinion c o n s t i tu te s  

"good" paren t ing .  Levy-Schiff (1978) ac tua l ly  c l a s s i f i e d  two of her 

four types of pa te rnal  behavior as good or bad.

Kohn (1963) attempted to  account for the d i f fe rences  in parental  

s t y l e s  according to  soc ia l  c la ss  and r e s u l t in g  values re levan t  to  th a t  

c u l tu r e .  He noticed th a t  working c la ss  parents  tended to value the 

c h i l d ' s  conforming to e x te rn a l ly  imposed s tandards ,  and to  u t i l i z e  

physical  punishment in reac t ion  to  the c h i l d ' s  a c t io n s .  The middle 

c la s s  p a ren ts '  concern was with the in te rn a l  dynamics and motivation 

o f  the chi ld  r a th e r  than with the consequences of his  a c t io n s .  The 

l a t t e r  valued se l f - c o n t ro l  and s e l f - d i r e c t i o n ,  and u t i l i z e d  punit ive  

methods cons is t ing  of reasoning, loss  of love,  and inducing g u i l t ,  on 

the  bas is  of t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the c h i l d ' s  i n te n t  in a given 

a c t io n .  Kohn re la te d  these d i f fe rences  to the occupational d i f fe rence  

of the  two groups and emphasized the po in t  t h a t  each paren t  was 

preparing h is  child  to  deal with the demands of h is  c u l tu re ,  which 

required d i f f e r e n t  emphasis. The working c lass  were more au th o r i ta r ian
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while the middle c la ss  were more reasoning,  supportive and psychologi­

ca l ly  minded. The essence of Kohn's f indings ind ic a te s  th a t  one must 

evaluate  a p a r e n t ' s  s t y l e  in r e fe ren ce  to the  adapt iveness  to  the  

c u l tu r a l  r e a l i t y  within  which the ch i ld  w i l l  have to  cope.

I t  may be th a t  maladaptive behavior for a kindergarten classroom 

may be highly adaptive and re levan t  to  the ghetto s t r e e t  or to  the

s t r e e t s  of a development town in I s r a e l  of working c la ss  North African 

im n ig ran ts  from which th e  p r e s e n t  sample was drawn. Aggressive

behavior in the classroom may ac tua l ly  be only a s se r t iv e  behavior for 

the s t r e e t .  I f  the  conscious aim of the  parent i s  to  prepare the child 

to  cope with the soc ia l  environment, then methods designed to toughen

him up would be successfu l  for the s t r e e t ,  but in e f f e c t iv e  for the

classroom i f  the  ch i ld  was unable to d isc r im ina te  the "ground rules"  of 

each s i t u a t i o n .

Review of the L i t e r a tu re  

The l i t e r a t u r e  tends to support my observation th a t  au th o r i ta r i an  

f a t h e r s  tend  to  be a s o c i a t e d  with both  d i s r u p t i v e  and r e t i c e n t  

ch i ld ren .

Punit iveness and submission or aggress ion .

The research on punit iveness  has tended to show r e s u l t s  in two 

d i r e c t i o n s .  Several In v es t ig a to rs  have found parental  punit iveness ,  

e sp ec ia l ly  pa te rna l  puni t iveness ,  to  lead to a f r igh tened ,  submissive 

and c o n s t r i c t e d  ch i ld  who seems to  i n h i b i t  h is  or her aggress ion 

(Becker et  a l ,  1962; Becker & Krug, 196H; Rosenthal e t  a l ,  1962).
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Others have found punitivenesa to  be associated  with aggressiveness in 

the chi ld  (Bandura, 1960; Becker 4 Krug, 1964; Hess 4 Handel, 1956; 

Levy-Schiff ,  1978; Sears e t  a l ,  1953).

Sex d i f f e r e n c e s .

Results have at  times been d i f f e re n t  for boys than for g i r l s ,  as 

well as for mothers and f a th e r s .

Becker 4 Krug (1964) found boys to  be aggressive in school when 

mothers were h o s t i l e  and pun i t ive ,  while g i r l s  were not found to be so. 

On the o ther  hand, the r e s u l t s  were in the opposite  d i r e c t io n ,  though 

l e s s  extreme for f a th e r s  (punit ive  fa ther  and aggressive g i r l ,  not 

boy) .  Their f in d in g s  confirmed those  of Sears e t  al  (1953) for  

mothers. Sears found the l e a s t  aggressive g i r l s  to have low or high 

puni t ive  mothers, while boys were found to be l in e a r ly  re la ted  to the

mothers'  puni t iveness  (high puni t ive  -  high aggress ive ,  e t c . ) .  The

fo rego in g  s t u d i e s  are  e s p e c i a l l y  r e l e v a n t  as they both included 

interview and ques t ionnaire  data for parents  as well as measurements of 

the  behavior  of p re -schoo l  c h i ld re n  both in the  home and in the 

classroom.

The varying r e s u l t s  have been explained in learn ing  theory terms. 

Bandura (1960) emphasized the modelling e f fe c t  a fa the r  has when he 

u t i l i z e s  a g g re s s iv e  means to  dea l  with h i s  sons ,  or with o ther

s i t u a t i o n s  in f ron t  of h is  son. This, however, does not explain the 

f indings  of both Sears and Becker th a t  a l inear  c o r re la t io n  between

parenta l  and child  aggression only held across sex (boys with mothers, 

g i r l s  with f a t h e r s ) .  Becker e t  al (1962) concluded tha t  punishment by
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the same sex parent  was experienced as more severe and there fo re  cause 

higher anxiety about the manifes ta t ion  of aggress ive behavior by the 

ch i ld .

I t  would seem* furthermore, t h a t  whether counter aggression would 

be manifested by the c h i ld ,  or whether the child  would i n h ib i t  the 

aggressive behavior, would depend <for  a s i t u a t io n  outs ide  the home, 

such as the classroom) upon how s im ila r  the atmosphere was, and how 

s im i la r ly  the object  of the aggressive behavior behaved towards the 

c h i ld .  This shows only how complex the re la t io n sh ip s  a re ,  and how 

d i f f i c u l t  i t  becomes to  make p re c i s e  p r e d i c t i o n s  about a c h i l d ' s  

behavior outs ide  the home on the basis  of the r e l a t io n sh ip s  within the 

home.

Responsible vs.  I r respons ib le  punishment.

A f u r th e r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  to  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between pa ren ta l  

pun i t iveness  and the c h i l d ' s  aggress iveness or submissiveness has been 

r a i s e d  by Baumrind's  r e s e a r c h  on p a r e n t a l  d i s c i p l i n a r y  p a t t e r n s  

(Baumrind, 1966; Baumrind & Black, 1967; Baumrind, 1971), which wil l  be 

discussed in g rea te r  d e t a i l  below.

Baumrind d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  between au th o r i ta r i an  paren ts ,  who were 

p u n i t iv e ,  s t r i c t  as well as r e s t r i c t i v e  with t h e i r  ch i ld ren  in an 

absolute  and a r b i t r a r y  way, and between a u th o r i t a t iv e  parents  who were 

no le s s  s t r i c t  or demanding, but who combined th e i r  punit iveness  with 

reasoning and a sharing of the  ra t io n a le  for the punishment with the 

c h i ld ,  a longside considerable  emphasis on po s i t iv e  reinforcement of the 

c h i l d ' s  non-conf l ic t ing  (with the parents)  a c t io n s .  She discovered the
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former to  have ch i ld ren  who were withdrawn and lacking a s se r t iv e n es s ,  

while the l a t t e r  had the most competent and most adjusted children in 

th e  sample (Baumrind & Black,  1967). She concluded t h a t  while 

au tho r i ty  and physical  puni t iveness  were important and in place for the 

pre-school  c h i ld ,  these would have to be presented to the  ch i ld  in a 

r a t io n a l  form in order for the  l a t t e r  to  benef i t  from the p a re n t s ’ 

co n t ro l .  Baumrind's work has shown th a t  puni t iveness  need not be seen 

("valued” ) as a purely negative and de le te r io u s  q ua l i ty  in pa ren ts .  

Rather, i t  must be adequately and p rec ise ly  assessed as to  i t s  p o s i t iv e  

or negative e f f e c t s .  The negative r e s u l t s  have been shown to be in two 

d i r e c t i o n s ;  children become d is rup t iv e  and aggress ive ,  or r e t i c e n t  and 

withdrawn. The d i r e c t i o n  o f  the  e f f e c t s  depends upon the family 

conf igu ra t ion ,  the sex of  the  c h i ld ,  and the s i t u a t i o n  wherein the 

child  i s  observed.

Dominance, power and c o n t r o l .

Another re la te d  area which has come under much sc ru t iny  is  th a t  

of parental  con tro l ,  power and dominance as opposed to submissiveness 

and perm iss ivenes  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  autonomy, competence and 

submissiveness in the ch i ld ren .

At a time when l i b e r t a r i a n  and permissive a t t i t u d e s  were highly 

valued, Dubin & Dubin (1963) took a pos i t ion  counter to tha t  trend by 

contend ing  th a t  the  f i r s t  s i x  years  of  l i f e  were the  a u t h o r i t y  

inception  period wherein i t  was necessary for the child  to experience 

the  p a r e n t s '  a u t h o r i t y  in o rd e r  to f o s t e r  the  l e g i t i m i z a t i o n  of 

a u tho r i ty  in the mind of the ch i ld .  The child  fee ls  reassurance and
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respec t  i f  he perceives the  parent  to possess the power to p ro tec t  and 

provide for  the g r a t i f i c a t i o n  of h is  needs (Baumrind, 1975).

Several in v e s t ig a to r s  have emphasized the necess i ty  of the  parent 

and e sp ec ia l ly  the  fa ther  to be experienced as powerful,  dominant and 

e f f e c t i v e  in o rde r  to  be accepted as a model for  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

(Baumrind, 1971; B i l l e r ,  1974; Radio, 1976). On the o ther  hand, weak 

paren ts  have been found to  provide inadequate models, and not to  enable 

the  chi ldren  to  develop s e l f - c o n t r o l s  for t h e i r  behavior (Becker & 

Krug, 1964; Lynn, 1974). Lynn (1974) contended th a t  pa ren ta l  dominance 

was c u rv i  l i n e a r l y  r e l a t e d  to  a c h i l d ' s  ad ju s tm en t  and to  h i s  

competence, where extreme use of power and dominance would dampen 

motivation and generate  anxiety and the r e je c t io n  of  the parents  by the 

ch i ld ren ,  whereas extremely weak parents  could not provide adequate 

models. Baumrind (1971) found permissive paren ts  to have aimless ,  

immature and u n s o c i a l i z e d  c h i l d r e n ,  the  e f f e c t  be ing  e s p e c i a l l y  

powerful for boys.

The evidence points  to the necess i ty  of parents  of preschoolers  

u t i l i z i n g  e f f e c t iv e  yet moderate power in handling t h e i r  c h i ld ren .  When 

the parents  are too lax or permissive,  whether t h i s  be out of weakness 

or ideology, the  children  do not learn  adequate s e l f  c o n t ro l ,  nor do 

they a t t a i n  the cap a c i t i e s  for soc ia l  adjustment. Over-control seems, 

on the other  hand, to lead to  c o n s t r i c t io n  and resentment in the ch i ld .

R es t r ic t iveness  and c o n t r o l .

Levy-Sehiff (1978) found c o n t ro l l in g  fa th e r s  to  be assoc ia ted  

with lowered personal adjustment and heightened aggressiveness in t h e i r
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c h i l d r e n .  Becker & Krug (196*4) found some r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

p a r e n t a l  r e s t r i c t i v e n e s s  and a g g r e s s l v e n e s s  in t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .

Rosenthal e t  al (1962) found th e i r  c o n t ro l l ing  and r i g id  fa the rs  to

have over conforming, submissive and in d i r e c t l y  aggress ive ch i ld ren .  

Over-control seems, l i k e  puni t iveness ,  to  lead at times to aggression 

in the ch i ld ren  while a t  other times to submission, lack of autonomy, 

and inh ib i ted  and in d i r e c t  aggression in the ch i ld ren .

Demands,

Baumrind (1971) s t r e s se d  the b en e f ic ia l  e f f e c t s  of having parents 

make demands for mature behavior of t h e i r  c h i ld re n .  Radin (1976) 

confirmed these f indings in a review of s tud ies  of pa ternal  behavior

and c h i ld r e n ' s  cognit ive  adjustment. On the other hand, d e le te r iou s

e f f e c t s  have been discovered when paren ta  "push" t h e i r  children by 

burdening them with inord ina te  demands for achievement. Livnay (197*4) 

d is t inguished  between the d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  of pa ren ta l  expecta t ions  

and demands of t h e i r  ch i ldren  according to congruence with the c h i l d ' s  

a b i l i t i e s ,  amplitude, consis tency and r e l a t i o n  to the p a re n t s '  own 

f r u s t r a t i o n s .  Both Rosenthal e t  al (1962) and Jordan e t  al  (1975) 

confirmed tha t  high and u n r e a l i s t i c  demands on the part  of parents  for 

c h i ld r e n ' s  achievement had a negative e f fec t  upon the l a t t e r .

Nurturance and acceptance vs. h o s t i l i t y  and r e j e c t i o n .

Most of the aforementioned reseachers  have usua l ly  q u a l i f ie d  

t h e i r  r e s u l t s  by adding the dimension of accep tance / re jec t ion  of the 

c h i ld  by the parent  as being s i g n i f i c a n t .
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Levy-Schiff (1978) found the combination of a co n t ro l l in g  and 

r e j e c t i n g  parent  to  be most harmful for the c h i ld ,  even when compared 

to a f a th e r -a b s e n t  group, in terms of a g g re s iv e n e s s , coopera t ion ,  

d i s c i p l i n e ,  emotional and cognit ive  adjustment. This group of fa the rs  

was contras ted  with a group who were both accepting and conducive to 

the autonomy of t h e i r  ch i ld ren .  The ch i ld ren  of  the l a t t e r  fa th e rs  

displayed the l e a s t  aggress iveness ,  the highest  cooperativeness and the 

highest  adjustment in a l l  a reas .  Though Baumrind (1971) did not find 

p a r e n t a l  "warmth” ( n u r t u r a n c e  and a c c e p t a n c e )  i t s e l f  t o  be a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  p red ic to r  of ch i ld  behavior,  she did find the combination 

o f  high responsiveness and acceptance along with high demands and 

con tro ls  to lead to  the most competent and adjusted ch i ld ren  in her 

sample (1980).

Rad in (1976) emphasized t h a t  a warm and n u r tu r a n t ,  accepting 

fa ther  will  be roost conducive to  be imita ted  by h is  c h i ld ren .  Lamb 

(1976) found father  nurturance ra ther  than masculin i ty  or punit iveness  

to  be the most re levan t  va r iab le  in fo s te r in g  masculine i d e n t i ty  in 

sons. Several other in v es t ig a to r s  found the extent  of the f a t h e r ' s  

e a r ly  p a r t i c ip a t io n  and in t e r e s t  in the c h i l d ' s  upbringing was s a l i e n t  

for  the c h i l d ’s l a t e  adjustment and well-being (Lynn, 1974; Pederson e t  

a l ,  1973; Levy-Schiff ,  1978). Levy-Schiff (1978) found furthermore the 

extent  to  which the fa ther  was a g ra t i fy in g  f igure  and id e n t i f i e d  as a 

source of p ra ise  and pos i t iv e  reinforcement increased his  e f fec t iv en ess  

as a f a t h e r .

Becker 4 Krug (1964) found h o s t i l i t y  and re j e c t io n  by the parents
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to  e l i c i t  a t ten t ion -seek ing  behavior in the ch i ld ren  (akin to  d is rup­

t i v e  b a h a v io r ) ,  and for  some c h i l d r e n ,  to p a t t e r n s  o f  i n h i b i t e d  

h o s t i l i t y  for fear  of the consequences of aggress ive behavior.  The 

l a t t e r  thereby contr ibuted to  inh ib i ted  withdrawal behavior. On the 

other  hand, they found maternal warmth to  be most highly co rre la ted  

with emotional s t a b i l i t y .

There have been in d ic a t io n s ,  however, t h a t  too much i n t e r e s t  and 

involvement sometimes i s  confining for the ch i ld ren ,  e sp ec ia l ly  for 

g i r l s  when the i n t e r e s t  i s  on the p a r t  of fa th e r s  (Baumrind, 1980; 

Crandall e t  a l , 196^). The former picked up on in d ica t io n s  th a t  there  

seemed to  be sexual tension and sexual teas ing  in the  f a t h e r s 1 approach 

to t h e i r  daughters. I f  the age of the chi ldren  s tudied i s  considered 

(four to s i x ) ,  then one r e a l i z e s  th a t  both fa ther  and daughter are in 

the  midst of what Freud c a l l e d  th e  E le c t r a  Complex, wherein the 

daughter i s  swamped by ambivalent fee l ings  of a t t r a c t i o n  and fear of 

her a t t r a c t i o n  for the fa ther  (Freud, 1910).

I t  would seem, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  

nurturance and acceptance of the chi ld  by h is  parents  are v i t a l  for his 

well-being,  when the re  are given in response to the c h i l d ’s needs and 

are not turned in to  in t ru s iveness  on the par t  of the  pa ren t .  As the 

c h i ld  grows, parents  have to  lea rn  to decrease t h e i r  presence and 

p a r t i c ip a t io n  in order to enable the ch i ld  to t r y  himself  out outside 

the home (Baumrind, 1980). Though h o s t i l i t y  and r e j e c t io n  have been 

shown to  be d e le te r io u s ,  moderately c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  are at times 

motivating and conducive to  i n t e l l e c t u a l  performance (Radio, 1976).
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Dimensions of a u th o r i t y .

Baumrind (1975) reviewed the r e s u l t s  of an extended s e r i e s  of 

in v es t ig a t io n s  (a lready re fe r r e d  to above) which concerned themselves 

with id en t i fy in g  p a t t e rn s  of  parenting associated with the development 

of competence in c h i ld r e n .  She at tempted to  c l a r i f y  the complex 

f indings  which had emerged in the l i t e r a t u r e  ( the  complexity of which 

has a lready emerged in t h i s  review!) by suggesting three  p a t te rn s  of 

paren ta l  behavior:  permissive, a u th o r i ta r ian  and a u th o r i t a t iv e ,

Baumrind I n i t i a l l y  studied pre-school c h i ld r e n ’s behavior from 

which she i d e n t i f i e d  the  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n s  of p a r e n t in g  

(Baumrind,. 1966),

Mature chi ldren  had parents  who were both c o n t ro l l ing  and warm, 

communicated more c l e a r l y  with t h e i r  c h i ld re n ;  t h e i r  homes lacked 

discord and d i s c ip l in a ry  f r i c t i o n .  The parents  used corporal  punish­

ment but usual ly  used po s i t iv e  reinforcement to obtain compliance. She 

designated such parents  as a u t h o r i t a t i v e .

Dysphoric and d l s a f f I l l a t i v e  children had parents  who were l e s s  

nur turan t  and sympathetic with t h e i r  ch i ld ren ;  they were inc l ined  to 

expla in  the reason for  t h e i r  demands as respect  for  paren ta l  au thor i ty  

and r e l ig io u s  b e l i e f .  They did not attempt to convince the child  

through the use of reason,  to  obey a d i r e c t i v e .  They admitted to 

f r igh ten ing  the c h i ld ,  were detached, c o n t ro l l ing  and somewhat cool.  

These parents  were designated a u th o r i t a r i a n .

Immature children had parents  who were much l e s s  c o n t ro l l in g ,  

making few demands for mature behavior . Fathers were e sp ec ia l ly  lax,
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engaging in l e s s  independence t r a in in g  and more babying. They used 

withdrawal of love and r i d i c u l e  to  ob ta in  compliance. They were 

designated as permlss lve .

The next attempted to in v e s t ig a te  d i r e c t ly  the foregoing p a t te rn s  

through home observat ions ,  in terviews and a t t i t u d e  ques t ionna ires ,  and 

then a sse ssed  the  behavior  of  the  c h i ld r e n  upon seven em pir ica l  

c l u s t e r s :  h o s t i l e - f r i e n d l y ;  r e s i s t i v e - c o o p e r a t i v e ;  do m in e e r in g -

t r a c t a b l e ;  dominant-submissi ve; purposive-aimless;  achievement-oriented 

-  non-achievement-oriented; independent-suggest ib le .

Types of p a re n t s .

The permissive type of parent emphasizes a benign acceptance of 

th e  c h i l d ' s  b e h a v io r ,  av o id s  the e x e r c i s e  of c o n t r o l ,  g ives no 

encouragement to  obeying ex te rna l ly  defined standards.  The parent i s  

a v a i l a b l e  as a resource  but but w i l l  not in te rvene  un less  asked. 

Maximum freedom (which i s  seen as absence of r e s t r a i n t )  i s  granted. The 

ch i ld  i s  consulted about policy decis ions .

Daughters in kindergarten were not much a ffec ted  being somewhat 

aimless and sugges t ib le .  At age nine, they were passive and r e t i r i n g ,  

cooperat ive ,  submissive and conforming. Sons were not achievement- 

o r ien ted ,  were h o s t i l e  with peers,  r e s i s t a n t  with ad u l t s ,  aimlesss and 

unsoc ia l ized .  At age nine,  they were lacking in soc ia l  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  

and independence,

A u t h o r i t a r i a n  p a r e n t s  a r e  p h y s i c a l l y  p u n i t i v e ,  demanding 

obedience, s t r e s s in g  th e i r  word without allowing verbal  give and take;
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the parents  go by t r a d i t i o n  and a s t r i c t  moral code -  an absolute 

standard of  conduct derived from a higher au th o r i ty .  They are punit ive  

when the c h i l d ' s  ac t ions  or b e l i e f s  c o n f l i c t  with "correc t"  conduct.

Daughters were well  s o c i a l i z e d ,  submiss ive,  a imless  and not 

a c h ie v e m e n t - o r i e n te d  in k i n d e r g a r t e n .  At n i n e ,  th e  g i r l s  were 

d is t in gu ish ab le  only in th a t  they challenged themselves cogn i t ive ly .  

The sons were l ik e  the sons of permissive parents  ( h o s t i l e  with peers,  

r e s i s t a n t  with a d u l t s ,  aimless and unsoc ia l ized ) ,  only more achieve­

ment-oriented in k inderga r ten .  At n ine ,  t h e i r  only d i s t in g u ish in g  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  was a imlessness.

A u t h o r i t a t i v e  p a re n t s  d i r e c t  t h e i r  c h i ld r e n  in a r a t i o n a l ,  

i s sue -o r ien ted  manner. They encourage verbal give and take and show 

respec t  for the c h i ld ,  but take r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  for d ec is ions .  Both 

autonomous s e l f - w i l l  as well as d i sc ip l in ed  conformity are valued. They 

w i l l  a sse r t  firm control  when in c o n f l i c t  without o v e r - r e s t r i c t i n g  the 

ch i ld .

Daughters were dominant,  pu rp os iv e  and ach iev em en t-o r ien ted  

( a c t u a l l l y  f u r th e s t  from the feminine s te reo type)  in k indergar ten .  At 

n in e ,  they were domineering, c r e a t i v e ,  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and s o c i a l ly  

confiden t .  Sons were f r i en d ly ,  cooperat ive ,  t r a c t a b l e ,  achievement- 

o r ien ted ,  yet not as dominant or purposive as would be expected in 

k indergar ten .  At n ine ,  they were a l t r u i s t i c  and cooperat ive.  Baumrind 

f e l t  t h a t  the l a t t e r  type with i t s  firm control  tended to produce very 

a s s e r t iv e  and dominant g i r l s ,  and meeker boys, where the firm control  

seemed to  be impairing independent a c t io n .
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Dimensions o f  pa ren ta l  behav ior .

Baumrind C1900> c l a s s i f i e d  her th ree  types along two dimensions 

o f  resp o n s i  veness and demandingness, which she saw a lso  akin to  

Parsons’ (1955) dichotomy of ex p re ss iv e - in s t ru m e n ta l .  She saw the 

permissive parent as being moderate to high upon responsiveness,  but 

low on demandingness. The a u th o r i t a r i a n  was low on responsiveness and 

high on demands. The a u th o r i t a t iv e  parents  were high on both. She 

a l so  d isco ve red  a fo u r th  type  in her followup C1980 ) which she 

c l a s s i f i e d  as non-conform ing  or d e m o c r a t i c ,  which was h igh  on 

responsive but only moderate on demands.

The f o r e g o in g  r e s e a r c h  p o i n t s  to  s i g n i f i c a n t  and complex 

r e l a t i o n s h ip s  between pa ren ta l  p a t t e rn s  of d i s c ip l i n e ,  c o n t r o l , and 

responsiveness ,  and the s o c i a l ,  personal  and I n t e l l e c tu a l  adjustment of 

t h e i r  o f f sp r in g .  Furthermore, s p e c i f i c  e f f e c t s  depend upon the sex of 

the  parent  and ch i ld .

Hypotheses

On the bas is  of the l i t e r a t u r e ,  i t  would be expected th a t  the 

parents  of w e l l -ad jus ted  chi ldren  (those not manifesting any problem in 

soc ia l  adjustment nor manifesting symptoms of  personal  maladjustment) 

would d isp lay  a t t i t u d e s  of moderate to  high responsiveness to  the needs 

of t h e i r  ch i ld ren ,  along with a d isp lay  of moderate to high contro l  or 

p u n i t i v e n e s s .  This  would r e f l e c t  an a u t h o r i t a t l v e  p a t t e r n  of  

paren t ing .

The parents  of d i s ru p t iv e  ch i ld ren  would be expected to display
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two possible  p a t t e rn s :  a. a t t i t u d e s  of low responsiveness alongside

high c o n t ro l /pu n i t iv en ess ,  r e f l e c t in g  an a u th o r i ta r i an  o r i e n ta t io n ;  or 

b. a t t i t u d e s  of moderate to  high responsiveness alongside low control  

r e f l e c t in g  a permissive p a t t e rn  of parenting.

The parents  of r e t i c e n t  children would be expected to display 

a t t i t u d e s  of low responsiveness alongside high control  as r e f l e c t i n g  an 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  p a t t e rn  of parent ing .

Techniques of measurement.

Host of the above in v e s t ig a to r s  included teacher ra t in g s  in order 

to assess the c h i ld r e n ' s  behavior in kindergarten (Becker e t  a l ,  1962; 

Levy-Schiff ,  1978; Sears e t  a l ,  1953).

The assessment of parental  behavior and a t t i t u d e s  has most of ten 

been achieved through a combination of interviews and paper and penci l  

a t t i t u d e  ques t io nn a i re s  (Baumrind, 1971; Becker e t  a l ,  1962; Levy- 

Sch if f ,  1978). The most widely used pa ren ta l  a t t i t u d e  quest ionnaire  

has been the  P a r e n t a l  A t t i t u d e  Research In s t ru m en t  ( PARI) f i r s t  

developed by Schaefer 4 Bell ( 1955) and t r a n s la t e d  in to  Hebrew by 

Levy-Sch if f  (1978), the  l a t t e r  having corresponding ve rs ions  for  

f a th e r s  and mothers. The most widely used measure of au thor i ta r ian ism  

has been the Fascism Scale (F Sca le ) , developed by Adorno e t  a l  (1950). 

Baumrind supplemented the above techniques by an extensive se t  of home 

observat ions of the parents  over a large  number of hours spread over 

many v i s i t s .  Others, however, have found a viable and more economic 

a l t e r n a t iv e  in present ing  parents  with problem s i t u a t io n s  which they 

are  requested to solve in front  of experimenter (Farina 4 Holzberg,
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1968; F e r re i ra  & Winter, 1966j Jackson, 1956), The l a t t e r  method has 

most of ten been presented to each parent alone, and subsequently to 

both together  with a request  to come to mutual agreement according to 

the  procedure developed by Strodbeck (1951).

Hypothesis 1 t The parents  of wel l-ad jus ted  children would reveal 

an a u th o r i t a t iv e  p a t te rn  of parent ing,

A -  Well-adjusted children would have parents  who would give 

responses ra ted  higher upon a u th o r i t a t iv e n e s s  to the  Problem 

S i tua t ion  Task than would the parents  of d is rup t ive  or r e t i c e n t  

ch ildren

B -  Well-adjusted children would have parents  who would achieve 

moderate scores of au tho r i ta r ian ism  on the F Scale, as measured 

by low d e v ia t io n  sco res  from the mean sco res  of the  study 

populat ion.

Hypothesis 2; The parents of d is rup t ive  children  would reveal  

e i t h e r  a u th o r i t a r i a n  or permissive p a t te rn s  of parent ing ,

A -  D is ru p t iv e  c h i ld r e n  would have p a re n t s  who would give 

r e s p o n s e s  r a t e d  e i t h e r  h i g h e r  on p e r m l s s i  v e n e s s  o r  

au thor i ta r ian ism  to  the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task than would the 

paren ts  of w e l l-ad jus ted  ch i ld ren .  By d e f in i t i o n ,  permissiveness 

and author1t a r  1 an ism are  inversely  r e l a te d .

B -  Disruptive ch i ld ren  would have paren ts  who would achieve 

e i t h e r  high or low scores of au thor i ta r ian ism  on the F Sca le , as 

measured by high devia t ion from the  mean scores .

Hypothesis 3s Reticent children would have parents  reveal ing
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a u th o r i t a r i a n  p a t te rn s  of parent ing.

A -  Reticent  children would have parents  who would give responses 

r a te d  higher on au tho r i ta r ian ism  to  the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task 

than would the  paren ts  of w e l l-ad jus ted  ch i ld ren .

B -  Reticent  ch ildren  would have parents  who would achieve high

scores of au tho r i ta r ian ism  on the F Scale as measured by high 

dev ia t ion  from the  mean scores .

At t h i s  po in t ,  there  i s  i n su f f i c e n t  bas is  and r a t io n a le  to  o f fe r

sp e c i f i c  hypotheses deal ing with the in te r a c t io n  between each mother 

and fa th e r .  The data was examined c l i n i c a l l y  to  determine i f  trends 

e x is t  which would warrant fu ture  in v es t ig a t io n .
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CHAPTER I I  

METHOD

The study was conducted in Beit Shemesh, I s r a e l ,  a development 

town o f  1H,000 in h a b i t a n t s ,  predominantly of  North African o r ig in .  Most 

o f  the  i n h a b i t a n t s  a re  working c l a s s ,  while r e c e n t l y  t h e r e  has 

been a s l i g h t  r i s e  of middle c la s s  p ro fess iona ls  moving in to  the  town.

S u b je c t s :

The sub jec ts  consis ted  of th ree  groups of ten ch i ld ren  each ( f ive  

boys, f ive  g i r l s )  i d e n t i f i e d  as d i s r u p t iv e ,  r e t i c e n t ,  or ‘ad jus ted ,  and 

t h e i r  respec t ive  60 pa ren ts .  The sub jec ts  were drawn from the  to ta l  

population of 270 ch i ld ren  who attended compulsory k indergar tens  in 

Beit Shemesh during the 1970-1980 academic year. Those ch i ld ren  with 

s ig n i f i c a n t  physical  de fec ts ,  or mental de fec t ives  were eliminated from 

cons idera t ion .

Subject  S e l e c t i o n :

All of the  chi ldren  completing k indergar ten  in Beit Shemesh were 

a s s e s s e d  by t h e i r  t e a c h e r s  as to  t h e i r  r e a d i n e s s  t o  u n d e r t a k e  

Elementary School s tu d ie s .  To t h a t  end, in June of 1980, a l l  of the 

k indergar ten  teachers  ( 13 ) f i l l e d  out a comprehensive ques t ionna ire  for 

each ch i ld  (Teachers Rating Scale -  Appendix A).

The f i v e  boys and the f i v e  g i r l s  r a t e d  h i g h e s t  upon the  

d is ru p t iv e n es s  c lu s te r  were chosen to compose the D ls rup t lves  group 

( P i s ). Likewise, the  f ive  boys and the f ive  g i r l s  ra ted  highes t  on the 

r e t i c e n c e  c lu s te r  were chosen to  compose the Retlcen ts  group ( Ret) .
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Extreme scores were chosen on the b a s i s  o f  a t  l e a s t  one s tandard  

dev ia t ion  above the population mean. As an a d d i t io na l  check of the 

f a c t  t h a t  those  c h i l d r e n  r a t e d  as be ing extreme on e i t h e r  sc a le  

a c tu a l ly  manifested the two behaviors ,  i t  was decided to in terview the 

13 teachers  in September of 1980. Each teacher was requested to ra te  

th o se  c h i ld r e n  in t h e i r  former c l a s s  who had m an i fes ted  extreme 

d i s t ru p t lv e n e s s  or r e t i c e n c e .  Only those chi ldren  who had obtained high 

r a t i n g s  from both the  in te rv iew  and q u e s t io n n a i r e  were chosen to  

compose the experimental groups. The Adjusted group (Adj) was chosen 

by taking the f ive  boys and the f ive  g i r l s  who were most problem-free 

(lowest scores on the t o t a l  ques t ionna ire  as well as symptom-free on 

the  two s p e c i f i c  c l u s t e r s )  and who manifested high p a r t i c ip a t io n  in 

s o c i a l  and c o gn i t iv e  a c t i v i t i e s  with in the k in d e rg a r te n .  As 2*t 

ch ildren  met the above c r i t e r i a ,  the ten adjusted ch i ld ren  were chosen 

using a random numbers t a b l e .

Sample C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :

The data for the ch i ld ren  completing k indergar ten  in June, 1980 

were c o l l e c t e d  by th e  P s y c h o lo g i s t s  of the Psycho log ica l  S e rv ice .  

Teachers* r a t in g s  were received for 251 ch i ld ren  (out of 270 ch i ld ren  

a t tend ing  F i r s t  Srade in F a l l ,  1980).

The mean scores and standard dev ia t ions  for  the  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  

and for  the  three  groups on the d is rup t iveness  and r e t i c e n ce  c l u s t e r s ,  

are shown in Table 1,

The t e a c h e r ' s  r a t in g s  were given on a sca le  ranging from 1 (no 

d isp lay  of the  phenomenon) to H (frequent  d isp lay  of the phenomenon).
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations of the  Teacher 's  Rating Scale for  

the t o t a l  k indergarten  population and for the  se lec ted  subgroups.

Group
Reticence Score Disruptiveness  Score

N Mean SD Mean SD

A ii Boys + Girls 10 U.8 .9 5.8 .9

Boys 5 4.4 .9 5.6 .8

G ir ls 5 5.2 .8 6 .0 .9

Ret Boys + G ir ls 10 10.3 1.3 8.4 2.1

Boys 5 11.0 1.6 9.3 1.3

G ir l s 5 9.S .3 7.8 2.3

Pis Boys + G ir l s 10 7.1 1.8 15.9 2.3

Boys 5 7.4 2.4 17.6 .8

Gir ls 5 6 .8 .8 14.2 2.1

General Boys 132a 7.1 4.4 10.0 3.9

Population G ir l s H5b 6.8 2.1 8.1 2.8

Note, a -  N for d i s rup t iveness  was 135. 
0 -  N for d is rup t iveness  was 116.
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Population t r e n d s . The data indica ted  th a t  boys on the whole 

were found to  be ra te d  higher on d i s ru p t iv e n es s  than g i r l s  in the 

population ( t  s 4.44j £<.001).  The l a t t e r  f inding  was to  be expected 

consider ing the higher a c t i v i t y  leve l  and g rea te r  aggressiveness of 

boys a t  t h i s  age. In c o n t r a s t ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  were noted 

on r e t i c e n c e  r a t i n g s  between boys and g i r l s .  I t  might have been 

expected t h a t  gLrls  would d i s p l a y  more r e t i c e n c e  than boys.  The 

quest ion of the  v a l i d i t y  of the re t icence  c lu s te r  w i l l  be discussed 

fu r th e r  below.

Adjusted c h i ld r e n . As i s  shown in Table 1, Adj ch ildren  received 

ra t in g s  lower than the general population upon both c lu s t e r s .  Two 

poin ts  are noteworthy. F i r s t  of a l l ,  none of the Adj were t o t a l l y  

"problem-free". Second of a l l ,  g i r l s  obtained s l i g h t l y  higher ra t in g s  

than did boys, contrary  to the trend for the population in genera l .

Reticent c h i ld r e n . Ret ch i ld ren  were rated s l i g h t l y  lower than 

the population in general on d is rup t iv e n es s :  9.25 for  boys and 7 .8  for

g i r l s ,  though both r a t in g s  were higher than those for Adj c h i ld ren .  In 

c o n t r a s t .  Ret children obtained much higher  r a t in gs  on re t icence  than 

the populat ion in genera l :  11 for boys and 9.8 for g i r l s .

Disruptive ch i ld ren . Table 1 ind ica te s  th a t  P is  children were 

r a t e d  s i m i l a r l y  t o  the genera l  p o pu la t ion  fo r  r e t i c e n c e :  g i r l s

obtained a r a t in g  of 6 . 3 , almost id e n t i c a l  to the  mean general  r a t i n g ,  

while boys were ra ted  a b i t  higher (7 .4 ) .  In vivid  c o n t r a s t ,  the 

r a t in g s  for  d i s rup t iveness  were much higher:  17.4 for bo>s and 14.2

for  g i r l s .
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Teacher in te rv iew s .

The r e t r o s p e c t i v e  r a t i n g s  of  the t e a c h e r s  In the  September 

in te rv iews gave added confirmation of the re t icence  of d is ru p t iv en ess  

of  the  various  ch i ld ren .  Of fu r the r  note was the  trend for severa l  

teachers  to Ind ica te  th a t  those children  who were most d i s ru p t iv e  in 

t h e i r  c la sses  had shown signs of considerable  re t i ce n ce  as well.  On 

the  whole, the  l a t t e r  (u su a l ly  boys) would be u su a l ly  q u i e t  and 

withdrawn, and suddenly would s t r i k e  out and d i s ru p t .  This phenomenon 

w i l l  be d iscussed fu r th e r  below. In terms of the  two experimental 

s a r n i e s ,  a l l  of  the  boys who were chosen for  the  Ret group were

r e t i c e n t  without s igns of d i s ru p t !v en ess .  On the other  hand, some of 

the boys in the  P is  group manifested some signs of r e t i ce n ce  besides 

t h e i r  obvious pa t te rn  of d i s ru p t iv e n es s .

Background d a t a .

An i n s p e c t io n  o f  th e  fo l low ing  background v a r i a b l e s  of the 

ch i ld ren  and t h e i r  pa ren ts  was undertaken in order  to con tro l  for

extraneous variance .  No s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  were found between the 

Adj, R e t , and P i s  groups in a s e r i e s  of ANOVA's a pp l ied  t o  the 

v a r i a b l e s  of Fa ther  Education  (F(2 ,27)  = 2 .2 4 ) ;  Mother Education

(F(2,27) = .147);  Bir th  Order of children (F(2,27) * .59) ;  Number of 

S ib l ings  (F(2,27) = .147). I t  can the re fo re  be concluded th a t  the

groups could not be d is t ingu ished  on the basis  o f  b i r th  order or number 

o f  s ib l in g s ,  or of education of the pa ren ts .  (See Appendix F for  a 

l i s t i n g  of  the  means of  the  groups upon the above v a r i a b le s ) .
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Procedure;

Each family was contacted f i r s t  by l e t t e r  ( l e t t e r  form, Appendix 

B) explaining the s tudy, and subsequently by phone or in person (for  

those without phones). Out of the 33 famil ies  contacted,  31 fam i l ie s  

agreed to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  study. One family was dropped as i t  was 

impossib le  to f ind  a mutual ly  accep tab le  t ime. Each family was

interviewed in t h e i r  home in the evening, at  a time when the younger

chi ldren  were already in bed. The interview data were recorded on 

audiotape .  Each parent  was given the following tasks s e p a ra te ly ,  the 

sequence of p resen ta t ion  being balanced between mothers and f a th e r s ;

Problem S i t u a t i o n s  T a s k . ( se e  Table  11) A s e r i e s  of 8 

s i t u a t i o n s  involving ch i ld ren  in various problematic s e t t i n g s ,  wherein 

the  parent  was asked to reveal  how he or she would reac t  to  the  c h i l d ' s  

ac t ions  in order to  resolve the s i t u a t i o n .  All the responses were

recorded on audiotape and subsequently reviewed and scored according to

the Rating Guide (Appendix C) as to the s ty l e  u t i l i z e d  by the parent 

for  each s i t u a t i o n  (pe rm iss ive , a u th o r i t a t iv e  or a u t h o r i t a r i a n ). An 

i n i t i a l  perusal of the data indicated th a t  in con tra s t  to Baumrind's 

(1980) f indings  th a t  d i f f e r e n t  parents  use d i f f e r e n t  s t y l e s .  They may 

i n i t i a l l y  r e a c t  p e rm iss i  v e l y , y e t  co n t in ue  and s h i f t  t o  a more 

a u t h o r i t a r i a n  s t y l e ,  e t c .  I t  was t h e r e f o r e  decided to  give two 

separa te  scores for each s i t u a t i o n :

1. An overa l l  score  r e f l e c t i n g  a c l i n i c a l  judgement of the global

im pre ss io n  e l i c i t e d  by the  p a r e n t ' s  t o t a l  r e s p o n s e ,  which

consis ted  for each s i t u a t i o n  one of the  three  s ty l e s  (perm iss ive .
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a u th o r l t a t l v e  or a u t h o r i t a r i a n ). Each p a ren t ,  thus received a

t o t a l  s c o re  over the e i g h t  s i t u a t i o n s  which r e f l e c t e d  the

combination of the th ree  s t y l e s  u t i l i z e d  by the l a t t e r  ( i . e .

permissive -  3 ! a u th o r i t a t iv e  -  a u th o r i t a r i a n  -  1 ).

2 .  A t rend  score  r e f l e c t i n g  the sequence of one or more of the

s ty l e s  used tor each s i t u a t io n  ( . i .e .  permissive _ -| a u th o r i t a t iv e  

-  2 p e rm i s s i  ve -  3 -  b e g in s  with a per mi s s l  ve s t y l e ,  as

continues ,  r e f l e c t s  a more a u th o r i t a t lv e  s t y l e ,  yet completes the 

s i t u a t i o n  by re tu rn ing  to being more permiss ive) .

The Rating Guide was e labora ted  on the bas is  of Baumrind's (1971) 

d e l i n e a t i o n  of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n s  o f  p a r e n t a l  d i s c i p l i n e  

o r i e n t a t i o n s .  A Judgement r e l i a b i l i t y  r a t i n g  was obtained by having a 

second r a t e r  (D.W., an experienced P s y c h i a t r i s t )  score  the  data of s ix  

fam i l ie s  (randomly s e l e c te d ,  one from each group). The comparison 

between the two r a t e r s  yielded 90% agreement 85* for  the HQ p a i r s  of 

scores .  The r a t in g s  for the  two Judges are shown in Appendix D.

Paren ta l  A t t i tu de  Research Instrument (PARI); (See Appendix t )  A 

shortened and modified 38 item version of Levy-Schif f 's  (1978) Hebrew 

modif ica t ion  of the o r ig in a l  PAHl (Schaefer  & B e i l ,  1955). The PAKI was 

answ ered  u s in g  a s i x - p o i n t  l i k e r t  s c a l e  r a n g in g  from extreme 

disagreement to  t o t a l  agreement with each sta tement .

Fascism Scale (F S c a le ) . (Adorno et  a l ,  1 9 5 0 )  (See Appendix E 

items 39-b8) . The Hebrew t r a n s l a t i o n  of the 30 item form. While one 

paren t  responded to the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task in my presence,  the  

o ther  parent  f i l l e d  out the PARI and the F Scale in  a separa te  room to
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insure  independent responses .  Each paren t ,  upon completion of  the 

f i r s t  t a s k ,  switched with the otner parent and proceeded to the second 

t a s k .  When each parent  had completed both the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task 

as well as the ques t ionna ire s ,  Doth were Drought togetner  before me and 

requested to  respond to the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task fo r  a second time, 

w i th  i n s t r u c t i o n s  to  a r r i v e  a t  a response  which r e f l e c t e d  each 

s i t u a t i o n  as  i f  they were t o g e th e r  be fo re  the  c h i l d ' s  behav io r ;  

"Imagine t h i s  time th a t  you are  witnessing the Id e n t i c a l  s i t u a t io n  as 

before ,  ye t  t n i s  time, you are to g e th e r .  How would you reac t?"
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CHAPTER I I I  

RESULTS

Overall  Score Results  

The 60 parents  studied responded to eight s i t u a t i o n s  each on the 

Problem S i tu a t io n s '  Task , y i e ld in g  a t o t a l  of 480 re sp o n se s .  The 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of perm iss ive , a u t h o r i t a t i v e , and a u th o r i ta r ian  responses 

{in percentage scores)  by groups, sex of ch i ld ren ,  sex of parent are  

shown in Table 2,

Before undertaking a t e s t  of the hypotheses, an examination of 

the  extent  to  which the three  types of responses were un i t ized  by a l l  

of the  parents  was deemed f r u i t f u l .

Examination of the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the scores for both parents  

combined indicafes th a t  almost h a l f  (46%) of a l l  responses were rated as 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e , 36% were ra ted  permiss ive , while only 18% were ra ted  

a u t h o r i t a r i a n . Inspect ion of the data for  f a th e r s  in d ic a te s  an almost 

equal d i s t r i b u t i o n  between a u th o r i t a t i v e  (42%) and permissive (39%) 

responses,  with l e s s e r  use of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses (19%). The data 

fo r  mothers I n d i c a t e s  a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  with a 

preponderance of a u th o r l t a t iv e  responses (51%) over permissive (33%) or 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  (16%) responses.

The fac t  t h a t  the  eight s i t u a t io n  of the Problem S i tua t io n s  Task 

did not e l i c i t  an equal d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the  th ree  responses complicates 

somewhat the t e s t i n g  of the  hypotheses. The subsequent r e s u l t s  w i l l  

have to  be assessed in l i g h t  of the unequal o v e ra l l  d i s t r i b u t i o n s .  The 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  and th e i r  ram if ic a t io n s  w i l l  be discussed in fu r th e r
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Table 2

Percentage of parents  using ove ra l l  permiss ive , a u th o r i t a t iv e  or 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  so lu t io n s  to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task by groups.

Responses in Percentages

N permissive a u th o r i t a t iv e a u th o r i t a r i a n

Both parents 60 36 46 18

M i

Boys + Gir ls 20 28 59 13

Boys 10 29 56 15

G ir ls 10 26 62 12

Ret

Boys + Girls 20 41 41 18

Boys 10 . “3 32 25

Gir ls 10 39 49 12

Pis

Boys + Gir ls 20 39 39 22

Boys 10 36 37 27

G ir l s 10 41 41 18
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Table 2 (continued)

Responses in Percentages

N permissive a u t h o r i t a t i  ve a u th o r i t a r i a n

Fathers  only 30 39 42 19

Adj

Boys ♦ Gir ls 10 37 51 12

Boys 5 37 50 13

G ir l s 5 35 52 13

Bet

Boys + G ir ls 10 ill 36 23

Boys 5 38 35 27

G ir l s 5 45 37 18

P is

Boys + Gir ls 10 40 37 23

Boys 5 38 35 27

G ir l s 5 42 40 18
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Table 2 (continued)

Responses in Percentages

N permissive a u th o r i t a t iv e a u th o r i t a r i a n

Mothers only 30 33 51 16

Adj

Boys + Girls 10 19 67 14

Boys 5 20 62 18

G ir ls 5 17 73 10

Ret

Boys + G ir ls 10 40 45 15

Boys 5 47 30 23

G ir l s 5 33 60 7

Pis

Boys + Gir ls 10 38 41 21

Boys 5 35 40 25

G ir l s 5 40 42 18
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d e t a i l  below.

The subsequent analyses w i l l  be using the ac tual  number of the

d i f f e r e n t  responses for each group and subgroup.

Parents  of Adj. c h i ld r e n .

Hypothesis 1A s ta ted  t h a t  the parents  of Adj. ch i ldren  would give 

responses rated more frequent ly  as a u th o r i t a t iv e  than would parents  of 

Ret or P is  ch i ld ren .  The r e s u l t s  of an ANOVA ( th ree  way design with 

r e p e a t e d  measures)  a p p l i e d  to  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  

responses for  the th ree  groups by gender of ch i ld ren  and pa ren ts  are 

reported  in Table 3.

The r e s u l t s  ind ica te  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  between groups (Adj 

-  Ret -  P i s ) (£<.05; two t a i l e d  t e s t ) .  On the  o th e r  hand, no

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  were found for gender of ch i ld ren  or p a ren ts .

The r e s u l t s  of t  t e s t s  for d i f f e r e n c e  between th °  means of  

a u t h o r l t a t l v e  responses given by Adj, Ret , and P i s  groups to  the  

Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task are  l i s t e d  in Table 4, The r e s u l t s  for both

p a ren ts  in d ic a te  t h a t  paren ts  of Adj ch i ldren  gave a s i g n i f i c a n t l y

higher number of a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses to the s i t u a t io n s  than did 

paren ts  of Ret ch i ld ren  ( t ( 18)=2.29; £.< .025; one t a i l  t e s t ) .  Likewise, 

the paren ts  of Pis  ch i ld ren  gave much fewer a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses to 

the  s i t u a t i o n s  th a t  the Adj group ( t ( l8 )=3-13 ;  £<.005).  In c o n t r a s t ,  

the  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Pis  and Ret groups were not demonstrated to 

d i f f e r  from chance.

The r e s u l t s  for f a th e r s  indicated  d i f fe rences  in the  expected 

d i r e c t io n  which bare ly  reached s ig n i f ic a n c e .  Fathers  of Adj children
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Table 3

ANQVA of  a u th o r i t a t iv e  so lu t io n s  for  groups by gender of ch i ld  

for mothers and f a th e r s .

Source of Var ia t ion SS df MS £

Between Children 127.9 29

Groups 32.1 2 16.1 4.51a

Gender 7.** 1 7.4 2.06 ns

Groups x Gender 2.8 2 1.4 -

Children Within Groups 85.4 24 3.6

Within Children 96.5 30

Parents 8.8 1 8.8 2 .69

Groups x Parents 2.5 2 1.3 -

Gender x Parents 2.3 1 2 .8 -

Groups x Parents  x Gender 3.7 2 1.9 —

Parents  x Children
Within Groups 78.6 24 3.3

Note. * £(2 ,24)=3.40;  £<.05
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Table 4

Mean scores of number of a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses to the Problem 

S i tu a t io n  Task fo r  Adj, Bet and P is  groups.

Ad^ Ret Pis
t  (18 

Adj-Ret
df) 1 t a l l  
Adj-Dis

t e s t
Ret-Dis

Both Parents 9.5 6.5 6.3 2 .3 C 3.13e a

Fathers 4.1 2.9 3.0 1.9b 1, 69ns a

Mothers 5.4 3.6 3-3 1. 8b 2 . ? 6d a

Notes

a -  t. values <.5  are  not l i s t e d ,  
b -  tC18)=1.731 £<.05 
c -  tO S )  = 2 . 14; £<.025 
d -  t d 8 ) = 2 .5 5 ;  £<.01 
e -  U l 8 ) = 2.88[ £<.005
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gave more a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses than both f a th e r s  of Ret children 

(£<.05 ) ,  and P is  ch i ld ren ,  though the l a t t e r  d i f fe rences  j u s t  f a i l e d  to 

be demonstrated to  d i f f e r  from chance ( t ( 18)=1.69).

The r e s u l t s  for  mothers indica ted  th a t  mothers of Adj ch ildren

gave a much g rea te r  number of a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses to  the  s i t u a t i o n s

than e i t h e r  mothers o f  P is  ch i ld ren  (£<.0 1 ) or of Ret ch i ld ren  (£<.05) .

On the  whole, t h e  r e s u l t s  len d  c o n s i d e r a b l e  s u p p o r t  f o r  

hypothesis  1A in th a t  parents  of Adj children gave much more auth­

o r i t a t i v e  responses to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task than paren ts  of Ret 

and Pis  ch i ld ren .

Parents  of Pis c h i ld r e n .

Hypothesis 2A s t ip u la te d  t h a t  P is  ch i ld ren  would have paren ts  who

would give more permissive or a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses to the Problem

S i tu a t io n s  Task than parents  of Adj c h i ld re n .

Analysis of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses . The r e s u l t s  of ANOVA (three  

way design with repeated measures) applied  to the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of

a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses for groups by gender of ch i ld ren  and parents

are shown in Table 5.

The r e s u l t s  reveal  the absence of d i f fe ren c e s  between groups in 

the use of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses in the s i t u a t i o n s .  On the other 

hand, a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  emerged fo r  boys v s .  g i r l s  (£ < .0 5 ) .  

Examination of the percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s  l i s t e d  in Table 2 indicated  

t h a t  the  d i f fe ren c e s  r e f l e c te d  a g rea te r  use of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses 

among p a ren ts  of boys as opposed to g i r l s ,  i r r e s p e c t iv e  of groups or 

gender of pa ren t .



35

Table 5

ANOVA of a u th o r i t a r i a n  so lu t io n s  to  the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task 

for  Adj, Ret and P is  groups, for  mothers and fa th e r s .

Source of Varia t ion SS df MS F

Between Children HI .7 29

Groups 5.0 2 2.5 2.1 ns

Gender 6.7 1 6.7 5.55®

Groups x Gender 1.2 2 0.6 -

Children Within Groups 28.8 2U 1.2

Within Children 31.0 30

Parents 0 .6 1 0 .6 -

Groups x Parents 1.3 2 0.7 -

Gender x Parents 0.3 1 0.3 -

Groups x Parents x Gender 0 .H 2 0.2 -

Parents  x Children 
Within Groups 78.6 2H 3.3

Note. * F{1,2<OsU.26; £<.05
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The r e s u l t s  of t  t e s t s  for the d i f fe rence  between the means of 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses to the s i t u a t i o n s  for Adj, Ret, and P is  groups 

are l i s t e d  In Table 6 .

The data  for  both parents  revealed th a t  parents  of P i s  ch ildren  

gave a higher number of a u th o r i ta r ia n  responses to the s i t u a t i o n s  than 

did  the paren ts  of Adj ch i ldren  tt_{ IS) =2-19; £<,025). The r e s u l t s  for 

fa th e r s  were not demonstrated to d i f f e r  from chance. Likewise, the 

r e s u l t s  for  mothers fa i led  to d iscr iminate  between Adj and Ret groups 

though the d i f f e ren ces  between mothers of Adj and Pis  children ju s t  

missed reaching s ign i f icance  a t  the  .05 level  ( t=1 .61) .

Analysis of permissive responses . The r e s u l t s  of an ANOVA (three  

way design with repeated measures) applied to the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

permissive responses for Adj, Ret and Pis  groups for boys and g i r l s  and 

for f a th e r s  and mothers are shown in Table 7 .

An examination of the r e s u l t s  reveals  the absence of d i f fe rences  

for groups, gender of  ch i ldren  and pa ren ts .

The r e s u l t s  of t  t e s t  for the  d i f fe rence  between the means of 

permissive responses to the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task for Adj. Ret and 

P is  groups i s  shown in Table 8 .

The scores for both parents  show th a t  paren ts  of Pis  ch ildren  

gave more permissive responses to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task than did 

paren ts  of Adj ch i ld ren  ( t (18)=2.69;  £<.01).  The r e s u l t s  for  mothers 

y ielded almost id e n t i c a l  d i f fe rences  ( t ( 18)=2.68; £<.0 1 ) on the other 

hand, no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  were revealed for f a th e r s .

In summary, the  data tended to lend support for  hypothesis  2A in
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Table 6

Mean numbers of a u t h o r i t a r i a n  s o lu t i o n s  to  the Problem S i t u a t i o n s

Task f o r  Adj, Ret and P is g roups .

t  (18 df)  1 t a i l t e s t
Adj Ret P is Adj-Ret Adj-Dis Ret-Dis

Both Paren ts 2.1 3.0 3.5 1.2 ns 2.1 9b .63 ns

F a th e r s 1.0 1.8 1.8 1 ns 1.44 ns a

Mothers 1.1 1.2 1.7 a 1.62 ns 1.29 ns

Notes

a -  t  va lues  <.5 a re  not l i s t e d ,  
b -  t< 1 8 )= 2 .1i £<.025
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Table 7

ANOVA of  permiss ive responses to  the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task for 

Adi, Ret and P is  groups by gender of ch i ld  and for  mothers and 

f a th e r s .

Source of  V ar ia t ion  SS df MS F

Between Children 76.2 29

Groups 12.9 2 6.4 2.5 ns

Gender 0.2 1 0.2

Groups x Gender 1.4 2 0.7 -

Children Within Groups 61.8 24 2.6

Within Children 69.5 30

Parents  4.8 1 4.8 2.09 ns

Groups x Parents  5.2 2 2.6 1.13 ns

Gender x Paren ts  1.3 1 1.3 -

Groups x Paren ts  x Gender 2.7 2 1.3

Paren ts  x Children
Within Groups 55.4 24 2.3
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Table 8

Mean numbers of permissive so lu t io ns  to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  

Task fo r  Adj. Ret and P is  groups.

A Si Ret Pis
t

Adj-Ret
t e s t s  (18 df)  

Adj-Pls Ret-Dis

Both Parents 6.5 6 .2 1.9»*b 2.69° a

Fathers 2.9 3.3 3.2 a a a

Mothers 1.5 3.2 3.0 1.98b 2 . 68c a

Notes

a -  t  values <.5 . 
b -  t ( i g ) s l . 7 ; £<.05 
c -  t ( i $ ) = 2 . 6 ; £<.01
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t h a t ,  on the  whole, p a re n t s  o f  P i s  c h i ld re n  tended to give more 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  and permissive responses to  the Problem S i tu a t io ns  Task 

than did paren ts  o f  Adj ch i ld ren .

In genera l ,  pa ren ts  of boys gave more a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses 

than paren ts  of g i r l s  Cirrespec t ive  of groups).

Parents  of  Ret c h i ld r e n .

Hypothesis 3A s t ip u la ted  th a t  parents  of Ret ch i ld ren  would give 

more a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task than would 

paren ts  of Adj ch i ld ren .

The r e s u l t s  l i s t e d  in T a b le  6 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  none o f  th e  

d i f f e r e n c e s  be tw een  Ret and Adj groups  were d e m o n s t r a te d  t o  be 

d i f f e r e n t  from chance,  though the  d i f f e r e n c e s  for  both p ^ e n t s ,  and 

e s p e c i a l l y  for  f a t h e r s  (t= 1.44) were in the  expected d i r e c t i o n .

The r e s u l t s  did not support hypothesis  3A, though the data for 

the  fa the rs  might in d ica te  the f e a s i b i l i t y  of fu r the r  in v e s t ig a t io n .

In l i g h t  of the r a th e r  weak r e s u l t s  for a u th o r i ta r i an  Ism, i t  

might be f r u i t f u l  to examine the findings for permiss iveness , though no 

previous hypotheses wer formulated. I t  would be expected tha t  paren ts  

of Ret ch ildren  reveal  a g rea ter  use of permisslve responses to  the 

Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task than would parents  of Adj ch i ld ren .

Examination of  the  r e s u l t s  in Table 8 i n d i c a t e s  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  for  both p a re n t s  ( £ ( 1 8 ) =1.94;  £<.05) and for mothers 

( t ( 18)=1.98; £< .05 ) .  In c o n t r a s t ,  the  data for f a th e r s  f a i l e d  to 

revea l  any d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  two groups.
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Overall  comparislon of groups.

In  o r d e r  to  t e a t  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the t h r e e  g ro u p s '  

responses in one ove ra l l  comparison, the  three  types of responses were 

ranked and weighted.  The a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s o lu t io n  was weighted 2, 

permiss lve  weighted 0 ,  and a u th o r i t a r i a n  weighted -  2. The mean 

scores for the  th ree  groups are presented in Table 9.

The r e s u l t s  of a Mann-Whltney U t e s t  run on comparisons between 

rankings of the weighted scores of the  three  groups are  shown in Table 

1 0 .

The an a ly s is  yielded r e s u l t s  s im ila r  to those described above in 

the separa te  score t e s t s :  there  emerged a very s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence

for  both parents  between the Adj and Pis  groups (£<.02), and a l e s se r  

d i f f e re n c e  between Adj and Ret groups (£<.10) while no d i f fe rences  were 

revealed between Ret and P is  groups. When scores for fa the rs  and 

mothers were analyzed separa te ly  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren c e  emerged only 

between mothers of  Adj and P is  groups (£<.05).

T en ta t ive  p a t te rn  ana lyses .

Of the 60 parents  s tudied only two gave a s ing le  type of response 

t o  a l l  e ig h t  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n s  while 13 gave only two ty p es  of 

r e s p o n s e s .  The m a j o r i t y  o f  p a r e n t s  (45) used co m b in a t io n s  in 

pe rm iss ive , a u th o r i t a t i v e  and a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses to the Problem 

S i tu a t io n s  Task.

Therefore ,  fol lowing separa te  analyses of permiss ive , a u th o r i ­

t a t i v e  and a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses ,  i t  would seem warranted to examine 

the  ex ten t  to  which d i f f e r e n t  combinations of responses were manifested
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Table 9

Mean weighted scores  for  f a th e r s ,  mothers and for  both parents  for  

Adi, Ret and P is  groups for rank comparisons.

Fathers Mothers Both Parents

Adi

Boys ♦ Gir ls 6.4 3.6 7.7

Boys 6 .0 7.2 6 .6

G ir ls 6.3 10.0 8.4

Ret

Boys + G ir l s 2.4 5.0 3.7

Boys 1.6 2 .0 1.8

Gir ls 3.2 8 .0 5.6

Pis

Boys ♦ G ir ls 2.2 3.6 2.9

Boys 1.2 3.2 2.2

G ir ls 3.2 4.0 3.6
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Table 10

Hean ranks and Mann-Whitney U comparisons for f a th e r s ,  mothers and 

both paren ts  for  Adj, Ret and P is  groups.

Adj vs Ret U Adj vs Pis U Adj vs Pis u

Both parents 13.1 8.0 24.5C 13.9 7.1 16® 11.6 9.5 39.5

Fathers 12.6 8.5 29,5 12.6 8.4 29 10,5 10.6 49.5

Mothers 12.2 8.9 33.5 13.4 7.7 21.5b 11.8 9.3 37.5

Notes

a) U= 19; £ < . 10 .
b) U=23; £<.05.
c) U=27; £ < .1 0 .
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by each group, by mothers vs. f a th e r s  of boys vs. g i r l s .

Parents  of Adj ch i ld ren . An examination of the d i s t r i b u t i o n s  

l i s t e d  in Table 2 revealed  th a t  paren ts  of Adj ch i ld ren  u t i l i z e d  a 

p a t t e r n  composed of a predominance of a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses (59*) 

with some permlss ive  (271) and few a u t h o r i t a r i a n  ( 131) responses .  

Mothers  o f  g i r l s  e x h i b i t e d  the  most pronounced p r e f e r e n c e  fo r  

a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses (731) with only minor use of permissive (171) 

and aut h o r i t a r i a n  (101) responses.  The p a t t e rn  for mothers of boys was 

l e s s  pronounced but in the  same d i rec t io n  with 621 of a l l  responses 

being a u th o r i t a t lv e  with minor use of permissive (201) and a u th o r i ­

t a r i a n  (17 .51) .  In c o n t r a s t ,  the  p a t t e rn  for  f a th e r s  Ind ica ted  a 

smaller  yet s t i l l  considerable  preference  for a u th o r i t a t lv e  responses 

( 511) over permlsslve responses ( 361) as opposed to few a u th o r i t a r i a n  

responses ( 131) ,  there  being no d isc r im ina t ion  between boys and g i r l s .  

The p a t te rn s  for mothers and fa th e r s  of Adj ch i ldren  when compared 

using a Chi Square Test  was found to be d i f f e r e n t  from chance (£<.05). 

In summary, the  p a t t e rn  for pa ren ts  of  Adj children can be described as 

r e f l e c t i n g  a high preference for the use of a u th o r i t a t lv e  responses,  

with some use of permissive responses and l i t t l e  use of a u th o r i t a r i a n  

responses .  Mothers of Adj children r e f l e c te d  the tendency to giving 

a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses to a g rea te r  ex tent  than did f a th e r s .

Parents  of Pis  ch i ld ren .  Inspect ion of the r e s u l t s  for both 

p a r e n t s  i n d i c a t e d  an equal  p r e f e r e n c e  fo r  g iv in g  p e rm ls s i  ve or 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  responses (391) to  the s i t u a t i o n s ,  with a l e s s e r  r e l i a n c e  

upon a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses (221). The data for f a the rs  and mothers
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r e f l e c t e d  the same d i s t r i b u t i o n  between responses.  The data  for  boys 

vs .  g i r l s  ind ica ted  a d i f fe ren c e  in the d i r e c t io n  of a g rea te r  use of 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses for boys (27%) than for  g i r l s  08%), for  a l l  

p a re n t s .

P a r e n t s  of Ret c h i l d r e n .  The p a t t e r n  which emerged upon 

in sp ec t ion  of the r e s u l t s  for both parents  indicated  one i d e n t i c a l  to 

t h a t  described above for  parents  of P is  children equal p reference  for 

permlsslve and a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses (41%) alongside l e s s e r  use of 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses 08%). When the data  was examined separa te ly  

fo r  boys vs. g i r l s ,  two d i f f e r e n t  pa t te rn s  emerged: pa ren ts  of boys

i n d i c a t e d  a p r e f e r e n c e  fo r  p e rm lss lv e  r e sp on ses  (43%) over both 

a u th o r i t a t l v e  (32%) and a u th o r l t a r i a n  (25%) responses.  In c o n t r a s t ,  

p a re n t s  of g i r l s  showed a preference  for the use of au , h o r i t a t l v e  

responses (49%) over yet considerable  use of permissive (39%) responses 

while only s l i g h t  use of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses 02%). A comparison 

of  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of responses for parents  o f  Ret boys as opposed to 

Ret g i r l s  by the use of a Chi Square Test revealed them to  be d i f f e r e n t  

from chance (x^(2)s6.24j  £<.05).

Examination of the  data  for f a t h e r s  and mothers s e p a r a t e l y  

in d ic a te s  t h a t  the above d i f fe rences  between boys and g i r l s  stemmed 

e x c l u s i v e l y  from the r e s u l t s  fo r  mothers .  The da ta  for  f a t h e r s  

indicated  th a t  the  l a t t e r  used s l i g h t l y  more permissive responses (41%) 

than a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses ( 36%) with fewer a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses 

(23%). F a th e r s  of  g i r l s  showed an even g r e a t e r  p r e f e r e n c e  fo r  

permiss ive responses (45%) than a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses (37%) in sharp
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c o n t r a s t  to the p a t te rn  for g i r l s  of both parents  described above.

On the o ther  hand, mothers of boys indicated  a c le a r  preference

to  giving permissive responses (47%) vs. l e s se r  use of both a u th o r i ­

t a t i v e  (30t) and a u th o r i t a r i a n  (23*) responses.  In sharp c o n t r a s t ,  

mothers of g i r l s  showed a g rea t  preference for a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses 

(60X) w i th  l e a s e r  use of p e rm ls s lv e  r e s p o n se s  (33X) and almost 

n e g l ig ib le  use of a u th o r i t a r l a n  responses (7%). Comparison of the 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of scores  for  mothers boys and g i r l s  through a Chi Square 

Test revealed them to  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from chance (x^{2) = 

8 . 12; £< .0 2 ),

The examination of the data of Ret ch i ld ren  ind ica te s  a g rea te r

d iv e r s i t y  of t rends  than for the  Adj and P is  groups. This impression

was supported as well by  the higher variance of s c o r e s  fo r  the groups.

Comparison of group t rends . The aforegoing inspect ions  for each 

group po in ted  to  two d i f f e r e n t  o v e ra l l  p a t t e r n s :  p a ren ts  of  Adj

ch i ld ren  gave the highest  proport ion of a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses with 

l e s s  p e r m l s s i  ve and even fewer a u t h o r i t a r i a n  r e s p o n s e s .  The 

a l t e r n a t i v e  p a t te rn  was exhibi ted  both by Ret and Pis  pa ren ts  -  an 

equal d i s t r i b u t i o n  of permissive and a u th o r i t a t lv e  responses with l e s s  

a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses.  A comparison between the p a t te rn s  of the 

t h r e e  groups fo r  both p a re n t s  us ing  a Chi Square T es t  for  th re e  

i n d e p e n d e n t  s a m p l e s  y i e l d e d  h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

C 4) s16. 6 8 ; £< .01) .  Likewise, a comparison of the p a t t e r n s  for  

mothers only was a lso  highly s i g n i f i c a n t  ( 2 ( 4) 213 , 43 . £< .01 ) .  jh e 

p a t t e r n s  fo r  f a th e r s  however, were not demonstrated to be d i f f e r e n t
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from chance.

Analysis by s i t u a t i o n s .

To d a te ,  the  data  presented has c o n s t i tu t e d  composite scores 

ove ra l l  e igh t  s i t u a t i o n s  of the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task. I t  might be 

questioned to what ex tent  the d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s  e l i c i t e d  s imilar  

responses according to groups, fa th e r s  and mothers, for boys and g i r l s ?  

The number o f  f a t h e r s ,  mothers ,  as well as both pa ren ts  choosing 

permiss ive , a u th o r i t a t iv e  or a u th o r i ta r ian  so lu t io n s  for each s i t u a t i o n  

i s  l i s t e d  in Appendix G, per group and sex o f  ch i ld .

The se p a ra te  s i t u a t i o n s  a re  l i s t e d  in Table 11 and w i l l  be 

fu r th e r  described below. The frequencies of permiss ive , a u th o r i t a t iv e  

and a u th o r i t a r  lan responses  given by f a th e r s  and mothers and both 

parents  for boys and g i r l s  of  Adj, Ret and P is  groups were compared for 

each s i t u a t i o n  using  the F i sh e r  Exact Tes t  a t  the  .05 l e v e l  of 

P ro b a b i l i ty .  The r e s u l t s  of the comparisons are l i s t e d  in Table 12. 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of the th ree  responses were t e s ted  as well by use of 

a Chi Square Test and are l i s t e d  as well in Table 12. In two cases,  

the  r e s u l t s  were compared for  permlssi ve and a u th o r i t a t iv e  scores  only 

(wherein a u th o r i t a r i a n  scores were of a n e g l ig ib le  frequency) by use of 

the F isher  Exact T es t ,  These are l i s t e d  as well in Table 12.

Examination of the r e s u l t s  indicated tha t  four s i t u a t i o n s  C3.U,T 

A 6 ) y ie lded c lea r  d i f f e rences  between groups, whereas the  remaining 

four  ( 1, 2 , 5 , 6 ) y ie lded  inconclusive  d i f f e r e n c e s  which could not be 

demonstrated to be d i f f e r e n t  from chance. Those in d ic a t in g  supportive  

t rends w i l l  be discussed l a t e r .
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Table 11

Lis t  of  the  e igh t  s i t u a t io n s  of the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task

1. While playing a cons t ruc t ion  game, your f ive -year  old son bangs

the hammer on h is  thumb and loudly re l e a s e s  a chain of  cu rses .

2. You come home to discover t h a t  your s ix -year  old daughter has ju s t

cut her b e a u t i fu l  locks .

3. After he i s  served a t a s ty  meal, your s ix -year  old son declares

th a t  he i s n ' t  hungryl

**. When you t e l l  your four-year  old son th a t  he cannot have a candy

before supper (one hour before supper- t im e) ,  he begins to kick and

shou t .

5. You glance out the  window and not ice  tha t  your f ive-year  old son 

Just pushed the th ree -y ea r  old ne ighbor 's  daughter o f f  her b icycle  

and took the b icyc le  from her ,

6 . A gang of boys c a l l  your e igh t-year  old son to come out and p lay .  

You do n ' t  th ink th a t  i t  i s  good for him to  play with them, but he 

s t a r t s  to go out the door.

7.  You bought a new game for your seven-year old daughter for her 

b i r thday .  After f ive  minutes th a t  she t r i e s  to p lay ,  she breaks 

up a l l  th a t  she has done.

8 . You are looking out the window and notice  the fa the r  (mother) of a 

neighboring ch i ld  i s  shouting loudly a t  your son and even r a i s e s  

h i s  (her)  hand a t  him. Your son begins to cry.
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T able  12

Analgrala o f  a l | n l f l e a n t  c o m p a n io n s  a t  th e  .05 l e v e l  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  by In d iv id u a l  

s i t u a t i o n s  o f  t h e  Problem S i t u a t i o n s  Teal*; Compartaona between boya and ( l r l a  f o r  

f r e q u e n o le a  o f  p o r o l a a t v e . a u t h o r i t a t l v a  o r  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  r e s p o n s e s ,  and o f  

d l a t r l b u t l o n a  o f  t h a  raaponaaa by uaa o f  F i s h e r ' s  E ia c t  T a a t .

S i t u a t i o n
Typa o f  Peaponae

g e r a l a a tv e a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a u t h o r i t a r i a n D la t r ib u t lo n

1. na na na na

3 .  na na na na

3 .  Both P a re n t s
Adj > f l a t Adj va Pot

Adj > Dla va Dla*

Adj boya > Pat boya

F a th e ra  va M o t h e r s

Fa A d j  > No A d j No Adj > Fa Adj

Fa Adj ( I r i s  >
No Adj ( i r l a

Ho Adj ( l r l a  > 
Fa Adj ( l r l a

Mothers on ly

Pat > Adj Adj > Ret

Pat ( I r i s  > Adj ( l r l a Adj boya > Ret boya

Dl a  > Adj Adj ( l r l a  > Ret ( i r l a  

Adj > Dl_a 

Adj boya > D l a  boya 

Adj ( l r l a  > D l a  ( l r l a

a .  Both Paran ta
Adj boya > Pat boya Rat > Adj boya Adj va Rat*

F a th a ra  on ly
Adj va Dla°

Adj boya > Rat boya

S .  na na na no

6* no na na na
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Table  1? (co n t in u e d )

S i t u a t i o n
Type o f  Response

p .  m i s s i v e a u t h o r i t a t l v e a u t h o r i t a r i a n P l s t r l b u t l o n

? .  Both F s r e n t s
*11 > £ i l *11 ¥» 01 sd

Mother* on ly
id ]  > P l « i d j  vs D ls4

1. Both P a re n t s
i d ]  > P i s id ]  v* i « t  

vs Dls*

i d ]  v* Dl*f

Bet V *  Dls*

d o te s
•) *,(»)[ £<.001. 
b) 1 ,12>! £<-02 .
•> r ( 2)l £<.10.
d )  F is h e r  E ia c t  T ea t  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  £ * r e l a * l* e  and 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  re s p o n se s  £  < .0 2 .
e )  i J U > ;  £ < .0 5 .
f )  £<.01.
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S i t u a t i o n  3 d e a l in g  with feed ing  wa3 most d i s c r im in a t iv e  between 

groups f o r  both p a r e n t s  (£<.001) in  s t ro n g  support  of Hypothes is  1A and 

2A. The sharp c o n t r a s t s  between the groups occurred between mothers .  

Mothers and f a t h e r s  of Adj c h i ld re n  were l ik ew ise  d i sc r im in a te d  in  t h a t  

f a t h e r s  gave predominantly  perm iss ive  responses  ( i n  sharp  c o n t r a s t  to 

Hypothesis  1A) while  mothers gave most ly a u t h o r i t a t i v e  re sponses ,  as 

hypothesized .

S i t u a t i o n  M, d e a l in g  with aggress ion  y ie lded  c o n t r a s t i n g  p a t t e r n s  

f o r  both p a re n t s  between the  Adj group and Bet group (£<.02) in  support  

o f  Hypotheses 1A and 3A. To a l e s s e r  e x t e n t ,  th e r e  was a c o n t r a s t  

between t h e  Adj g roup  and t h e  Dls  group ( £ < . 1 0 )  i n  s u p p o r t  of  

Hypotheses 1A and 2A, The c o n t r a s t s  were sh a rp es t  in the  data  fo r  

boys

S i t u a t i o n  7 d e a l in g  with disappointment d i sc r im in a ted  between the 

Adj and P is  groups (£<.02) in  c l e a r  support  of Hypothesis  2A, the 

s h a rp e s t  d i f f e r e n c e s  o ccu r r in g  f o r  mothers .  Again, as in  s i t u a t i o n  3, 

f a t h e r s  of Adj c h i ld re n  did not respond according to Hypothesis 1A.

S i t u a t i o n  8 d e a l i n g  w i t h  a d u l t  a g g r e s s i o n  y i e l d e d  c l e a r  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between Adj and Dls groups (£<.02)  in  support of  hypothesis  

1A and 2A. Of note  was the lack  of d i s t i n c t i o n  between Adj and Ret 

groups: t h i s  was the only s i t u a t i o n  which y ie lded  a c l e a r  d i f f e r e n c e

between Ret and P is  groups (£<.02) ,

In  summary, the  d i f f e r e n t  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  in the var ious  s i t u a t i o n s  

y ie ld ed  d i f f e r e n t i a l  responses  among f a t h e r s  vs,  mothers of  the th re e  

groups.  As a r e s u l t ,  only fou r  of the  s i t u a t i o n s  gave c l e a r  support  to  

the hypotheses .
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Trend Score Results

As was noted p rev ious ly ,  a l l  of the 60 paren ts  s tudied showed a 

tendency to use more than one sp e c i f i c  s ty le  in response to  various 

s i t u a t i o n s .  The question arose whether any of the s p e c i f i c  trends 

which were manifested by the p a ren ts  d iscr iminated between the Adj, Ret 

and P i s  groups?

The frequencies of trend scores according to  groups are  presented 

in Appendix H. The r e s u l t s  of cotrparisons by t  t e s t  between groups 

fa the rs  and mothers of boys and g i r l s  on trend responses to the  Problem 

S i tu a t io n s  Task i s  presented in Table 13.

Examination of  the  comparisons re v e a l s  t h a t  th r e e  responses 

yielded d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s  between groups.

Permissive to a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses . Fathers of Adj ch ildren  

gave more such responses than did mothers (£<.001). Fathers of Adj 

g i r l s  gave more responses than fa th e rs  of Ret g i r l s  (£<,01). Of note 

was the  f a c t  th a t  mothers of P is  ch i ldren  gave no such responses a t  

a l l ,  r e s u l t i n g  in s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r a s t s  with f a t h e r s '  of Dls g i r l s  

(£<.01),  with mothers of Ret and Adj ch i ldren  (£<.01).

A u tho r i ta t iv e  to permissive responses . Fathers of Adj g i r l s  gave 

no such responses y ie ld ing  a s i g n i f i c a n t  con tras t  with f a th e r s  of Ret 

g i r l s  (£<.0 i ) .

A u t h o r i t a t i v e  t o  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  r e s p o n s e s . P a re n t s  of P i s  

ch i ld ren  gave more such responses than both parents  of Ret (£<.0 1 ) and 

o f  Adj ch i ld ren  (£>05).

Further  examination of Table 13 in d ic a te s  t h a t  severa l  o ther
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Table  13

Coattarlaona o f  Trend raaponaea  o f  A dj,  Hot and Dla group* t o  th a  P rob lea  

S i t u a t i o n  a Taah bjr t  t a a t a  and F l a h o r ' a  Exact Taat

Trand

Response
Adj va Dla Mat va P i t F a th e r*  va Mother*

P * r ! f l l S S l ¥ *  to

a u t h o r i t a t l v e

Both P a ra n ta

t*  1.1*3 na

F a t h e r .  on ly Adj c h i l d r e n ! t * A . 09*

» i r l * t t * 2 . 1 T b b o y a i t« 1 .6  na Dla i l r l * i £ < . 0 1 °

d o th a r a  on ly

£ • .0 1 ° £< .01 e

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  t o

p e r n l s a l v a

Both P aran ta
t a l .48 na

F a th e r*  on ly

S l r l a : £ < , 0 i e Sat f l r l a t U I . S S  n*

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  t o

a u t h o r i t a r i a n

Both P a ran ta

t . 2 . U « t - 3 .1 6 *

F a th e r*  on ly

t.2.S<*
i l r l a  t .2 .3 3 * 1
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T db ls  13 (o o n t ln u e d )

Trend

Besponse
* 2 i  v* S*t AdJ vs Dls Bet va D ls  F a th e r s  vs Mothers

a u t h o r i t a r i a n t o

a u t h o r i t a t l v e

Both P a r e n t s

£■1.52 ns

F a t h e r s  on ly

Boys:t*  1.63 ns

Mothers on ly
boys: t« 1.63 ns

Notes
£<.ooi.

b) t{s) ■ i.Si; £<.'5. 
e l  f isher  Essct Test, 
d )  i ( l ( ) « 2 . 1 0 t  £ < .0 5 .  
• )  1 (H ) »2 .M | £<.01,
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c o n t r a s t s  between groups revealed d i f fe rences  which, however, were not 

demonstrated to be d i f f e r e n t  from chance.

Parent I n te r a c t io n  Results  

The l a s t  question to  be raised about the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task 

data  i s  whether the j o i n t  s i t u a t i o n  wherein f a th e r s  and mothers were 

requested to  r e tu rn  to  the e igh t  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and respond as i f  they had 

experienced them tog e th e r ,  e l i c i t e d  data which discr iminated  between 

the groups?

The quest ions asked were to  what ex ten t  and in which d i r e c t io n  

did each parent maintain or modify h is  or her o r ig in a l  response as a 

r e s u l t  of exposure to  the spouse 's  response? Did a sp e c i f i c  p a t t e rn  of 

dominance, compliance or o f  mutual change emerge over the  e ig h t  

s i t u a t io n s  as a funct ion of group membership?

Dominance p a t t e r n s .

The f requencies  of ins tances  of agreement, approach withdrawal or 

modificat ion of responses of parents  as a r e s u l t  of exposure to  the 

spouse in the j o i n t  i n t e r a c t io n  format to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task 

i s  shown in Table 14.

S c ru t in y  of the  da ta  r e v e a l s  s e v e r a l  i n t e r e s t i n g  c o n t r a s t s  

between groups which might be i n d i c a t i v e  for fu tu re  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

though most were not demonstrated to  be d i f f e r e n t  fran chance,

1. Fathers  of ftdj children tended to modify t h e i r  responses in order 

t o  come to agreement with t h e i r  wives to  a g rea te r  ex tent  (11
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Table 1U

Frequencies of dominance, compliance, agreement or disagreement 

displayed by paren ts  of Adj, Ret and Dls ch i ldren  on the j o in t  

condit ion of th e  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task.

* Scoring Ca tegor ies3

Croups N Father
changes

Father
modifies

Father
withdraws

Mother
changes

Mother 
modifies

Adj

Boys + G ir l s 10 11 1 3 6 3

Boys 5 7 0 2 5 2

G ir ls 5 >4 1 1 1 1

Ret

Boys * G i r l s 10 6 2 H 6 U

Boys 5 2 1 1 2 3

G ir l s 5 a 1 3 U 1

Dls

Boys ♦ Gir ls 10 6 H 7 6 1

Boys 5 3 1 5 2 1

G ir l s 5 3 3 2 a 0
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Table 14 (continued)

Mother
with­
draws

Jo in t
approach

Jo in t
with­
draws

Jo in t
exchange

Sponta­
neous
agreement

Disagree­
ment

Adj

Boys + G ir l s 0 2 2 2 27 18

Boys 0 0 1 1 11 12

G ir ls 0 2 1 1 16 6

Ret

Boys + Gir ls 5 3 0 0 33 11

Boys 3 2 0 0 16 5

Gir ls 2 1 0 0 17 6

Dls

Boys + Gir ls u 2 1 1 26 13

Boys 2 1 1 1 14 6

G ir ls 2 1 0 0 14 7

Note
a) 8 scores  per couple
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in s tan c es )  than did fa th e r s  of e i th e r  Ret or P i s  ch i ld ren  (6 

each) though the d i f fe rence  was not d i f f e r e n t  from chance ( t  * 

1 . 4 1 ) .  Comparison of  th e  data  for  boys however, r evea led  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren c e s  between Adj and Ret ch i ld ren  ( jK.01),

2 ,  Fa thers  of Dls children tended to modify t h e i r  responses in order

to  d i s t in g u is h  t h e i r  responses from those of t h e i r  wives to a 

g re a te r  ex tent  than fa th e rs  of Adj or Ret ch i ld ren  , though t h i s  

was not demonstrated to be d i f f e r e n t  from chance ( t  = 1.33).

3 . S im i la r ly ,  mothers of Dls and Ret children manifested several

in s tan c es  of changing th e i r  responses in order to d i s t in g u i s h  

t h e i r  responses from those of t h e i r  husbands whereas mothers of 

Adj ch i ld ren  did not manifest any such responses (£<.05 -  Fishers  

Exact T e s t ) .

H. Parents  of Adj boys showed the most ins tances  of disagreement

based upon d i f f e r e n t  i n i t i a l  responses as opposed to parents  of 

Dls boys ( jK.02),  or of Ret boys (j><.10).

In summary, the  pa ren ta l  i n te r a c t io n  data r a i ses  the suggest ion 

of a tendency paren ts  of Adj children to work towards agreement without 

denying actual  d i f f e r e n c e s .  Parents  of P is  and to a l e s se r  extent  Ret 

ch i ld ren  show more i n i t i a l  agreement yet show a readiness  to  change

responses in order to emphasize d i f f e r e n c e s .

Ind iv idua l  to  j o in t  c o n d i t io n .

To d a te ,  the  presen t  ana lys is  has focused upon agreement and

disagreement t rends of parents  in the Jo in t  condit ion .  A l te rn a t iv e ly ,

the data  may be inspected with respect  to  changes in the  d i s t r i b u t i o n s
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between use of per mi s s 1ve, a u th o r i t a t iv e  or a u th o r i ta r i an  responses as 

a funct ion of exposure to the spouses opinion. The comparisons of 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  between ind iv idua l  and Jo in t  condit ions by groups for

f a th e r s  and mothers are  l i s t e d  in Appendix I .  The comparisons were 

t e s te d  using a Chi Square Test and are l i s t e d  by groups in Table 15.

Examination of the comparisons reveals  th a t  parents  of Adj and 

P is  c h i ld r e n  did not a l t e r  t h e i r  responses when exposed to t h e i r

spouses to  a g rea te r  extent  than would be expected by chance. The only 

d i f f e ren c e s  which emerged were for parents  of Ret ch i ldren  (£<.0 1 ) ,  

which r e f l e c t e d ,  p r im a r i ly  d i f f e r e n c e s  among p a re n t s  of Ret boys 

{£<.02).  Fur ther  in sp e c t io n  i s o l a t e d  the major d i f f e r e n c e s  among 

mothers of Ret boys (£<.05). Inspection of the raw data in Appendix I 

ind ica ted  th a t  the changes in responses among parents  of Ret children 

c o n s is ted  o f  a tendency to  s h i f t  from permlss lve  to  a u th o r i t a t l v e

responses when exposed to t h e i r  spouses in the j o i n t  condit ion .  As a 

r e s u l t  of  t h i s  s h i f t  in the prepara t ion  of permissive and a u th o r i t a t iv e  

responses  under the  j o i n t  c o n d i t i o n ,  the  o v e ra l l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  

responses for parents  of Ret ch i ldren  was shown to  be d i f f e r e n t  from

th a t  of parents  of P is  children (X^(2)s11,H8 ; £<.01).  Actually the 

pa ren ts  of  Ret ch i ld ren  sh i f ted  to the pa t te rn  previously  described for  

p a ren ts  of Adj ch i ld ren  under the individual  condit ion (a predominance 

o f  a u t h o r i t a t l v e  r e s p o n s e s  as  opposed to  the  p a t t e r n  o f  equal  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  per mi s s i  ve and a u t h o r i t a t l v e  responses  which was 

manifested by paren ts  of  Dls c h i ld r e n ) .  The p a t te rn  for  parents  of Adj 

ch i ld ren  was no longer d iscr iminated  from th a t  of the  Ret group, as had
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Table 15

Conparisons oT d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of responses to the Problem 

S i tu a t io n s  Task fo r  f a th e r s  and mothers of Adj , Ret and Pis 

ch i ld ren  on the ind iv idual  vs jo in t  condit ions using a Chi Square 

Test ,

i i i Ret Pis

Both parents

Boys + G ir ls ns 9.26a ns

Boys ns 7.84b ns

G ir l s ns ns ns

Fathers

Boys + G ir ls ns ns ns

Boys ns ns ns

Gir ls ns ns ns

Mothers

Boys + Girls ns 5.76d ns

Boys ns 6.1 8C ns

G ir ls ns ns ns

Notes
a 5 XV ( 2 ) = 9 * 2 1 ; £ < . 0 1
b) X*(2)=7.32; £<.02 
e) X‘ ( 2)S5.99;  £<.05
d )  X ( 2 ) =U. 60 ;  £ < . 1 0
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been shown in the ind iv idua l  condi t i o n  though paren ts  of Dis ch i ldren  

s t i l l  manifested a d i s c r e t e ly  d i f f e r e n t  pa t te rn  from th a t  of the Adj 

group ( ^ ( 2)=22 . 3 ; £< .001) .

In summary, examination o f  the data  for  the  j o i n t  cond i t ion  

Indicated t h a t  pa ren ts  o f  Ret ch i ld ren  tended to change t h e i r  responses 

to resemble the p a t t e rn  previously manifested only by paren ts  of Adj 

ch i ldren  under the indiv idual  condit ion  of the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task.

F Scale  Results

The Hypotheses formulated above were s ta ted  in terms of devia t ion  

scores from the  sample mean (129.25).

Hypothesis IB s ta ted  th a t  parents  of Adj ch i ldren  would d isplay 

moderate F Scale scores  in con tra s t  to  extreme (high or low) scores  of 

p a ren ts  of Dis children.  An F t e s t  for the comparison of homogeneity of 

variance between the  Adj and P is  groups (for  both parents ,  f a the rs  only 

and mothers only) f a i l e d  to demonstrate d i f fe rences  from chance (F = 

1 .24).

Support for Hypothesis IB was only found in the data for  f a th e r s  

of g i r l s  in th a t  the variance for  Adj ch i ldren  was lower than th a t  of 

Dis ch i ld ren  (F(9,9) =2.«9; £<.10) .

Hypothesis 3B s t i p u la t e d  th a t  parents  of Ret ch i ld ren  would give 

more extreme F Scale scores  than would parents  of Adj ch i ld ren .

An F Test for  the  homogeneity of variance the two groups revealed 

the variance of F Scale  scores  for parents  of Ret ch i ld ren  to  be higher 

t h a t  the variance  for  the Adj groups (F_ (19,19) =2.2M; £<.10).  The
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d i f fe ren c e s  were even g rea te r  for mothers of Ret ch i ld ren  as opposed to 

mothers of Ad^ ch i ld ren  (F(9,9)=3.16; £<.05). Thus, the  data lends 

p a r t i a l  support  to  Hypothesis 3B, in t h a t  the  F Scale sco res  for  

p a ren ts  of Ret children were considerably more varied than those of 

pa ren ts  o f  Adj ch i ld ren ,  t h i s  being c le a r e s t  for mothers.

A fu r th e r  quest ion a r i s e s  a t  t h i s  po in t .  Were th e re  absolute  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups and between p a ren ts  in F Scale scores?  

Table 16 l i s t s  the r e s u l t s  of an ANOVA (3 way design with repeated 

measures) for  F Scale scores of  f a th e r s  and mothers by groups and 

gender of  ch i ld ren .

Inspect ion  of the data revealed the absence of any s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  for any of the comparisons.

Examination of the group means warranted a comparison of the 

means of mothers of Dis and Adj c h i ld ren .  A t  t e s t  for the d i f fe ren ce  

between group means revealed th a t  mothers o f  Dis ch i ld ren  achieved much 

h ig h e r  s c o r e s  on the  F s c a l e  than  did  mothers  of Adj c h i l d r e n  

( t (  18) =3.1*1; p<.001) .  On the other  hand, means for the  mothers of Ret 

ch i ld ren  revealed very low scores for  mothers of g i r l s  in con tra s t  of 

high scores  for  mothers of boys in comparison to  mothers of Adj 

c h i l d r e n .  As s e v e r a l  mothers  in the Ret group had m a n i fe s te d  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  in f i l l i n g  out the q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ,  i t  d id  not seem 

warranted in consider ing the  data  for the  group.

In con tra s t  to the mothers, the  scores  for f a the rs  showed no 

d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups.

A fu r ther  question becomes re levan t  a t  t h i s  po in t .  The F Scale 

was administered as p a r t  of the  PARI q u e s t io n na i re .  Can the F Scale be
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Table 16

ANOVA o f  F Scale fo r fa th e rs  and mothers of boys and g i r l s  of Adj

Bet and Dis groups.

Source of Varia t ion SS df MS F

Between Children 11 ,257.3 29

Croups 1,822.8 2 911 .4 2 .38  ns

Gender 36.8 1 36.8 -

Groups x Gender 198.9 2 99.5 -

Children Within Groups 9,199.2 24 383.3

Within Children 14,301.5 30

Parents 14.0 1 14.0 -

Groups x Parents 1,530.3 2 765.1 1.7 ns

Gender x Parents 390.2 1 390.2 -

Groups x Parents  x Gender 1,529.2 2 764.6 1 .7 ns

Paren ts  x Children 
Within Groups 10 , 838.0 24 451 .6

Note. F(2,24)*2.54; £<.10
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discr iminated  from the other  ques t ionna ire  items? Examination of the 

ind iv idua l  PARI and F Scale t o t a l s  indicated s imilar  t r en d s .  The two 

sca le s  yielded a c o r r e la t io n  of .72. I t  would seem t h a t  the PARI data 

would have to be taken in to  account in the analys is  of F Scale scores .

Table 17 shows the r e s u l t s  of an ANCOVA for the F Scale r e s u l t s  

between groups, with the  PARI sum scores as covar ian t .  The r e s u l t s  

show no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e ren c e s  between groups.

In summary, the  F Scale data  did not d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between Adj, 

Ret and Dis groups in terms of absolute  scores .  There was some support 

for hypotheses of  d i f fe ren c e s  in v a r ia t io n  between groups.

PARI Results

No hypotheses were i n i t i a l l y  formulated for the  PARI data as the 

q ues t ionna ire  was u t i l i z e d  pr imar i ly  as a time f i l l e r .  Many mothers 

displayed d i f f i c u l t i e s  in f i l l i n g  out the  q ue s t io n n a i re s .  In some 

cases ,  they were helped by older  ch i ld ren ,  a t  o ther  times, by me. Many 

eases (both mothers as well as f a th e r s )  impressed me as not f u l ly  

unders tanding  the i tem s,  though they pretended to understand. In 

consequence, t h e i r  q ues t ionna ire s  could not be considered fu l ly  valid  

measures of pa ren ta l  a t t i t u d e s .

The I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  between the same subscales of the  PARI and 

F Scale fo r  mothers and f a t h e r s  a re  l i s t e d  in Appendix I .  The 

Individual  items of the  PARI and F Scale a re  described in Appendix E.

As the v a l i d i t y  of the  da ta  was cas t  in doubt, s t a t i s t i c a l  

a n a ly s i s  of  the d i f fe rences  between groups wil l  not be undertaken a t
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Table 17

ANCOVA of  F Scale  fo r  pa ren ts  of Adj, Ret and Dis ch i ld ren  with 

PARI t o t a l  scores as covar ian t .

Source of Var ia t ion SS df MS F

Groups 6 .U 2 3.2 - a ns

Error 23.7 56 *23.9

Total 23,7*J2.9

Note

» F< 1
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t h i s  po in t .  The mean scores  for f a th e r s  and mothers of Adj. Ret and 

Dis ch i ld ren  are l i s t e d  in Table 18.
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Table 18

Mean scores on nine PARI subscales  for mothers and f a th e r s  of AH, 

Ret and Dis ch i ld ren .

S u b s c a l e s 3 PARI
Groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Sum

Fathers

Adi

Boys Gir ls 19.6 25.2 19.1 20.1 24.3 15.6 15.2 20.3 15.8 175.2

Boys 21 .8 25.4 18.6 19.4 23.4 15.4 13.6 21 .2 16.2 175.4

G ir l s 17-4 25.0 19.6 20,8 24.8 15.8 17.3 19.4 15.4 175.0

Ret

Boys ♦ G ir l s 2 0 .2 25.8 21.8 24.4 26.2 19.2 16.7 21.7 15.8 193.5

Boys 20.4 26.4 19.2 21 .2 27.0 17.6 16.4 22.2 16.2 186.6

G ir l s 20.0 25.2 23.0 27.6 25.4 20.8 17.0 21.2 15.4 200.4

Dis

Boys ♦ Girls 21 .3 24.6 19.9 22.3 24.1 16.6 18,0 19.3 15.5 183.1

Boys 20.2 25.2 19.0 22.6 22,8 14.6 17.4 19.8 14.8 176.4

G ir l s 22.4 24,0 20.8 22.0 25.4 18.6 18.6 19.6 16.2 189.8
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Table 18 (continued)

Groups 1 2
S u b

3
s e a
4

1 e s
5

a
6 7 8 9

PARI
Sum

Mothers

Ad:

Boys + Gir ls 18.0 25.6 19.0 21.7 24.0 14.1 16.5 19.8 15.9 174.8

Boys 15.0 26.2 18.6 20.2 24.8 14.2 16.8 17.8 16.2 169.2

G ir l s 21 .0 25.0 19.4 23.2 23.2 14.0 16.2 21.8 15.6 179.8

Ret

Boys * G ir ls 21 .1 23.7 19.1 21 .3 21.7 17.0 16.4 20.8 14.1 174.6

Boys 22.2 26,4 21 .6 21 .8 24.2 18.0 17.2 23.4 15.0 189.0

Gir ls 20.0 21 .0 16.6 20.8 19.0 16.0 15.6 18.2 13.2 160,2

Pis

Boys ♦ G ir l s 23.6 26.9 23.1 22.6 25.2 18.3 20.2 24.4 16.6 199.8

Boys 24.8 26.4 22.4 21 .3 25.6 15.2 18.6 24.2 16.6 195.6

G ir l s 22.4 27.4 23.8 23.4 24.8 21 .4 21 .8 24.6 16.6 204.0

Note
*Scale 1 -  D e p e n d e n c e

2 -  Independence
3 -  Permissiveness
ii -  S t r i c tn e s s
5  -  A c c e p t a n c e
6 -  D e if ica t ion
7 -  Author i ta r ian  control
8 -  Suppression of aggress ion
9 -  E gal i ta r ian ism
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION

Paren ta l  C o r re la te s  of  C h i ld ren 's  Adjustment in Kindergarten

The present  Inv es t iga t io n  was designed to examine whether th ree  

d i f f e r e n t  c lu s t e r s  o f  5 to 6 year old c h i l d r e n ' s  behavior in k indergar­

ten  ( d i s r u p t ! v e n e s s ,  r e t i c e n c e  and a d ju s tm e n t ) ,  as r a t e d  by the  

c h i l d r e n ' s  t eache rs  a t  the end of the  school year, could be r e la ted  to 

t h e i r  p a ren ts  repo r ted  a t t i t u d e s  towards d i s c i p l i n e .  Three major 

hypotheses were formulated to attempt to  s t i p u l a t e  p a t t e rn s  of p a ren ta l  

d i s c ip l i n e  which would be expected to be associa ted  with the c h i ld r e n ' s  

behavior in k indergar ten .  They w i l l  shor t ly  be inspected in l i g h t  of 

the r e s u l t s .

In th e  course  of the  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  s e v e ra l  m ethodo log ica l  

l im i t a t i o n s  were revealed which l imited or made the t e s t i n g  of the

hypotheses more d i f f i c u l t .  These q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  w i l l  be d iscussed 

below with the aim of spec i fy ing  condit ions which would f a c i l i t a t e  

subsequent i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of the v a r i a b le s  under s tudy .  The p r io r  

research  in the area of parental  c h i ld - r e a r in g  va r iab les  and a t t i t u d e s  

which was reviewed above emphasized the complexity of the va r iab le s  

Involved,  In consequence, any attempt to  reduce such complex r e l a t i o n s  

in to  s inp le  c o r r e l a t i o n s  irust be doomed to f a i l u r e .  The time has now

come to embark upon the assessment of the hypotheses in l i g h t  of the

r e s u l t s  of  the  p re s e n t  s tudy .  This  w i l l  be undertaken with the

foregoing q u a l i f i c a t i o n  in mind.
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Paren ts  of Adj c h i ld re n .

Parents  of ch i ldren  ra ted  as d isp lay ing  well adjusted behavior In 

k indergar ten  were expected to reveal  a pa t te rn  of a u th o r i t a t iv e n e s s  In 

t h e i r  responses to  the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task. The hypothesis  was 

t e s te d  in th ree  d i f f e r e n t  ways, a) The overa l l  pa t te rn  which consis ted  

o f  the s p e c i f i c  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the  th ree  possible  response s t y l e s  was 

found to  be predominantly a u th o r i t a t i v e  and was shown to be d i f f e r e n t  

than the p a t t e rn s  of both parents  of Dis and of Ret ch i ld ren  (£<.01). 

b) The th ree  s ty l e s  were ranked and weighted, pe rm it t ing  an ov e ra l l  

convarison which revealed a c lear  d i f fe rence  between rankings of the 

pa ren ts  of  Adj ch i ld ren  and paren ts  of the Dis ch i ld ren  <£<.02) with a 

l e s s e r  d i f f e r e n c e  between the rankings of the Adj and Ret groups 

(£<•10), c) The number of Individual a u th o r i t a t lv e  responses given by 

p a re n t s  of the  th ree  groups were compared. The o v e ra l l  comparison 

between the three groups revealed the groups to be d i f f e r e n t  (£<.05), 

while the  Ind iv idua l  comparisons revealed  a very c le a r  d i f f e r e n c e  

between parents  of Adj children and paren ts  of  Pis children (£<.005) 

and a l e s se r  d i f fe rence  from the parents  of Ret ch i ldren  (£<,025) .  

Furthermore , inspec t ion  of the ind iv id ua l  s i t u a t i o n s  revealed  t h a t  

p a r e n t s  r e s p o n d e d  to  seven  o f  th e  e i g h t  s i t u a t i o n s  u s in g  an 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s t y l e ,  though only  fou r  s i t u a t i o n s  s u c c e s s f u l l y  

d isc r im ina ted  between the paren ts  of Adj children and the parents  of 

Dis ch i ld ren  (3»1»7,8) and Ret ch i ld ren  (3 ,4 ,8 ) .

The d i f f e r e n t  comparisons Indicated the re fo re  th a t  an examination 

of  the  responses for  both parents  of Adj children provided a strong
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confirmation for Hypothesis 1A. Parents  of Adj ch i ldren  when compared 

with paren ts  of P is  ch i ld ren  were rated  as giving s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 

a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses to  the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task. The comparison 

with paren ts  of Ret ch i ld ren  indicated le s se r  d i f fe rences  though s t i l l  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from chance.

Parents  of Adj children were furthermore expected to respond to 

the F Scale in a moderate manner y ie ld ing  low devia t ion scores from the 

sarrple mean as opposed to parents  of the  other  two groups. Examination 

of the  variances revealed t h a t  there  were no over a l l  d i f f e ren c e s  

between paren ts  of the three  groups. A t e s t  of d i f f e ren c e s  between 

t o t a l  scores l ikewise  did not y ie ld  d i f fe rences  between groups. Thus, 

hypothesis  1B did not receive  support  from the data for both pa ren ts .

Fathers of Adj c h i l d r e n . The review of p r io r  research pointed 

out a lack of  c l a r i t y  between sp e c i f i c  p a t t e rn s  for f a th e r s ,  as opposed 

to  mothers. The present  in v es t ig a t io n  enabled an examination of the 

s e p a ra te  p a t t e r n s  as well as the I n t e r a c t io n  between the p a re n t s .  

F a th e r s  o f  Adj c h i l d r e n  re v e a le d  a p a t t e r n  which was p r i m a r i l y  

a u th o r i t a t i v e  but much l e s s  so than mothers, the d i f fe rence  being due 

t o  a g r e a t e r  tendency on the p a r t  o f  f a t h e r s  to  use p e rm iss ive  

responses as well t in  con tra s t  to the  mothers) (j)<.05). I t  should be 

noted t h a t  t h i s  c o n t r a s t  did not r e f l e c t  an o v e ra l l  tendency o f  

f a th e r s ,  as the  data  for a l l  30 f a the rs  was not demonstrated to be 

d i f f e r e n t  from a l l  30 mothers.

When f a th e r s  of Adj children were compared with fa the rs  of Dis 

c h i ld re n ,  they were found to use more a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses (j><.05 )
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though comparisons of ove ra l l  pa t te rn s  ( d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of permiss ive . 

a u t h o r l t a t l v e  and a u t h o r i t a r i a n  r e s p o n s e s )  were not found to be 

d i f f e r e n t  from chance.  Comparisons with f a t h e r s  of Ret c h i ld re n  

l ikewise  showed a tendency to use more a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses,  the  

d i f fe ren ces  being in the predicted d i r e c t i o n ,  though bare ly  f a i l i n g  to 

be demonstrated to be d i f f e r e n t  from chance ( t ( 18)*1.69). Overal l 

comparisons of p a t t e r n s  were not demonstrated to  be d i f f e r e n t  from 

chance.

Inspect ion  of responses by content  of s i t u a t i o n s  revealed tha t  

f a th e r s  responded according to  an a u th o r i t a t iv e  p a t t e rn  on f ive  of the 

e i g h t  s i t u a t i o n s ,  though only two o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  (d e la y  o f  

g r a t i f i c a t i o n  (*t) and ex ternal  aggress ion ( 8)) d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  between 

fa th e rs  of  Adj ch i ld ren  and f a th e r s  of Ret ch i ld ren  (boys, s i t u a t i o n  H) 

or P is  children ( s i t u a t i o n  8) .  Fathers responded to  two s i tu a t io n s  

with a permlssive s ty le  (feeding (3) and deal ing with f r u s t r a t i o n  (7))  

which d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  them from mothers who c le a r ly  used an a u th o r i t a ­

t iv e  s ty l e  (£<.05).

Thus, the data for  fa th e r s  l e n t  only s l i g h t  support for hypo­

t h e s i s  1A, although a l l  of the ov e ra l l  d i f fe ren c e s  between groups were 

in the  predicted d i r e c t i o n s .

Likewise, no F Scale score  d i f fe rences  were found for fa th e r s  

between the th ree  groups, ne i the r  when measured for variance nor for 

raw scores .  Thus, hypothesis  IB received no support .

Mothers of Adj c h i ld ren .  Mothers of Adj ch i ldren  displayed the 

c l e a r e s t  p a t te rn  of  preference  for the use of a u th o r l t a t lv e  responses .
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They gave more such responses than mothers of Dis ch i ld ren  (£<.01) and 

o f  Ret c h i l d r e n  (£ < .0 5 ) .  O vera l l  comparison of the  p a t t e r n s  o f

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the responses d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  between mothers of Adj 

ch i ldren  and mothers of  Dis ch i ld ren  and Ret ch i ldren  (£<.01>. Overall 

rank comparisons revealed d i f f e ren ces  between mothers of Adj and Dis 

ch i ldren  (£<.05). Mothers responded to seven of the e ight  s i tu a t io n s  

with a c lea r  a u th o r i t a t iv e  s ty l e  though they were d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from 

mothers of  Dis ch i ld ren  on four s i t u a t i o n s  ( 1 , 3 .7*8 ) and from mothers 

of Ret ch i ld ren  on th ree  s i t u a t i o n s  ( 1 ,2 ,3 ) .  Thus, the  data  for

mothers showed c lea r  support  for  Hypothesis 1A in th a t  mothers of Adj 

c h i l d r e n  responded to  the  Problem S i t u a t i o n s  Task us ing  a c l e a r  

a u t h o r l t a t l v e  p a t t e r n  which was d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from mothers of the  

o ther  groups.

Inspect ion  of the F Scale scores revealed th a t  mothers of Adj 

c h i ld ren  tended towards more moderate sco res  than mothers of Ret 

ch i ldren  who revealed a grea t  variance in t h e i r  scores .  Furthermore, 

raw scores of mothers of  Dis ch i ld ren  were found to be much higher  than 

F Scale scores  of mothers of Adj children (£<.001). Thus, hypothesis  

IB received some l imited  support .

I n te r a c t io n  between f a th e r s  and mothers of Adj c h i l d r e n . No 

p r io r  hypotheses were formulated as to  the form of i n t e r a c t io n  to be 

expected between fa th e r s  and mothers of the d i f f e r e n t  groups during the 

Jo in t  cond i t ion .  The jo in t  condit ion data indicated th a t  exposure to 

the  sp o u s e s '  o p in io n s  r e s u l t e d  in a s l i g h t  a m p l i f i c a t i o n  of the 

preference  to giving a u th o r l t a t lv e  r a th e r  than permissive or au thor1-
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t a r l a n  responses to  the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task, though the d i f fe ren ce  

was not demonstrated to  be g rea te r  than chance. A tendency for f a th e r s  

to  modify t h e i r  responses in order to  come to  agreement with t h e i r  

wives was revealed (and found to  be c lea r ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  for  boys of 

Adj and Ret groups (g<«10) in c o n t r a s t  to  a tendency to  abide by 

i n i t i a l  d i f f e ren ces  (again c le a r ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  among pa ren ts  of Adj 

boys and both P is  (g<.0 2 ) and Ret boys (£< ,10) ) .

C l in ica l  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of trends c h a rac te r iz in g  parents  of Adj 

c h i l d r e n . All of the foregoing analyses were based upon group trends 

and mean scores .  The quest ion a r i s e s  whether the ind iv idua l  cases 

r e f l e c t e d  the  group t r e n d s  and p a t t e r n s  p r e v i o u s l y  d e l i n e a t e d ?  

Examination of the raw scores revealed th a t  BOX of the  fa th e r s  and 

mothers manifested a predominantly a u th o r i t a t iv e  p a t t e rn  of responding. 

Of spec ia l  note i s  the fac t  th a t  in every family where one parent  did 

not manifest the a u th o r i t a t iv e  p a t t e r n ,  the  spouse seemed as i f  to 

"compensate" and manifest a very c lea r  a u th o r i t a t iv e  p a t t e r n .  I t  would 

t h e re fo re  seem, from the  r e s u l t s  of the present study, t h a t  paren ts  of 

ad jus ted  children tend to deal with problematic s i t u a t i o n s  involving 

t h e i r  children in an a u th o r i t a t iv e  manner. This seems c le a r ly  so for 

mothers while fa th e r s  a t  times a lso  tend towards permissive so lu t io n s  

to  problems. What seems most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i s  t h a t  in every family, 

a t  l e a s t  one parent  manifes ts  a c le a r ly  a u th o r l t a t lv e  o r i e n t a t i o n .  Is  

t h i s  parent a lso  the more p e r t in en t  and i n f l u e n t i a l  parent  upon the 

c h i l d r e n 1* behavior? To what ex ten t  are  the p a re n t s '  s t a t e d  a t t i t u d e s  

( e s p e c ia l ly  when c o n f l i c t i n g  in o r i e n t a t i o n )  t r a n s l a t e d  in to  ac t ion
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with the children? Though these questions were not b u i l t  in to  the 

formal de s ign  of  the s tu d y ,  an examinat ion  of the  p r o to c o l s  of 

ind iv idua l  cases might give i n i t i a l  answers u n t i l  formal inves t ig a t ion  

i s  undertaken. Two of the th ree  fam i l ie s  th a t  manifested c o n tra s t ing  

s t y l e s  gave c l e a r  s u p p o r t  t o  th e  d o m i n a n t - p e r t i n e n t  p a r e n t  

"hypothes is" .  Both fam i l ie s  M and 6 consis ted  of a very a u th o r i t a t iv e  

mother who was confirmed by the f a th e r  as the one c le a r ly  responsible  

fo r  and managing competently with the ch i ld ren .  In both cases, the 

f a t h e r  was more l en ien t  and tended to give somewhat more permissive 

than a u th o r i t a t i v e  so lu t io n s  to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task. These 

mothers were c le a r ly  backed in t h e i r  a u th o r i t a t iv e  approaches with the 

c h i ld ren .  There was no fee l in g  of undercut t ing or c r i t i c i sm  th a t  they 

were too s t r i c t  in the Joint  condit ions .  Both f a th e r s  admitted th a t  

they had l e s s  to do with the ch i ld ren  and were pleased about the 

mother’ s hand l ing .  I t  was c l e a r  t h a t  the mothers '  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  

a t t i t u d e s  were da i ly  t r a n s la te d  in to  ac t ion  with the ch i ld ren .  Family 

no. 5 was d i f f e r e n t  and not as c le a r .  In t h i s  case, the f a th e r  was the 

one who tended to u t i l i z e  more a u th o r i t a t iv e  so lu t io n s .  He exemplified 

a calm, reasoning person who took stands but emphasized expla in ing to 

the ch i ld ren  ra th e r  than h i t t i n g .  The mother on the other  hand was a 

very emotional and e x c i t a b l e  type who tended to a l t e r n a t e  between 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  type so lu t ions  emphasizing anger and Impulsive punishing, 

with  more permiss ive  and l e n i e n t  s o lu t io n s .  This family did not 

emphasize a c l e a r ly  dominant or p e r t in en t  parent  who was exclus ively  in 

charge of educating and managing the ch i ld ren .  I t  should be noted tha t
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a l l  th re e  f am i l ie s  emphasized what was previous ly  observed In the 

sec t io n  on pa ren ta l  i n te r a c t io n :  a l l  th ree  famil ies  showed tha t  the

pa ren ts  d i f f e r e d  e i t h e r  in temperament or philosophy, yet they did not 

tend to be in tens ion .  At times they respected each o t h e r ' s  d i f f e r e n t  

approaches, a t  other times the fa ther  tended to come to agreement with 

the mother 's  approach. One fu r th e r  family which did not provide a 

c o n t r a s t in g  p ic tu re  wil l  su f f ice  to give a p ic tu re  of the s ty l e  of 

pa ren ts  o f  Adj ch i ld ren .  Family 2 was charac ter ized  by both fa the r  and 

mother giving usual ly  a u th o r i t a t iv e  so lu t io n s  to the  s i t u a t i o n s .  During 

the j o in t  condit ion ,  the paren ts  demonstrated a tendency to  a l t e rn a te  

tak ing  a s t r i c t e r ,  more a u th o r l t a t l v e  ro le  while the par tner  would 

balance the p ic tu re  with a more len ien t  a t t i t u d e .  I t  should be noted 

t h a t  again ,  the  impression was of complementary s t y l e s  which were 

expressed in an atmosphere of mutual respect  wherein a u th o r i ty  was 

emphasized though c e r t a in  s i t u a t i o n s  warranted a lso  giving in to the 

c h i ld .  Baumrind C1971> in her d e l in ea t io n  of the a u th o r l t a t lv e  p a t te rn  

emphasized the  ba lance  between making demands, e x p re s s in g  c l e a r  

a u th o r i ty  alongside high responsiveness to the needs of the ch i ld .  

Lewis (1981) attempted to reanalyze several  pr ior  in v e s t ig a to r s  of  firm 

pa ren ta l  con tro l  in the framework of a t t r i b u t i o n  theory.  The former 

s tu d i e s  (Baumrind 1971, 1975; Lytton 1977* 1980; Coopersmith, 1967) 

contended t h a t  firm co n tro l  when coupled with warmth fostered  e f f e c t iv e  

s o c i a l i z a t i o n .  This was in c o n s is te n t  with a t t r i b u t i o n  theory which 

s t a t e s  th a t  ex te rn a l  control  fo s te r s  compliance ra the r  than i n t e r n a l i ­

z a t i o n  (Lepper ,  1 973). L ew is 's  r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  s t u d i e s
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enphasized the firm p a re n t s  accepting and fo s te r in g  of the c h i l d ' s  

i n d i v i d u a l i t y ;  Lytton (1977) found t h a t  c h i l d r e n ' s  compliance to  

mothers was a lso  c o r r e l a t e d  to the  mothers* compliance to  t h e i r  

ch i ld ren .  The fam il ies  described above probably resemble Baumrind's 

£1930) harmonious parents  who had c lear  con tro l  over t h e i r  children

without exerc is ing  i t .  The l a t t e r  were charac te r ized  by harmonious 

atmosphere wherein they developed p r in c ip le s  for  re so lv ing  d i f fe rences  

such as has been expounded by Gordon ( 1970) in h i s  d e sc r ip t io n  of a 

no-win,  n o - lo se  method fo r  p a ren ts  and c h i ld re n  to r e so lv e  t h e i r  

d i f f e r e n c e s  by open honest d iscussion and exchange of f e e l in g s .

In sunmary, the  parents  of ch i ldren  ra ted  as well adjusted in

k in d e rg a r te n  were c h a r a c te r i z e d  by using a s ty l e  which emphasized 

tak ing  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  making c lear  demands upon th e i r  ch i ldren  while 

using reasoning and explanat ions  to  explain the demands placed upon the 

c h i ld ren .  On the other  hand the parents  made an e f f o r t  to  enable the 

ch i ld ren  to  expla in t h e i r  a c t io n s ,  and where app l icab le ,  modified t h e i r  

demands in order to  ad jus t  them to  the childs* needs, p e rs o n a l i ty  and 

a b i l i t i e s .  Often, the  paren ts  divided the ro le s  of p lac ing  demands and 

s e n s i t i v i t y  to  the c h i l d ' s  needs between the mother and f a th e r .  This 

d i v i s i o n  was f l e x i b l e  and s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c ,  in an atmosphere of 

mutual support  and r e sp ec t .

Parents  of Dis c h i ld r e n .

Parents  of ch i ld ren  rated  as d isp lay ing  d i s ru p t iv e  behavior in 

k indergar ten  were expected to reveal  a p a t te rn  of au tho r i ta r ian ism  or

of permissiveness in t h e i r  responses to the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task.
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The hypothesis  was t e s te d  as described above for  the  Adj group, a) The 

ove ra l l  pa t te rn  of d i s t r i b u t i o n  between the three  responses was found 

t o  be e q u a l ly  d i s t r i b u t e d  between p e r m l s s iv e  and a u t h o r l t a t i v e  

responses with l e s se r  use of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses,  the p a t te rn  being 

d i f f e r e n t  from tha t  d isp layed  by p a ren ts  of Adj ch i ld ren  (£<.01),  

though nearly  I d e n t i c a l  to t h a t  displayed by pa ren ts  of Ret c h i ld ren ,  

b) When measured by ranked comparisons, the  scores for parents  of Dis 

ch i ld ren  were found to be d i f f e r e n t  from the scores of parents  of Adj 

ch i ld ren  (£<.02),  but ind is t in gu ish ab le  from those of parents  of Ret 

ch i ld ren .  c) A comparison of the number of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses 

used by parents  of Dis children and paren ts  of Adj children revealed 

t h a t  Dis groups gave c le a r ly  more a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses than the Adj

group (£<.025). d) A s i g n i f i c a n t  gender e f f e c t  emerged in t h a t  parents

of boys gave more a u t h o r i t a r i a n  responses  than p a re n t s  of g i r l s ,  

I r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  groups (£ < .0 5 ) .  e) A comparison of the  use o f

permissive responses revealed th a t  pa ren ts  of Dis ch i ld ren  c le a r ly  gave 

more permissive responses than parents  of Adj ch i ld ren  (£<.01).

Inspec t ion  of the  ind iv idua l  s i t u a t i o n s  revealed th a t  paren ts

used d i f f e r e n t  combinations of the th ree  s t y l e s ,  according  to the

s i t u a t i o n .  No one c lea r  predominant pa t te rn  emerged over more than two 

s i t u a t i o n s .  Of note i s  the f ac t  th a t  only parents  of Dis ch i ld ren

showed a predominance f o r  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  s o l u t i o n s  on any s i n g l e

s i t u a t i o n  ( 8 ).

In conclusion, the  r e s u l t s  l e n t  r e l a t i v e  support  to  Hypothesis 2A 

in t h a t  pa ren ts  of Dis c h i ld ren  were demonstrated to  d isp lay  more
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a u th o r i t a r i a n i s m  or permissiveness when compared to paren ts  of Adj 

c h i ld r e n .  On the o ther  hand the  former did not  d isp lay  d i s c r e t e  

p a t te rn s  of  predominantly a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses a t  most, they showed 

a s l i g h t  preference for  permissive over a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses .  No 

c l e a r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  could be d i sc e rn e d  between p a re n t s  of  P i s  

ch i ld ren  and Ret ch i ld ren .

F a the rs  of Dis c h i ld r e n . Fa thers  of P i s  c h i ld re n  were not 

d e m o n s t ra ted  to respond d i f f e r e n t l y  from chance to  the  Problem 

S i t u a t i o n s  Task than f a th e r s  of Adj ch i ld ren  on any of  the above 

comparisons, though they displayed smaller  d i f f e ren c e s  in the predicted 

d i r e c t io n s  ( c l e a r e s t  for number of a u th o r i ta r ian  responses) .

On the ind iv idua l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  f a th e r s  revealed for  the most par t  

a tendency to  more or le s s  equally divide t h e i r  responses among the 

th r e e  s t y l e s ,  with some prefe rence  for a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses for  

boys, vs. permlsslve responses for g i r l s .  This was most v ivid  in the 

s i t u a t i o n  concerning violence from without,  where fa th e r s  of boys chose 

a very aggressive  so lu t ion  to the  neighboring f a th e r s ,  t h r e a t  to the 

son, whereas f a th e r s  of  g i r l s  chose a more doc i le  and passive so lu t io n .  

This p a t te rn  was d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from the a u th o r i t a t iv e  p a t t e r n  chosen 

by f a th e r s  o f  Ret and Adj c h i ld ren .

All in a l l ,  hypotheses 2A did not receive support in the  data fo r  

f a t h e r s .

Mothers of Dis c h i ld r e n . Mothers of Dis children displayed a 

d i f f e r e n t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of responses (equal preference  for  permissive 

and a u t h o r i t a t i v e ) in  con tra s t  to mothers of Adj ch i ld ren
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Rank comparison a lso  showed d i f fe rences  between mothers of P is  and Adj 

groups <£<.05). Mothers of Pis ch i ld ren  made f a r  more use of  permissive 

responses than mothers of  Adj ch i ldren  (p<.01). Likewise, mothers of 

P is  ch i ld ren  made more use of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses than did mothers 

of Adj c h i l d r e n ,  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  being in the p red ic ted  d i r e c t i o n  

though Ju s t  f a i l i n g  to  be demonstrated to  be g r e a t e r  than chance 

<_t(18) = 1.62). The s c a t t e r  over the indiv idual  s i t u a t io n s  was s im i la r  

to  th a t  fo r  f a th e r s  and fo r  both parents  combined, though with a b i t  

more s t r e s s  upon a u th o r i t a t iv e  than a u th o r i t a r i a n  so lu t ions  ( though the 

l a t t e r  was s t i l l  more f requen t ly  given than fo r  mothers of Adj and Ret 

c h i ld r e n ) .  For the most p a r t ,  considerable  support fo r  Hypothesis 2A 

was gathered,  along the l im i t a t io n s  described above fo r  both paren ts .  

Hypothesis 2B gained p a r t i a l  support from the r e s u l t s  fo r  mothers in 

th a t  the l a t t e r  received higher  F Scale scores than mothers of Adj 

ch i ld ren  (£<.00 1 ) .

I n t e r a c t i o n  between f a t h e r s  and mothers of Dis c h i l d r e n . The 

J o in t  con d i t io n  da ta  f o r  both p a ren ts  of  Dis c h i ld re n  was c h a r a c te r iz e d  

by t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  a )  e x a m i n a t i o n  of  t h e  r e s p o n s e  t o t a l s  f o r

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  h ig h l ig h te d  the e x ten t  to  which the d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o t a l s  

( p e rm is s iv e , a u t h o r i t a t i v e  and a u t h o r i t a r i a n ) remained almost i d e n t i c a l  

between the i n d i v i d u a l  and j o i n t  c o n d i t i o n s .  On the  o th e r  hand,  

examination of  the i n t e r a c t i o n  p a t t e r n s  revea led  a tendency of  f a t h e r s  

to  amplify  disagreement with t h e i r  wive3 by changing t h e i r  responses  in  

o rd e r  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e i r  responses  from those  of t h e i r  wives, t h i s  

being to  a g r e a t e r  ex ten t  than f a t h e r s  of Adj or  Ret c h i ld r e n ,  though
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not d i f f e r e n t  from chance ( t (18)s i .33) . In p a r a l l e l ,  mothers showed 

the same tendency ( to  d i s t in g u ish  responses from t h e i r  husbands) t o  a 

g rea te r  ex ten t  than mothers of Adj ch i ldren  (£<.05) . These t rends seem 

to  in d ica te  a tendency towards tens ion  and lack of congruence between 

parents  o f  Dis ch i ld ren  which warrant inspect ion  of the c l i n i c a l  da ta .

C l i n i c a l  i l l u s t r a t i o n s . In s p e c t io n  of  the  i n d iv i d u a l  da ta  

revealed th a t  in seven o f  the  ten fam il ies  s tud ied ,  a t  l e a s t  one of the  

paren ts  manifested a c l e a r  a u th o r i t a r i a n  or permlsslve o r i e n t a t i o n .  

The rem a in in g  t h r e e  f a m i l i e s  m a n i f e s t e d  the  p a t t e r n  d e s c r i b e d  

preveously of equal preference for a u th o r l t a t l v e  and permlsslve or 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses.  The following fu r the r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  emerged 

from the c l i n i c a l  da ta :

1, A sense of c o n f l i c t  and competi tion where the fa the r  took a more

permiss ive  p o s i t io n  opposi te  the mothers s t r i c t  a u th o r i t a r i a n  

s t y l e :  The fa th e rs  of family 21 and 22 both accused th e i r  wives

of r e l a t i n g  to the children l ik e  s t a f f  se rgean ts .  Both fa the rs  

r e v e a le d  u nd e r ly in g  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  o r i e n t a t i o n s ,  but u s u a l ly  

expounded permissive p r i n c i p l e s .  Usually the  l a t t e r  t a c t i c s  

undermined the mothers au tho r i ty  and attempt a t  o rder .  Family 21

e s p e c i a l l y  e x h i b i t e d  a need to  emphasize  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  to

c o n t r a d ic t  and undermine each o th e r .

2 . Emphasis upon the chi ld  d isp lay ing  unquestioned respect  for the

p a ren ts  was most b l a t a n t  with Family 23. Both parents  emphasized 

the  need for the  chi ld  to obey the pa ren ts ,  even i f  the parent
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was wrong, "In any case ,  he has to  apologize, even i f  he was 

r i g h t ! "

3. P o te n t ia l  for v io lence  which often seemed to be very r i g i d l y  

co n tro l le d .  Some pa ren ts  seemed to defend aga ins t  a tendency to  

explode by being overly permiss ive ,  o thers  kept over-emphasizing 

how they don*t h i t  the ch i ld ren .  At times the v io le n t  p o te n t i a l  

came out in over-dramatic  responses which did not seem adequate 

to  the s i t u a t i o n .  The fa ther  of Family 22 suggested plac ing  h is  

four year old son in temporary detent ion  (U-5  minutes in a cold 

shower) fo r  asking for  candies before supper. Afterwards, he 

would give in t o t a l l y  and give him the candy " a f t e r  he had time 

to  think th ings  over in the  shower". The l a t t e r  i s  an exarrple of 

c lose  con t igu i ty  between a u th o r i t a r i a n  and permissive tendencies .  

Lewis (1981) enphaslzed the f a c t  t h a t  permissive fam i l ie s  which 

of fe red  few ru le s  in te rspe rsed  them with harsh and unpredic table  

p u n i s h m e n t s  which were  e x p e r i e n c e d  by t h e  c h i l d r e n  as 

overpowering ou ts ide  fo rces .

I t  must be enphasized tha t  the expecta t ion  on the ba s i s  of the 

review of re levan t  p r io r  in v e s t ig a t io n s ,  had been to  discover  "pure" 

types of responding to  the s i t u a t i o n s  task .  On the bas is  o f  Baumrind's 

( 1990) d e l in ea t io n  of the types of paren t ing ,  the a u th o r i t a r l a n  and 

permlss lve s t y l e s  seemed d ia m e t r i c a l ly  opposed. The a u th o r i t a r i a n  

s ty l e  was charac te r ized  by a combination of high demandingness and low 

r e s p o n s i v e n e s s .  The pe rm lss  1 ve s t y l e  was c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by low 

demandingness and high responsiveness .  In c o n tra s t  to  the aforegoing
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d i s c r e t e  s t y l e s ,  the present  in v e s t ig a t io n  revealed severa l  Ins tances  

of a  paren t  beginning the response with an a u th o r i t a r i a n  o r ie n ta t io n  

and sw i tc h in g  to  a per  mi s s i  ve s o l u t i o n  with  e l a b o r a t i o n  of  the  

response,  or vice versa .  This tendency was e sp ec ia l ly  pronounced with 

mothers of  Dis c h i ld re n .  Furthermore, i t  was previously  remarked th a t  

o f t e n  Dis p a r e n t s  m a n i f e s te d  a non-demanding o r i e n t a t i o n  while 

impressing the interviewer with underlying explosiveness which a t  times 

erupted in sudden pu n i t iv en ess .  I t  should be noted th a t  the  non­

i n t e r v e n t i o n  expounded by th e s e  p a r e n t s  did  not seem to  r e f l e c t  

l ib e r t a r i a n i s m ,  but r a th e r  e i t h e r  a lack of i n t e r e s t  or concern with 

the ch i ld ren s  a c t ion s ,  or a fea r  of ge t t ing  Involved l e s t  they would be 

aroused to respond, poss ib ly  t r ig g e r in g  t h e i r  underlying agress ion .

In summary, the c l i n i c a l  data for parents  of Dis ch i ldren  was 

c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by c o m b in a t io n s  o f  per mlss i  ve and a u t h o r l t a r  ian  

ten den c ies  of one or both p a r e n t s .  The I n t e r a c t i o n s  between the 

paren ts  r e f l e c t e d  e i th e r  t o t a l  submission of one parent to the do-in a r t  

p a r tn e r ,  or as most o f ten ,  tens ion ,  s t r i f e  and competition etween the 

p a r tn e r s  which led to undercut t ing  of  pos i t ions  with the  ch i ld ren .  The 

c l i n i c a l  data  tended to lend fu r ther  support to the I n i t i a l  hypothesis 

of  contingency between a u t h o r i t a r i a n  and permlss lve  t e n d e n c ie s  of 

pa ren ts  and d is ru p t iv e n es s  in t h e i r  o f f sp r in g .

Parents  of Ret ch ildren

Paren ts  o f  ch i ld ren  ra te d  as d isp lay ing  r e t i c e n t  behavior in 

k indergar ten  were expected to reveal  a p a t t e rn  of a u tho r i ta r ian ism  in 

t h e i r  responses to  the Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task. The hypothesis  was
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t e s t e d  as p rev ious ly  descr ibed for the o th e r  two groups. a) The 

o v e ra l l  p a t te rn  of response d i s t r i b u t i o n  was revealed to be equally  

d i s t r i b u t e d  between permiss ive  and a u t h o r i t a t i v e  responses  with  a 

l e s s e r  p re fe re n c e  fo r  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  re sp o n se s .  This p a t t e r n  was 

id e n t i c a l  to  t h a t  of  the  P is  group, but  c le a r ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from the 

p a t t e r n  displayed by the  Adj group (£<.01) b) When measured by ranked 

compar isons ,  th e  s c o re s  fo r  p a r e n t s  o f  Ret c h i l d r e n  showed some 

d i f fe re n c e  from the scores  of parents  of  Adj ch i ld ren  (£<.10> c) A 

comparison of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses indicated th a t  parents  of Ret 

c h i l d r e n  gave more a u t h o r l t a r  ian r e s p o n s e s  than p a r e n t s  o f  Adj 

c h i ld re n ,  though the d i f f e ren ces  were not g rea te r  than chance d) On 

th e  o th e r  hand, p a r e n t s  of Ret c h i ld r e n  were shown to  use more

permissive responses than parents  of Adj ch i ld ren  (£<,05).

Inspec t ion  of the ind iv idua l  s i t u a t i o n s  revealed a nearly  equal 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of permissi ve and a u th o r i t a t iv e  s o lu t io n s .  The s i t u a t i o n  

c a l l i n g  for delay o f  g r a t i f i c a t i o n  (4) d i sc r im in a ted  most c l e a r l y

between the parents  of Ret children who evenly divided t h e i r  responses

between the th ree  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and between paren ts  of the other two

groups, who showed a preference for a u th o r l t a t lv e  so lu t io n s  (£<,0 2 ) .

The d i f f e re n c e  was c l e a r e s t  for boys, where parents  of Adj boys gave 

almost exc lus ive ly  a u th o r i t a t i v e  s o lu t io n s ,  whereas pa ren ts  of Ret boys 

gave equal preference  to a u th o r i t a r i a n  or permissive so lu t io n s  (£<.05).

In sunmary, the o r ig in a l  hypotheses gained no rea l  support from

the data  though th e re  emerged a d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  p a t t e r n  based on a

g r e a te r  use of  permissive responses .  No c lear  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  from the
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P is  group was manifested.

Fathers  of Ret children Fathers of Ret ch i ld ren  did not reveal 

any d i f f e r e n c e s  upon any of the comparisons which could be demonstrated 

to  d i f f e r  from chance, when compared to  the fa th e r s  of Adj c h i ld ren .  

Only the  comparison of a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses  revealed  a g r e a te r  

tendency for f a th e r s  of  Ret ch i ld ren  to give such responses in co n tra s t  

to  f a th e r s  of Adj ch i ld ren ,  the d i f fe rences  being in the pred ic ted  

d i r e c t i o n  though f a i l i n g  to reach s ig n i f i c a n c e  ( t (  18) =1 . The

s c a t t e r  over the Indiv idual  s i t u a t i o n s  r e f l e c te d  the  trend for both 

p a ren ts .  Thus, hypothesis  3A received only the  s l i g h t e s t  support from 

the  da ta  for f a th e r s .

Mothers of Ret children A comparison of the  ov e ra l l  p a t te rn  of 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of responses shewed th a t  mothers o f  Ret ch i ldren  u t i l i z e d  

a d i f f e r e n t  p a t te rn  than did mothers of Adj ch i ldren  (j><.01). The 

d i f f e r e n c e s -  were based p r im a r i ly  on a g r e a t e r  use of p e rm lss lve  

responses by mothers of Ret ch i ldren  in c o n tra s t  to  mothers of Adj 

ch i ld ren  (g<.05). Furthermore, a c lea r  d i s t i n c t io n  emerged between 

boys and g i r l s  based on d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o r t io n s  of pe rm iss ive  and 

a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses (g<.02) . Mothers of g i r l s  revealed a p a t te rn  

s im i la r  to  t h a t  of the Adj group with a preference for a u th o r l t a t iv e  

responses while mothers of boys gave somewhat more permisslve than 

author  l t a t i  ve responses .  Examination of the  ind iv idua l  s i t u a t i o n s  

revealed th a t  over most s i t u a t i o n s ,  mothers of boys showed a c le a r  

p refe rence  fo r  permlssl ve s o lu t io n s ,  and for some s i t u a t i o n s  (*1,5 ) a 

p reference  fo r  a u th o r i t a r i a n  s o lu t io n s ,  t h i s  being in c lear  c o n t ra s t
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with mothers of g i r l s ,  who showed for most s i t u a t i o n s  a preference  for  

a u th o r i t a t i v e  s o lu t io n s .  Thus, hypothesis  3A did not receive  support  

from th e  d a t a  f o r  m o t h e r s ,  th o u g h  th e  m o th e r s  d id  r e v e a l  a 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  pa t te rn  which e sp ec ia l ly  discriminated between boys and 

g i r l s .  Examination of the  var iance  of F Scale scores  of mothers 

revealed  a very high d i sp e r s io n  of sco res  as opposed to those of 

mothers of e i t h e r  Adj or P is  ch i ld ren  (£<.05). Thus, support  was 

gained for hypothesis  3 B.

In te ra c t io n  between fa th e r s  and mothers of Ret ch i ld ren .  Exam­

i n a t i o n  o f  the  d a ta  f o r  the  j o i n t  c o n d i t i o n  In c o n t r a s t  to  the  

ind iv idua l  condit ions  of fa the rs  and mothers of Ret ch i ld ren  revealed 

severa l  i n t e r e s t i n g  observat ions .

1. Most of the c o n t r a s t s  to date  fa i l ed  to reveal  any s ig n i f i c a n t  

c o n t r a s t s  between p a ren ts  of P i s  and Ret c h i ld r e n .  In t h i s  

l ight , -  i t  was very noteworthy to  discover upon examination of the 

j o i n t  condit ion data  of the three groups, t h a t  parents  of Ret 

ch i ld ren  changed t h e i r  responses during the l a t t e r  condit ion away 

from a p e rm lss iv e -au th o r ! ta t iv e  p a t t e r n  (during the individual  

cond i t ion ,  i d e n t i c a l  to P is  group) to  an a u th o r i t a t iv e  prominent 

p a t t e r n  which made i t  in d is t ing u ishab le  from the Adj group. The 

s h i f t  for  the  group over the two condit ions was g re a te r  than 

would be expected by chance (£.<01) . I t  must be noted th a t  the  

most s t r i k in g  s h i f t  between the two condit ions  was revealed among 

paren ts  of Ret boys (£<.0 2 ) ,  though the s h i f t s  for  the group as a 

whole were considerab le  (£<.0 1 ).
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2, The i n t e r a c t i o n  da ta  was s i m i l a r  to  t h a t  of th e  P i s  group

descr ibed above: high spontaneous agreement upon the indiv idual

c o n d i t i o n  a l o n g s id e  t e n d e n c i e s  to  withdraw upon th e  J o i n t  

c o n d i t i o n ,  e s p e c i a l l y  fo r  Ret mothers ( in  c o n t r a s t  to  Adj

mothers: g<.05).

C l i n i c a l  i l l u s t r a t i o n s . I n s p e c t i o n  of  the  In d iv id u a l  da ta

re v e a l s  th ree  general  tendencies :

1. A m ajo r i ty  of the  pa re n ts  revea led  p a t t e rn s  c o n s i s t in g  of a

preference  to permlsslve or a u th o r i ta r i a n  responses.  In many

c a s e s  t h e  p a r e n t s  m a n i f e s t e d  an u n d e r ly in g  a u th o r  i t a r l a n

o r i e n t a t i o n  marked by much v o l a t i l e  aggression and enphasis  on 

r e sp ec t .  This tendency was however kept under r i g id  con tro l .  The

r e s u l t  in most cases  was a r e s u l t a n t  permlsslve a t t i t u d e  and

o r i e n t a t i o n  which was in te rspe rsed  by sudden explosive ou tbu rs t s  

o f  anger and pun l t iveness .  Thus, what in many cases looked l i k e  

len iency and permissiveness seemed to  be ac tu a l ly  d i s i n t e r e s t  and 

tak ing  d i s tanc e  from the  c h i ld r e n ' s  a c t ions ,  as a defense against  

o v e re x c i te m e n t  and r e s u l t i n g  loss of con tro l .  Several parents  

admitted (both fa the rs  and mothers) having beaten t h e i r  ch i ldren  

r a t h e r  b r u t a l l y .  Most of the mothers seemed to have mixed

fe e l in g s  about t h e i r  aggress iveness .  The fa the rs  were le s s  open. 

Family seemed to compete as to who was most l e n i e n t .  The

mother manifested (towards children who were s t i l l  awake during

the  in te rv iew) s t r i c t n e s s  and r i g i d i t y  with much shouting while 

g iv ing  mostly permissive responses to  the  s i t u a t i o n s  ta sk .  She
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Interview ( t i l l  11:00  a t  n ig h t ) .

2. Host p a re n t s  revea led  a tendency to accommodate d i f f e r e n c e s  

during the j o i n t  condit ion and to s t r i v e  to come to some kind of 

agreement. As previously  remarked, t h i s  resu l ted  in a tendency 

t o  a l t e r  p e r m i s s i v e  r e s p o n s e s  (and  to  a l e s s e r  e x t e n t  

a u t h o r i t a r i a n  r e s p o n se s )  to a u t h o r l t a t i  ve r e s p o n s e s .  T h is  

i n t e r a c t i v e  behavior was in sharp co n tra s t  to t h a t  of the P is  

group.

3. Three of the mothers of g i r l s  manifested a c le a r  preference for 

a u th o r i t a t i v e  responses.  Further examination of the pro tocols  

revealed th a t  one case (Family 19) re f le c ted  the t rends  described 

in (1) above. The mother, though answering a u t h o r i t a t i v e l y ,  

seemed to d e l ib e ra t e  between s t r i c t n e s s  and unders tanding of the  

c h i ld re n .  Her husband exhuberated violence and apathy. She in 

turn was ambivalent about his  i n s t i l l i n g  fea r  in the  c h i ld ren .  I t  

c le a r ly  seemed th a t  the fa ther  was the dominant force in the 

family .  In c o n t r a s t ,  the  other  two families  were charac ter ized  

by c le a r  a u th o r i t a t iv e  o r ie n ta t io n s  on the pa r t  of the mothers, 

a longside  mixed p a t t e r n s  on the par t  of the f a th e r s ,  which did 

not d e t r a c t  from the former. The l a t t e r  observat ions pointed up 

the fac t  th a t  mothers of Ret children showed a g rea te r  tendency 

towards varied responding to the  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task than did 

the  mothers of the Adj and Pis  groups. The v a r i a b i l i t y  in the 

use of permissive responses was much g rea te r  than th a t  of mothers 

o f  P is  ch i ld ren  (F (9 .9 )a 1*.15; £<.05),  and g rea te r  than th a t  of
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mothers of  Adj c h i l d r e n ,  though j u s t  b a re ly  f a i l i n g  to be 

demonstrated to  be d i f f e r e n t  from chance. Likewise, the mothers 

showed g rea te r  v a r i a b i l i t y  in the  use of a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses 

than mothers of P is  ch i ld ren ,  a lso  ju s t  bare ly f a i l i n g  to be 

d i f f e r e n t  from chance. These observat ions ra ised  the quest ion of 

the homogeneity of the Ret group, which will  be sho r t ly  discussed 

in the  sec t ion  on methodological l im i ta t io n .

In summary, paren ts  of ch i ldren  who displayed r e t i c e n t  behavior 

in k indergar ten  tended to, when interviewed se p a ra te ly ,  gave pr imari ly  

permissive and a u th o r i t a r i a n  so lu t io ns  to the  s i t u a t i o n s  t a s k ,  while a 

m i n o r i t y  ( p r i m a r i l y  mothers  o f  g i r l s )  tended  to  give p r i m a r i l y  

a u th o r i t a t i v e  s o lu t io n s .  When interviewed toge ther ,  the  parents  tended 

to  s h i f t  to  a predominantly a u th o r l t a t iv e  s t y l e .

Comparisons and c o n t r a s t s  between groups.

The r e s u l t s  of the  present  in v es t ig a t io n  showed th a t  i f  one asked 

a k indergar ten  teacher to  point  to  those children  who manifested so c ia l  

and p e rso n a l  adjus tment  to  the k in d e r g a r t e n ,  as opposed to  those  

ch i ld ren  who manifested d i s r u p t iv e  or r e t i c e n t  behavior ,  one could 

d isc r im ina te  between the adjusted and maladjusted chi ldren  on the bas is  

of t h e i r  p a re n t s '  reported d i s c ip l in a ry  o r i e n t a t i o n s ,  as r e f l e c te d  by 

the s ty l e s  the parents  u t i l i z e d  in an attempt to solve hypothe t ica l  

p r o b l e m a t i c  s i t u a t i o n s  In v o lv in g  them se lves  and t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  

S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the  d e l ln a t io n s  formulated by Baumrind in her s e r i e s  of 

in v e s t ig a t i o n s  C1967,1971,1978,1980) were shown, a t  l e a s t  in combina­

t i o n s ,  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between the groups: Parents  of Adj children
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tended to give more a u th o r l t a t iv e  so lu t io n s  than permissive and to a 

l e s s e r  ex ten t ,  a u th o r i t a r i a n  so lu t io n s  to  the problem presented them. 

On the  o ther  hand, both parents  of Ret as well as P is  ch i ld ren  tended 

to  give permlssl ve as well as a u th o r l t a t i  ve s o lu t io n s ,  and only to a 

l e s s e r  ex ten t ,  a u th o r i t a r i a n  so lu t io n s  to  the problems presented.  On 

the whole, pa ren ts  of  Ret and P is  ch i ld ren ,  when interviewed i n d iv i ­

dua l ly ,  were not d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  in the manner in which they prefe rred  

the th ree  d i f f e r e n t  s o l u t i o n s .  The Ret and P i s  groups could be 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  on the ba s i s  of the i n te r a c t io n s  between mothers and 

fa th e r s  when the two were brought together  for the  j o in t  interview 

c o n d i t io n :  Paren ts  of P i s  ch i ld ren  did  not a l t e r  t h e i r  s o lu t io n s

between the ind iv idua l  and Jo in t  condit ions  and thereby r e ta in e d  the 

same d i s t r i b u t i o n  p a t t e rn s  between the th ree  so lu t io ns .  Parents  of Ret 

ch i ld ren  changed many of t h e i r  permisslve and some of t h e i r  a u th o r i t a ­

r i an  responses from the individual  condit ion to  a u th o r i t a t iv e  responses 

in the  j o in t  condit ion to form an a u th o r l t a t i  ve p a t t e r n  resembling th a t  

of the Adj group. Parents of P is  children revealed a lo t  of tens ion ,

d issens ion  and undermining of the spouses '  p o s i t io n  during the j o i n t

cond i t ion  whereas p a ren ts  o f  Ret ch i ld ren  showed support  fo r  each

o t h e r ' s  p o s i t io n s .  Fathers of P is  boys revealed many ins tances  of 

a l t e r i n g  i n t i a l  responses in order to d i s t in g u i s h  them from wives'

responses in the j o i n t  condit ion whereas t h i s  hardly ever occured with 

f a th e r s  of Ret boys. On the b as i s  of the c o n t r a s t s  which emerged 

between the  th ree  groups,  a d e l i n e a t io n  of the  s p e c i f i c  p a re n ta l  

f a c to r s  a ssoc ia ted  with each behavior c lu s t e r  in k indergarten can be
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undertaken a t  t h i s  po in t .

Fac tors  assoc ia ted  with d is rup t iveness  in k in d e rg a r ten .Paren ts  o f  

c h i l d r e n  d i s p l a y i n g  d i s r u p t i v e n e s s  in  k in d e r g a r t e n  m an i fe s te d  a 

tendency to  deal with problematic s i tu a t io n s  involving themselves and 

t h e i r  ch i ld ren  (wherein the  l a t t e r  displayed signs of aggressive or 

d e f i a n t  b e h a v i o r ,  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  in  o p p o s i t i o n  to  the  p a r e n t s ,  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  in overcoming hardships,  or c o n f l i c t s  with neighbors) with 

the following emphases:

1. Leaving the ch i ld  to fend h is  own so lu t ion  or giving in to the

c h i ld ,  or shying away from confron ta t ion  with the c h i ld ,  when in 

many ins tan ces ,  t h i s  permissive emphasis seemed to cover up an 

opposing tendency to  burs t  out in great  anger and rage ,with  a 

r e s u l t i n g  lo s s  of  c o n t ro l .

2. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t a k in g  r i g i d  s tands  based upon a moral code 

without in v e s t ig a t in g  the c h i l d ' s  reasons for h is  ac t io n s ,  and 

without explaining the reasoning for the parents  s tand.

3. When confro n ted  with each o th e r s  o r i e n t a t i o n s ,  mothers and

f a t h e r s  tended to  undermine each o t h e r ' s  a t t em p ts  to  so lve  

problems or to follow b l ind ly  the  dominant p a r e n t ' s  lead .

Parents  of boys manifested a g rea te r  use of the  a u th o r i ta r ia n  

s t y l e  described in (2) whereas parents  of g i r l s  r e l i e d  more upon 

the  permissive s ty l e  described in (1).

4 . When mothers were asked to s t a t e  opinions about ch i ld  r ea r in g  and

general  outlook, they tended to give answers c o r r e l a t e d  with a 

high a u th o r i t a r i a n  outlook (high F Scale s c o re s ) .



92

Factors  associated  with r e t i ce n ce  In k in d e rga r ten . Parents of 

ch i ld ren  d isp lay ing  re t icence  in kindergarten manifested a tendency to  

d ea l  wi th  p ro b lem a t ic  s i t u a t i o n s  in vo lv in g  them selves  and t h e i r  

ch i ld ren  (wherein the l a t t e r  displayed s e l f  d e s t r u c t iv e ,  aggressive or 

d e f i a n t  b e h a v i o r ,  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  in  o p p o s i t i o n  to  the  p a r e n t s ,  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  with other ch i ld ren ,  or d i f f i c u l t i e s  with in overcoming 

hardships)  with the  following emphases:

1 , Per m l s s 1 ve o r  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  o r i e n t a t i o n s  o r  most  o f t e n  

a l t e r n a t i o n  between the two i d e n t i c a l  to  s t y l e s  (1) and (2) 

d e s c r i b e d  fo r  p a r e n t s  o f  P i s  c h i l d r e n ,  when I n t e r v i e w e d  

ind lv ir tua l ly .

2,  When in terv iewed j o i n t l y ,  a tendency to a l t e r  the  foregoing  

permissive or a u th o r i t a r i a n  so lu t io n s  to so lu t io n s  emphasizing 

c l e a r  demands w ith  e x p la n a t i o n  o f  the  r e a s o n in g  a lo n g s id e  

responsiveness and respec t  for  the  c h i l d ' s  needs and a b i l i t i e s .

3, A c lea r  d i f fe ren ce  between paren ts  of boys and g i r l s  in th a t  (a) 

p a re n ts  of boys emphasized more a u th o r i t a r i a n  s o l u t io n s  than 

p a re n ts  of g i r l s  (b) mothers o f  boys emphasized p r im a r i ly  a 

p e rm is s iv e  o r i e n t a t i o n  whereas mothers o f  g i r l s  emphasized 

p r im ar i ly  an a u th o r i t a t iv e  o r i e n t a t i o n .

Maladjustment In k indergar ten  In r e l a t i o n  to pa ren ta l  d i s c i p l i n e . 

The fo reg o in g  d e l i n e a t i o n s  of p a r e n t a l  f a c t o r s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  

d is ru p t iv e n es s  and re t i c e n ce  h igh l igh ted  the major common fac to r  which 

was assoc ia ted  in the present  Inves t iga t ion  with c h i ld r e n ' s  maladjusted 

behav io r  in k in d e r g a r te n :  th e  combination of pe rm iss iveness  with
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a u th o r i t a r  taniaro ( e i t h e r  within the  sane paren t  or between the two 

p a re n t s ) .  When a ch i ld  i s  exposed to a s e t  of r i g i d  demands which are  

not explained or leg i t im ized  in the eyes of the c h i ld ,  the  parents  

au th o r i ty  i s  undermined (Dubin and Dubin, 1963; Baumrlnd, 1975).

Furthermore, i f  demands are made upon the c h i ld ,  but are not 

adhered to  ( t rend of a u th o r i t a r i a n  to  permlsslve so lu t io n )  or are made 

only sp o rad ica l ly  In terspersed  by an a t t i t u d e  of l e t t i n g  the child  fend 

for himself ,  i t  becomes d i f f i c u l t  for the chi ld  to benef i t  from the 

p a r e n t s  l i m i t  s e t t i n g  and s t r u c t u r i n g  o f  the  c h i l d ' s  e x pe r ien ce  

Coopersmith (1967) enphasized th a t  c o n s i s ten t ly  enforced standards for 

beh av io r  enhanced the form at ion  of e f f e c t i v e  inner  c o n t r o l s  and 

fostered  confidence in the  d e f in i t io n  of s i t u a t i o n s .

I f  the ambivalence expressed by the defensive s tance described 

above o f  per m ls s i  venes s as a r e s u l t  of n e g a t io n  of  u n d e r l y i n g  

a g g r e s s i v e n e s s  i s  t ak e n  i n t o  acc o u n t ,  th e  c h i l d  i s  exposed to 

c o n f l i c t i n g  messages. The manifes t ,  verbal  message emphasizes e i th e r  

g i v in g  freedom or d i s i n t e r e s t  in the  c h i l d ' s  a c t i v i t i e s .  The 

underlying message t e l l s  the chi ld  to beware of the p a r e n t ' s  sudden, 

explosive p o t e n t i a l .  Neither message Indica tes  genuine acceptance or 

support of the c h i ld .  I t  seems c lear  th a t  the aforegoing f a c to r s  are 

c e r t a in ly  not conducive to fo s te r in g  competence and a b i l i t y  to  adjust  

to  s i t u a t i o n s  ou ts ide  of the home (such as k inderga r ten ) .

When the c o n f l i c t i n g  demands are  accentuated by undermining and 

undercu t t ing  of one parent  or the a t t e n p t s  by the  other  parent  to 

educate and a t t e n p t  to  solve problems with the c h i ld ,  the r e s u l t  seems
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to  be a lack of respec t  for  a u th o r i ty  and an i n a b i l i t y  to develop Inner 

c o n t r o l s ,  as  was manifested by d i s r u p t iv e  ch i ld ren  in the  p resen t  

study.

The same complex com bina t ion  o f  pe rm iss l  ve and u n d e r ly in g  

a u th o r i t a r i a n  s t y l e s ,  combined with a u th o r i t a r i a n  a t t i t u d e s  which are 

abandoned when confronted by a spouse 's  d i f f e r i n g  opinion for  more 

a u th o r i t a t iv e  o r i e n t a t i o n s  seems to  i n s t i l l  in the chi ld  a lack of 

confidence  and an i n a b i l i t y  to  develop s e l f  a s s e r t i v e n e s s  as was 

manifested by r e t i c e n t  ch i ld ren  in the present study.

Factors  assoc ia ted  with adjustment in k indergarten . Parents of 

ch i ldren  d isp lay ing  p o s i t iv e  adjustment in kindergarten manifested a 

tendency to  deal with problematic s i tu a t io n s  Involving themselves and 

t h e i r  ch i ld ren  in a way which emphasized:

1. For each problem s i t u a t i o n ,  a t  l e a s t  one parent  emphasized c lear  

demands which were r a t i o n a l l y  explained alongside I n t e r e s t  in 

d iscovering the c h i l d ' s  reasoning for h is  ac t ions .

2. A tendency towards complementary functions of demand and support 

between parents  in an atmosphere of to le rance  and respect  for 

d i f f e ren c e s  of  opinion or o r i e n t a t i o n .

3. Those paren ts  who d i f fe red  from the group trend were usua l ly  the 

paren ts  l e a s t  d i r e c t l y  involved in day to  day managing of the 

c h i ld r e n ' s  education.  Despite t h e i r  d i f fe ren c e s  of approach they 

accepted  and p a s s iv e ly  supported the  dominant p a r e n t ' s  more 

a u th o r i t a t iv e  approach.
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Methodological Considerations

During the course or the present  study severa l  l im i ta t io n s  and 

sources of extraneous variance were revealed.  Their examination and 

assessment w i l l  give useful  ind ica t ion s  for fu tu re  in v e s t ig a t io n .

Se lec t ion  of the  sample.

The manner in which the th ree  groups were chosen revealed the 

following d i f f i c u l t i e s .

V a r i a t i o n s  In t e a c h e r  r a t i n g s . The k i n d e r g a r t e n  t e a c h e r s  

revealed much variance  in the manner in which they ra ted  the three  

c a teg o r ie s  of d i s ru p t iv e n es s ,  re t icence  and adjustment. Although i t  

would have been expected th a t  the  r a t in g s  for absence of symptomatology 

(adjustment)  and d i s rup t iv en ess  would be s e l f  evident,  several  teachers  

manifested tendencies  to over or under r a t e  the various phenomena ( i t  

should be noted tha t  n e v e r th e le s s ,  the r a t in g s  revealed the expected 

th ree  types ) .  One teacher was very se n s i t iv e  to a ra the r  large group 

of d i s ru p t iv e  boys in her c l a s s .  In genera l ,  she tended to give high 

scores  upon a l l  of the  phenomena. On the other hand, th ree  teachers  

tended to  minimize the  manifes ta t ion  of phenomena and as a r e s u l t ,  gave 

many low r a t i n g s  in genera l .  I t  would seem th a t  the a d d i t io n  of 

ob jec t ive  behavioral  r a t in g s  by independent observers ,  would insure the  

necessary corrobora t ion  in order to  o f f s e t  any teacher r a t in g  b ias .

Assessment of r e t i c e n c e . The r a t in g s  of re t icence  in general 

aroused quest ions as to whether they tapped ac tual  m anifes ta t ions  of 

r e t i ce n ce  or whether they r e l a t e d  more to  general  neurot icism. I t
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should be noted as was suggested a t  the ou tse t  th a t  i t  was r a the r  

obv ious  and c l e a r c u t  to  the  t e a c h e r s  as t o  which c h i l d r e n  were 

d i s ru p t iv e  In t h e i r  c l a s s e s .  Not so as to r e t i ce n ce .  This became 

c le a r  during the post in te rv iews of teachers  (as noted above) wherein 

th e  l a t t e r  remarked t h a t  in  s e v e r a l  c a se s  they  f e l t  t h a t  boys 

manifested both d i s ru p t iv en ess  as well as signs of r e t i c e n c e .  I t  seems 

t h a t  in a soc ie ty  which i s  so keyed to war and violence (both on the 

m i l i t a r y  and v e h ic u la r  f r o n t s )  in which ag g re ss iv e n es s  i s  such a 

necessary  tool  for su rv iv a l ,  i t  becomes espec ia l ly  d i f f i c u l t  to  not ice  

r e t i c e n c e .  An inspect ion  of  the populat ion studied indicated th a t  very 

few of the 280 ch i ld ren  manifested s ta b le  and c o n s i s t e n t  signs of 

r e t i c e n c e .  I t  was th e re fo re  not su r p r i s in g  to  d iscover  a g rea te r  

variance  in the responses of mothers of Ret ch i ld ren  (both to  the

Problem S i t u a t i o ns Task and to the  F Sca le ) as opposed to the mothers 

o f  Adj and P is  c h i ld re n ,  as described above.

Teacher e f f e c t s  upon childrens* behavior .

The s t a r t i n g  po in t  of the present  study was the c h i l d ' s  behavior 

in k indergar ten .  I t  i s  most conceivable th a t  the c h i l d ' s  behavior was 

in pa r t  s i t u a t i o n a l :  in response to the atmosphere c reated  by the

s p e c i f i c  k indergar ten teache r .  Spec if ic  types of teachers  would be 

expected to e l i c i t  d i f f e r e n t  p ropor t ions  of the  gamut of behavior

s p e c i f i c  to  t h a t  age. In terms of the var iab les  studied here , the

d i s c ip l i n a r y  s t y l e  of  the teache r ,  whether a u t h o r i t a t l v e , permlsslve or

a u t h o r i t a r i a n , would be expected to  e l i c i t  d i f f e r e n t  behaviors in the 

c h i ld re n .  I t  would have been i n t e r e s t i n g  and he lp fu l  to  be able  to
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sp e c i fy  which s ty le  did the teach e rs  manifes t  in o rder  to  o b ta in  

I n te ra c t io n  r a t in g s  with the p a re n t s '  s t y l e s .  Thereby* i t  would be 

poss ib le  to  account for a g re a te r  proport ion of the variance in the 

c h i ld r e n s '  behavior.

" Distance" between va r iab le s  I n v e s t ig a te d .

The present  study attempted to r e l a t e  the behavior of the  child  

as rated by the teacher with the  paren ts  report  of t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  

towards chi ld  rea r ing  and t h e i r  repor t  as to how they would react  to  

hypo the t ica l  s i t u a t io n s  with the ch i ld .  No attempt was undertaken to 

o b ta in  a r a t i n g  (whether o b je c t iv e  or by p a re n ta l  r e p o r t )  of  the  

c h i l d ' s  behavior a t  home. Furthermore, the p a re n t ' s  ac tual  behavior 

with the ch i ld  was as well not e l i c i t e d .  No attempt was made to 

d i r e c t l y  observe the i n te r a c t io n  between ch i ld ren  and t h e i r  paren ts .  

These po in ts  are being raised to h ig h l ig h t  the extent  of the "d is tance"  

between the measurement of the dependent var iab le  the c h i l d ' s  behavior 

as r a t e d  by the  t e a c h e r  and the  measurement of  the  independen t  

v a r ia b le s  of pa ren ta l  a t t i t u d e s  and report  of hypo the t ica l  mode of 

d i s c i p l i n a r y  behav io r .  I t  i s  c le a r  t h a t  the a d d i t io n  of a l l  the  

aforementioned measurements ( t e a c h e r ' s  s t y l e ,  objec t ive  observat ion of 

ch i ld  in k indergarten and in the home, d i r e c t  observation of p a re n t -  

c h i ld  r e l a t i o n )  would cons iderab ly  reduce the extraneous v a r ian ce  

Inherent  in such a g rea t  d is tance  betwen the two major behaviors in the  

s tudy.
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Experimenter aa in te rv ie w e r .

The presen t  in v e s t ig a t io n  was planned, carr ied  out and analyzed 

by myself.  C las s ica l  experimental design would demand a separa t ion  

between design,  ana lys is  and actual  in terviewing of sub jec ts  in order 

to  e l im ina te  b ias  in the  ac tual  Interviews on the basis  of knowledge of 

the hypotheses and v a r iab le s  Involved. A second source of possible  

b i a s  concerned the f a c t  th a t  I was known to  some of the fam i l ie s  

involved in the s tudy,  through my work in the k indergar tens as t h e i r

psychologis t .

In order to minimize po ten t ia l  sources of b ia s ,  s t r i c t  notes of 

a l l  my inpress ions  were taken, and a l l  of the  in terviews were recorded 

on audiotape.

In te rv iew ing . My previous experimental and c l i n i c a l  experience 

enabled  me t o  m a in ta in  a n e u t r a l  s t a n c e  d u r in g  the i n t e r v i e w s .  

Furthermore,- in terms of my f a m i l i a r i t y  to  some of the su b je c t s ,  I 

s t re ssed  the s c i e n t i f i c  nature of the study and i t s  separa t ion  from my

standard work. On the whole, none of the fam i l ie s  ind ica ted  th a t  the

combination hindered them. On the con tra ry ,  each family indicated t h a t  

they were able to respond f ree ly  to  a l l  of the tasks Involved.

Scor ing . All of the protocols  were scored i n i t i a l l y  from the

notes taken ,  and checked by l i s t e n i n g  to the  tap e s ,  which enabled 

taking some d is tance  and scoring more o b je c t iv e ly .  The r e l i a b i l i t y  of 

the r a t in g s  was checked, as noted above, by ob ta in ing  p a r a l l e l  r a t in g s  

from a second r a t e r ,  a p s y c h i a t r i s t  who was not Informed as to  the 

hypotheses , nor of the  group membership of the fam i l ie s  which he was
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requested to  r a t e .

The measurement of pa ren ta l  d i s c ip l in a r y  s t y l e s .

The Problem S i t u a t i o n s  Task was fo r  the  most p a r t  h ig h ly  

s u c c e s s f u l  in e l i c i t i n g  open and spontaneous re sponses  from the 

p a ren ts .  Of spec ia l  s ign i f icance  was the  fac t  t h a t  each parent  was not 

pressed to revea l  exactly  how he or she had reacted  to the chi ld  in the 

p a s t .  Most defensive rea c t ion s  and re s i s ta n c e  were bypassed by the 

"paradoxica l” technique of  stopping each parent who began to respond to  

the s i t u a t i o n  by r e l a t i n g  a s tory  of an actual  incident  with the  child  

and request ing  the parent  j u s t  to  r e l a t e  to t h i s  present  hypothe t ica l  

s i t u a t i o n .  My experience during th e  Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task in te rv iews 

was r e f r e sh in g  in c o n t r a s t  to  numerous pa ren ta l  in te rv iew s in the  

course of my standard c l i n i c a l  work which of ten put the parent  on the 

defensive and in a one-down p o s i t io n .  The present  framework placed the 

parent  in a helping p o s i t io n  in r e l a t i o n  to  myself.  The j o in t  parenta l  

condit ion  and the post-s tudy sess ion (wherein the parents  were able  to 

consu l t  openly with me as to  any quest ion which they might have had 

about ch i ld  r e a r i n g )  gave sev e ra l  checks as to  the  v a l i d i t y  and 

g enu ineness  of each p a re n t* s  re s p o n se .  Out of the  f a m i l i e s  

in v es t ig a te d ,  only th ree  or four fam il ies  l e f t  the impression th a t  they 

had not been t o t a l l y  open and f rank.  On the contra ry ,  most of the 

f am i l i e s  surpr ised  me in the extent  to  which they opened up and spoke 

about the most in t imate  personal  as well  as fam i l ia l  m at te rs .

Gender of c h a r a c t e r s . All pa ren ts  were given the same s i t u a t i o n s  

i r r e s p e c t iv e  of the gender of t h e i r  c h i ld .  One might question whether
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I t  might not have been b e t t e r  to  p re se n t  each paren t  with s i t u a t i o n s  

i n v o l v i n g  o n ly  c h i l d r e n  o f  t h e  same g en d e r  as  t h e  c h i l d  under  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n ?  On th e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e  p r e s e n t  framework o f t e n  

encouraged p r o j e c t io n  onto a f i g u r e  of the  o p p o s i te  sex. In  many 

in s t a n c e s ,  p a re n ts  tended to  a l t e r  the  gender of the c h i ld  in  s p e c i f i c  

s i t u a t i o n s  to  correspond to  t h e i r  c h i l d .

Reported s o lu t io n s  vs .  a c tu a l  b e h a v io r . In  s ev e ra l  f a m i l i e s  the 

q u es t ion  emerged dur ing  the j o i n t  con d i t io n  as to the degree to  which 

the  a t t i t u d e s  r e f l e c t e d  in  the  responses  were t r a n s l a t e d  In to  a c tu a l  

behavior  with the c h i l d .  In  s ev e ra l  in s ta n c e s  mothers expressed  anger 

towards f a t h e r s  in  t h a t  they were only exp ress ing  t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t i o n s  

In  t h a t  t h e y  were h a r d l y  e v e r  a t  home and as a r e s u l t ,  seldom 

i n t e r a c t e d  with the c h i ld .

I t  would be u se fu l  to  o b ta in  a measure frequency and i n t e n s i t y  of 

i n t e r a c t i o n  of  each p a r e n t  w i th  t h e  c h i l d  in  o rd e r  t o  p la c e  the  

a t t i t u d e s  expressed  in  t h e i r  proper  p e r sp e c t iv e .  Which spouse i s  the  

one to  t r a n s l a t e  the a t t i t u d e s  expressed in to  a c tu a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  with 

the  ch i ld?

S a l i e n c y  o f  s i t u a t i o n s .  The a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  

s i t u a t i o n s  which was under taken  above i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  the d i f f e r e n t  

s i t u a t i o n s  e l i c i t e d  d i f f e r e n t  responses  among the var ious  groups,  and 

among f a t h e r s  and mothers .  I t  might be u se fu l  to  gauge f o r  each paren t  

which of  the  s i t u a t i o n s  seemed r e le v a n t  and most rep resen ted  a c tu a l  

i n t e r a c t i o n  with the  c h i l d .  In  t h i s  manner, i t  might be p o s s ib le  to 

i s o l a t e  those  a c t u a l  s i t u a t i o n s  which e l i c i t e d  the  s t y l e  to  which
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the chi ld  was ac tua l ly  exposed. I t  would be hoped th a t  the  l a t t e r  

would be more p red ic t iv e  of adjustment in the k indergar ten .

Effec t iveness  of s i t u a t i o n s  in group and parent  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n .

F a th e r s . Three s i t u a t i o n s  revealed d i f f e rences  between groups 

for  fa the rs  though these  were not demonstrated to d i f f e r  from chance. 

S i tu a t io n  2. r e l a t i n g  to the daugh te r ’s c u t t in g  her b e a u t i fu l  locks 

e l i c i t e d  a preference for  a u t h o r l t a t i  ve responses from fa th e r s  of Adj 

g i r l s ,  whereas the  o th e r  ( Ret and P i s ) f a t h e r s  d i s t r i b u t e d  t h e i r  

responses equally  between the th ree  c a teg o r ie s .  Apparently, the  gender 

choice was more re levan t  for fa th e r s  of Adj g i r l s ,  and th e re fo re  more 

re p re se n ta t iv e  of t h e i r  a u th o r l t a t i  ve approach. Likewise, s i t u a t i o n  U 

r e l a t i n g  to  delay of g r a t i f i c a t i o n  of  the  small  son e l i c i t e d  a 

r e l a t i v e l y  more a u t h o r i t a t i v e  p a t t e r n  from f a th e r s  of Adj boys as 

opposed to o th e r  f a th e r s  who equal ly  d i s t r i b u t e d  t h e i r  responses .  

S i t u a t i o n  8 d e a l in g  with v io le n c e  towards the  son from w i th o u t ,  

d iscr iminated  between f a th e r s  of Adj and Ret children who responded 

p r im ar i ly  with a u th o r l t a t i  ve s t y l e s ,  and fa th e r s  of P is  ch i ldren  who 

p re fe r red  permissive s t y l e s  for  g i r l s  and a u th o r i t a r i a n  s t y l e s  fo r  

boys.

The remaining five s i t u a t i o n s  revealed no d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

groups of f a th e r s .

Mothers. Six of the s i t u a t i o n s  e l i c i t e d  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  response 

p a t t e r n s  from a t  l e a s t  two of the groups. I t  must be noted th a t  while 

mothers of Adj ch i ld ren  responded to  a l l  e ight  s i t u a t i o n s  according to 

the  predic ted p a t t e rn ,  t h i s  tendency did not d isc r im ina te  them from
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mothers of  the o th e r  two groups upon fo u r  s i t u a t i o n s .  Two s i t u a t i o n s  

y i e l d e d  d i f f e r e n c e s  which were g r e a t e r  than  ex p ec ted  by chance :  

s i t u a t i o n  3 t d e a l i n g  with  the  s o n ' s  r e f u s a l  to e a t  was the  most 

d i s c r i m i n a t i v e .  Mothers of Adj c h i ld r e n  almost e x c lu s iv e ly  with an 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s t y l e ,  while  mothers of  Ret and P i s  c h i ld re n  gave mostly 

permiss ive  answers with a few a u t h o r i t a r i a n  ( fo r  boys) s o l u t i o n s .  This 

s i t u a t i o n  was u s u a l ly  r ep o r ted  by most f a m i l i e s  to  be h igh ly  r e l e v a n t  

and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of what a c t u a l l y  occurred in  the  fam ily .  Of f u r t h e r  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  was the f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  y i e l d e d  as  w el l  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n  between f a t h e r s  and mothers of Adj 

c h i l d r e n ,  ye t  did not d i s c r im in a t e  between f a t h e r s  and mothers of  the 

o th e r  two groups.  F a th e r s  of Adj c h i ld r e n  ( c l e a r e s t  f o r  g i r l s )  u t i l i z e d  

a p re d o m in a n t ly  p e r m is s iv e  s t y l e .  S i t u a t i o n  7 d e a l i n g  w i th  the  

d a u g h t e r ' s  t o l e ra n c e  of f r u s t r a t i o n  e l i c i t e d  a perm iss ive  p a t t e r n  f o r  

mothers of P i s  c h i ld r e n  which was d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from the a u t h o r i t a t i v e  

p a t t e r n  of the mothers  o f  Adj c h i l d r e n .  S e v e ra l  o th e r  s i t u a t i o n s  

y i e l d e d  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  d i r e c t i o n s  which were not  

demonstrated to  be d i f f e r e n t  from chance: S i t u a t i o n  1 dea l in g  with  the

s o n ' s  h a n d l i n g  o f  h i s  f r u s t r a t i o n  by c u r s i n g ,  y i e l d e d  the  same 

d i f f e r e n c e  between Adj and P i s  mothers as  did S i t u a t i o n  7 . Of s p e c i a l  

note  was t h e  f a c t  t h a t  examinat ion of  the  data  f o r  boys only revea led  a 

tendency of  mothers of  Adj boys to give many a u t h o r i t a r i a n  s o lu t i o n s ,  

in  c o n t r a s t  to  the permiss ive  p a t t e r n  which exemplif ied  mothers of Ret 

and P i s  boys. This  r e f l e c t s  the  f a c t  t h a t  mothers of Adj boys r e l a t e d  

more e x c l u s i v e l y  to the  s o n ' s  c u r s i n g  in  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n ,  whereas
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mothers of the other two groups ignored the curs ing .  S i tu a t io n s  2 and 

J* d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  between mothers of Adj and Ret boys. While mothers of 

the Adj group r e l i e d  on a u th o r i t a t iv e  s o lu t io n s ,  mothers of  the Ret 

group gave predominantly  per ml s s l  ve s o l u t io n s  to  S i t u a t i o n  2 and 

a u th o r l t a r l a n  so lu t io n s  to S i tu a t io n  4. Whereas the Adj mothers showed 

a c o n s i s ten t  a u t h o r l t a t i  ve p a t t e rn  throughout, the  mothers of Ret boys 

were l e n i e n t  with the  daughters who cut t h e i r  h a i r  (2) and overly 

s t r i c t  (4) with the boys who kicked when not rece iv ing  the candy they 

demanded. S i tu a t io n  5 d e a l t  with the  son 's  agress ive  behavior towards 

a n e ig h bo r ing  c h i l d .  S i t u a t i o n  7 and s i t u a t i o n  8 y i e ld e d  some 

d i f fe ren c e s  between mothers of P is  and Ret ch i ld ren .  Mothers of P is  

boys (51 were exc lus ive ly  a u t h o r i t a t i v e , and g i r l s  (7) were pr imari ly  

permlss l  ve while  mothers of the  Ret group divided t h e i r  responses 

b e tw ee n  t h e  t h r e e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  S i t u a t i o n  8 y i e l d e d  more 

a u th o r i t a r i a n  responses from mothers of P is  ch i ld ren  than from mothers 

of Ret c h i ld re n .  Again, i t  seemed th a t  the P is  mothers responded in a 

c le a re r  manner than did the  mothers of the  Ret group.

Both p a re n t s . As previously  described s i t u a t io n s  3 ,4 ,7  and 8 

were most successfu l  in c lea r ly  d isc r im ina t ing  between the  responses of 

p a ren ts  of Adj ch i ld ren ,  and paren ts  of the  Ret and Pis  groups. I t  

should be added, however, t h a t  s i t u a t i o n s  1, (Adj vs.  Ret and P i s ?, 2, 

(Adj vs. Ret),  and to a l e a s e r  e x te n t  5, CAdj vs. Ret),  y ie lded  

d i f f e r e n c e s  In the  p re d ic te d  d i r e c t i o n s ,  a l though th ese  were not 

demonstrated to  be d i f f e r e n t  from chance.
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E f f e c t i v e  c o n t e n t .  In summary, i t  would seem t h a t  f o u r  

s i t u a t i o n s  were e s p e c i a l l y  e f f i c i e n t  in p o i n t i n g  ou t  d i f f e r e n t  

approaches to  d i s c ip l i n e  on the part  of paren ts  of Adj as opposed to 

Ret and P is  c h i ld ren .  S i tua t ion s  c a l l i n g  upon the parents  to  make 

demands upon the ch i ld ren  in a s i t u a t i o n  wherein the  ch i ld  would r a th e r  

do otherwise (not to eat  (3), not to  wait to  ea t  (4), not to  make 

e f f o r t  and overcome a temporary d i f f i c u l t y  (7))  were e f f e c t i v e  in 

e l i c i t i n g  more extreme ( l e n i e n t  or s t r i c t )  s tands  on the p a r t  of 

pa ren ts  of  P is  and Ret c h i ld ren ,  in con tra s t  to the  c le a r  and s e n s i t iv e  

p os i t io n  taken by the  parents  of Adj c h i ld ren .  The s i t u a t i o n  which 

c a l led  upon parents  to deal with an external  t h r e a t  upon the chi ld  (8) 

e l i c i t e d  a c lear  d i s t i n c t i o n  between paren ts  of P is  ch i ldren  who were 

most w i l l in g  to  "go to war" as opposed to the firm though "dip lom atic-  

educa t ional"  so lu t io n s  of parents  of the Adj and Ret groups.

Questions for fu tu re  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .

The p resen t  study has raised severa l  quest ions  which warrant 

fu r th e r  in v e s t ig a t io n .

In te ra c t io n  between p a re n t s . The r e s u l t s  reviewed above pointed 

to  severa l  trends in paren ta l  i n te r a c t io n  which seemed re la te d  to the 

c h i l d r e n ' s  adjustment outside  the home, a) Some fam il ies  revealed one 

parent  almost exc lus ive ly  responsib le  for  education of and in te r a c t io n  

with the  c h i ld ren .  I t  was indicated  th a t  the behavior of  the  secondary 

f ig u re  as to support or undermining of the dominant f igure  was re levan t  

t o  the c h i l d ' s  funct ion ing .  b) I s  the re  a c lea r  r e l a t i o n  between the 

amount of sharing of the  pa ren ta l  ro le  and the c h i l d ' s  funct ioning?
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All t h r e e  of the p r e s e n t  groups Included both kinds (shared  vs.  

dominant),  c) What i s  the  e f f e c t  of a p a r e n t ' s  holding s p e c i f i c  

ind iv idua l  views and changing them as a r e s u l t  of In te r a c t io n  with the 

spouse as was so b la tan t  with the  Ret group?

Individual  t rends. The present  r e s u l t s  pointed to combinations 

of p a ren ta l  d i s c i p l i n a r y  s t y l e s  and even to combined responses to 

s p e c i f i c  s i tua t ions ' .  the preliminary attempt made here to  code and 

score  for  t rends did not  show any c le a r  r e s u l t s .  A more p rec ise  

examination of the sequences Involved in the response process would 

enable a b e t t e r  understanding of the  defensiveness Involved in the 

p a r e n t ' s  reac t io n  to the  c h i ld .

Pa ren t -ch i ld  In te r a c t io n . How does the c h i l d ' s  ac tua l  behavior 

a t  home compare to behavior in kindergar ten?  How does the i n te r a c t io n  

between parent and chi ld  compare to the  p a r e n t ' s  repor t  of  d i s c ip l in a ry  

approach to  the  ch i ld?

Teacher-chi ld  i n t e r a c t i o n . How does the c h i l d ' s  actual  behavior 

in k indergarten as obtained by ob jec t ive  observat ion compare to  the 

teachers  rep o r t?  Can the t e a c h e r ' s  d i s c ip l i n a r y  approach to  the c h i ld ,  

and her s ty le  in general be r e la ted  to the p a re n t s '  approach?

Triplications for C l in ica l  Work.

The present  study has given added support to  the work of previous 

i n v e s t i g a t o r s  (Baumrind,  C o op e rsm ith )  who a t t e m p t e d  to  r e l a t e  

dimensions of p a re n ta l  d i s c i p l i n e  to  the  o f f s p r i n g ' s  pe rsona l  and 

so c ia l  adjustment outs ide  of the home. Despite the  d is tance  between
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the measurements of  the dependent and independent v a r i a b l e s ,  and the 

m ethodo log ica l  l i m i t a t i o n s  in h e re n t  in  the p re se n t  d e s ig n ,  i t  was 

p o s s ib le  to  d i s c r im in a te  between p a re n ta l  a t t i t u d e s  and p r a c t i c e s  which 

fo s t e r e d  adjustment o r  maladjustment  in  k in d e rg a r te n .

P o t e n t i a l  f o r  a u t h o r i t a t i v e n e s s .

In  c o n t r a s t  to p rev ious ly  repo r ted  f in d in g s  almost a l l  of the 

p a r e n t s  s t u d i e d  r e v e a l e d  d i f f e r e n t  c o m b in a t io n s  of  the p o s s i b l e  

response s t y l e s .  No "pure" approaches  were revealed  in  most ca ses .  In  

o th e r  words, every  paren t  revea led  t h a t ,  depending upon the s i t u a t i o n  

in v o lv ing  the  c h i l d ,  he o r  she could respond In a v a r i e t y  of manners. 

I f  we r e tu rn  to  the c o n ten t ion  t h a t  the combination of demandingness 

and respons iveness  f o s t e r s  adjustment in  young c h i ld r e n ,  then  i t  was 

shown in  the p re sen t  study t h a t  almost every paren t  had the p o t e n t i a l  

t o  r e l a t e  In an a u t h o r i t a t i v e  way to  the c h i l d .  As a consequence, i f  

the  p o t e n t i a l  Is  p re sen t  in  most pa ren ts  i t  would seem an e a s i e r  task  

to  endeavor to  s t r en g th en  and r e i n f o r c e  a p o t e n t i a l  which the  parent  

has p re sen t  in  h i s  or h e r  r e p e r t o i r e  than to  endeavor to teach a 

t o t a l l y  new approach.  Thus, i t  has been demonstrated t h a t  most p a ren ts  

have shown the  a b i l i t y  to  r e l a t e  in  an a u t h o r i t a t i v e  manner to t h e i r  

c h i ld r e n  depending upon the s i t u a t i o n .  I n te rv e n t io n  with pa ren ts  in 

d i r e c t i o n s  o f  m o d i fy in g  ap proaches  can t h e r e f o r e  s t a r t  o f f  w i th  

i d e n t i f y i n g  those  s i t u a t i o n s  wherein the parent  i s  capable  of  r e l a t i n g  

in  an a u t h o r i t a t i v e  way and working a t  expanding t h a t  p o t e n t i a l .
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The Problem S i tu a t io n  Task as a paradigm for work with p a re n t s .

The Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task as used in t h i s  study has proved to 

be a  very s a t i s f a c to r y  to o l  in i n i t i a l  work with p a ren ts .

Safe d i s t a n c e . The use of "hypo the t ica l" s i t u a t i o n s  in troduces a 

c e r t a in  d is tance  from th rea ten ing ,  problem areas which under standard 

c l i n i c a l  techniques,  arouse defensiveness on the part  of the pa ren t .  

Inducing the parent  to take  a s tep  back from the usual  encounters with 

the  c h i ld ,  and to r e l a t e  to  a fu tu re  s i t u a t i o n  has proven to evoke very 

candid answers.

Combined format. The format of individual  sessions followed by a 

J o i n t  s e s s io n  wherein the  p a r e n t s  a t t e n p t  to  so lve  the  problems 

toge ther  provides r ich c l i n i c a l  data  about indiv idual  po s i t io n s  and 

problem solving,  and consequently in p o r tan t  i n t e r a c t io n a l  da ta .  The 

j o i n t  condit ion provided an important  v a l i d i ty  check in those cases 

where one parent  was not t o t a l l y  d i s c r e t e .  The spouse usual ly  tends to  

p lace  the  responses in pe rspec t ive .

Variable  c o n t e n t . The s i t u a t i o n s  format does not l im i t  the  

c l i n i c i a n  as to  scope o f  problem a r e a s .  The s i t u a t i o n  can be 

fornu la ted  according to the  problems th a t  seem re levant  to the case. 

As suggested above, the  s i t u a t i o n s  might be chosen as to  the sex of the  

ch i ld  or crossed as to sex as to allow for more p ro jec t io n .  The age of 

the  chi ld  in the s i t u a t i o n  allows to check for  the s e n s i t i v i t y  to  the 

developmental  dimension, and the awareness of a g e - r e le v a n t  needs, 

c o n f l i c t s  and behaviors .

C o n c re te n e s s .  The c o n c r e t e  n a t u r e  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n s  was
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• s p e c i a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  In e l i c i t i n g  r e s p o n se s  from the  p o p u la t io n  

s t u d i e d ,  which was m ost ly  working c l a s s  t o  lower-m iddle  c l a s s ,  

including some i l l i t e r a t e  parents  who were unable to express themselves 

in the ques t ionnaire  format. In an ac t ion  and r e a l i t y  o r ien ted  soc ie ty  

such as the I s r a e l i  so c i e ty ,  deal ing  with concrete  Issues i s  seen as 

re levan t  and the re fo re  e sp ec ia l ly  a t t r a c t i v e  to f a th e r s .  On the other  

hand, the  concreteness was used by more imaginative and verbose pa ren ts  

as merely a taking o f f  point  to expound upon t h e i r  personal  ph i lo so ­

ph ies ,  e tc .

Psychological in te rven t ion  In k in de rg a r ten s .

The inpetus for the  present  study stemned from my observat ions  of 

ch i ld ren  manifes t ing the two p a t te rn s  of maladjustment (d is ru p t ive  and 

r e t i c e n t )  in Beit Shemesh k indergar tens .

D i s c r i m i n a t i o n  o f  t y p e s . The t e a c h e r s  r a t i n g s  and l a t e r  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  emphasized the need for  f i n e r  d i s c r im i n a t io n  of the 

p a t t e rn s  of maladjustment. The ra t in g s  revealed th a t  severa l  of the 

most d i s ru p t iv e  chi ldren  seemed to manifest j u s t  as much i f  not more 

r e t i c e n t  behavior . They were e a s i ly  lab e l le d  d i s r u p t iv e ,  as the  l a t t e r  

behavior was the most impinging upon the teacher .  These "mixed" types 

should  be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from the  p u re r  d i s r u p t i v e  and r e t i c e n t  

c h i ld ren .

Assessment of t eache r  s t y l e . I t  would seem re le v a n t  to pay 

a t t e n t i o n  to  the  t e a c h e r ' s  s ty le  of d i s c ip l i n e  in order to  assess  the 

ex ten t  of  the  l a t t e r * s  ro le  in e l i c i t i n g  and or r e in fo rc in g  the c h i l d ' s  

maladjusted behavior in the  k indergar ten .
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Focus of In t e r v e n t io n . The psychologis t  who Is  presented the

case of a c e r t a i n  c h i l d ' s  d i s r u p t iv e n e s s  o r  r e t i c e n t  behavior  In 

k indergar ten  seeks to a t t a i n  as f u l l  a p ic tu re  as possible  as to  the 

e x te n t  of and reasons fo r  the maladjustment.  One of the  I n i t i a l  

ques t io n s  revolves  around the s i t u a t i o n a l  cond i t io ns  e l i c i t i n g  the 

maladjusted behavior:  To what extent  are  the teacher and the general

atmosphere in the  kindergar ten  r e l a te d  to the c h i l d ' s  behavior,  and to 

what extent  i s  the family c o n t r ib u t ing  to  the  behavior? Success can be 

maximized by including as many re levan t  f ac to r s  as poss ible  in the 

i n t e r v e n t i o n  program. Thus, i f  the t e a c h e r  and the  p a re n t s  a re

e n l i s t e d  while the ch i ld  himself  i s  made aware of the e f f o r t  to  help 

him and i s  invi ted  to "p i tch  in" as well,  chances are most problems 

w i l l  be ameliorated within  a short  time. In many cases ,  not a l l  the 

p a r t i e s  l i s t e d  above w i l l  fu l ly  cooperate .  In such cases,  one party 

{parents ,  teache r ,  or ch i ld )  w i l l  compensate for  the  others  in tak ing  

the  burden o f  the in te rven t ion  e f f o r t .

The quest ion then a r i s e s  whether common p r in c ip le s  can guide the 

in te rv en t io n  with teachers  as well as parents?  The r e s u l t s  poin t  to

the e f f e c t iv e n e s s  of an a u th o r l t a t i  ve approach when presented to the

child  in a supportive atmosphere wherein the spouse does not negate or 

t n d e r c u t  t h e  a u t h o r ! t a t l v e  p o s i t i o n ,  bu t  r a t h e r  s u p p o r t s  o r  

complements .  Th is  then  p o i n t s  to  two n e c e s s a r y  components  of 

in te rv en t io n .

Enhancing a u th o r i t a t i v e n e s s . As has been mentioned above most 

pa ren ts  reveal  a p o te n t i a l  for a u th o r i t a t iv e n e s s  depending upon the
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s i t u a t i o n .  Therefore,  the  f i r s t  step would include discovering the

s p e c i f i c  areas wherein the parent  or teacher d isp lays  a u th o r i ta t iv e n e s s  

and gradually  expanding the s t y l e  to  o ther  a reas ,  through reinforcement 

and explanat ion .

One major sturibling block to  a u th o r l t a t lv e  funct ioning  i s  the 

p e r s o n ' s  d e a l in g  with a g re s s io n .  Any in te r v e n t io n  program has to  

assess  the person 's  a b i l i t y  to  own up to and deal with h i s  aggression 

e sp e c ia l ly  to the  ex ten t  t h a t  the l a t t e r  i s  e l i c i t e d  by the ch i ld .  

D i f fe ren t  c l i n i c i a n s  w i l l  deal d i f f e r e n t l y  with the problem, whether 

through a s se r t iv e n es s  t r a i n in g  or through a n a ly t i c a l  techniques. What 

i s  c r u c i a l  to  r e a l i z e  i s  t h a t  i f  pure  c o u n se l in g  and t r a i n i n g

t e c h n i q u e s  a r e  not  s u c c e s s f u l  then  t h e r a p e u t i c  e x p l o r a t i o n  i s

Ind ica ted .

Dealing with team suppor t .  The in te r a c t io n  between parents  was 

Indicated to- be re la te d  to  the  mode of maladjustment. I t  i s  not enough 

t h a t  one parent  deals  with the chi ld  in an a u th o r i t a t iv e  manner. The 

spouse, or teachers  and in the kindergarten has to ac t iv e ly  help.

The help can be in the form of support  i f  the agreement i s  

genuine. Or, the help can come in the form of complementing tne s ty le  

as shown in the example of parents  of adjusted ch i ld ren  wherein one

parent  enphasized more the c o n t r o l l in g  funct ions Including making the 

demands (based on reasoning and explanat ion)  whereas the other parent  

emphasized the responsiveness to  the  c h i l d ' s  needs.

The bas ic  point  here  i s  t h a t  the  ch i ld  can b e n e f i t  from an 

a u th o r i t a t i v e  approach i f  the  l a t t e r  i s  presented within a  cons is ten t
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•nd s u p p o r t i v e  a tm osphere  based upon t r u s t ,  r e s p e c t  and c l e a r  

expression of emotions and b e l i e f s .  I t  i s  not enough for parents  to 

pa rro t  each o th e r s '  p o s i t io n s  before the  ch i ld  (pseudo mutuality (Wynne 

e t  a l ,  1958)) whereas exposure to  constant  b icker ing  and undercu t t ing  

(schism (Lidz e t  al 1965)) does not enable the ch i ld  to bene f i t  from 

the  a u th o r i t a t i v e  pa ren t .

Therefore,  the pa ir  has to be worked with along the aforegoing 

p r in c ip le s  of re in fo rc in g  mutual openess, t r u s t ,  respect  and support .  

In those  cases where the couple i s  not able to  ben e f i t  from counsel ing, 

th e rapeu t ic  working through of the c o n f l i c t s  have to be considered,  

though t h i s  I s  a much more s e n s i t iv e  area in work with the kindergarten 

team.

I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  more s p e c i f i c  d e l i n e a t i o n  of t h e r a p e u t i c  

in te rv en t ion s  are beyond the  scope of the  present In v es t ig a t io n .
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APPENDIX A 

T eacher 's  Rating Sca le .

Specia l  Phenomena Displayed by Children (during school year)
Each item i s  scored on a scale  from 1 to 4

1. no d isp lay  of phenomenon
2 . in f requen t  d isp lay  of phenomenon
3- moderate d isplay of phenomenon
4. frequent  d isp lay  of phenomenon

Items Scale
1. Hits Disruptiveness
2 . Cries Reticence
3. Lacks quiet Dis
u. Bites n a i l s Neurotlcism
5. Sucks thumb Neu
6 . S tea ls Neu
7. Defecates Neu
8 . Displays fears Ret
9. Changes moods Dis

10. Enuretlc  -  k indergarten Neu
11 . night Neu
12. Lacks control Dis
13. Sad Ret
14. Makes odd movements Neu
15. Facia l  movements ( t i c k s ) Neu
15. Masturbates Neu
17. Hungry Neu
13. Daydreams Ret
19. Erupts in rage Dis
20 . S t u t t e r s Neu
21 . Pronunciation problems Neu
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APPENDIX B 

L e t te r  form to  prospect ive su b je c t s .

To

Dear Pa ren ts ,

I am wri t ing  to you in order to request  your p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in a 
study which I am doing t h i s  year on p a r e n t a l  a t t i t u d e s  on ch i ld  
r e a r in g .  I am tu rn ing  to parents  whose ch i ld ren  have Just completed 
k indergar ten .

Your p a r t i c ip a t io n  e n t a i l s  my v i s i t i n g  you in your home at  a time 
convenient to  you (afternoon or evening) a t  an hour t h a t  you wil l  be 
able to  be f ree  to s i t  with me.

As I would l ik e  to be able to reimburse you for your time th a t  you 
p lace  a t  my d isposa l  (and as I have no funds to pay you for your t im e) ,  
I w i l l  be pleased to avai l  myself a t  the end of the meeting to answer 
any quest ions you might have concerning the subject  of  ch i ld  re a r in g .

I w il l  be in contact  with you (by phone or l e t t e r )  in the near 
f u t u r e  in o rder  to  make an appoin tm ent .  In case  t h a t  you have 
ques t ions  p r io r  to my contac t ing  you, I w i l l  be pleased to  answer, I 
can be reached during the day a t  913-389 or a f t e r  21:00 at  669-963.

Thanking you in advance for  your cooperation,

Shaul Llvnay 
Psychologist
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Problem S i tu a t io n s  Task r a t i n g  guide.

General g u id e l in e s :

Perm iss iveness i Emphasis upon responsiveness to the  c h i ld ;  support  and 
encouragement without making demands. Relaxes but does not educate; 
" co n su l tan t" ;  i f  makes demands, withdraws them a t  f i r s t  sign of p ro te s t  
of  d i f f i c u l t y .
L ib e r ta r i a n ;  the  ch i ld  should 1earn by himself .  Emphasis upon not 
taking r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for the c h i ld .  He w i l l  find out by himself .

A u th o r i t a t l v e : Responsiveness, support ,  s e n s i t i v i t y  to the needs of
the ch i ld  alongside a wil l ingness  to make demands; to help but to a lso  
to  lea rn  a lesson from the experience.  Main emphasis upon expla in ing 
to  the  ch i ld  so t h a t  the  l a t t e r  I s  able to lea rn  from the s i t u a t i o n :  
why are the demands made of him and what were h is  motives for h is  
a c t io n s .

A u th o r i t a r i a n : Main emphasis upon demands upon the chi ld  for c o r rec t
behavior based upon morals and p r in c ip le s :  t h a t ' s  how i t  must be!
Aggress ive demands w ithou t  accompanying e x p la n a t io n s ;  w i l l i n g n e s s  
towards severe d i s c i p l i n e ,  hard punishment (usual ly  phy s ica l ) .

F i r s t  S i tua t ion

While p laying with h is  bu i ld ing  s e t ,  your 5 year old son h i t s  h i s  thumb 
with a hammer and begins cursing loudly with f a i r l y  v i le  language!

Permissi ve:

ignores curs ing  or s t a t e s  th a t  doesn ' t  bother or matter ,  
r e l a t e s  to  curse but emphasizes non- in te rven t ion ,  
accepts because only a c h i ld ;  or b e l i t t l e s  s ig n i f ic a n c e ,  
r e l a t e s  to being ca re fu l  without actual  explanat ion .

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  with the c h i l d ' s  reac t ion  ( " I f  I were 
I ' d  a lso  reac t  th a t  way!")
r e l a t e s  to cons t ruc t ion  f r u s t r a t i o n  with consolat ion and show 
of  support ,  without any other in te rven t ion
al lows c h i l d  to  c on t in u e  to p lay:  d o e s n ' t  p reven t  nor
a c t iv e ly  encourage.
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A u th o r l ta t i  ve :

r e l a t e s  to cu rs ing :  i f  d isapproves ,  e x p la in s ,  expresses
disapproval  anger, shouts;  a c lea r  statement of disapproval  
without i n s u l t ,  with explanat ion why. 
r e l a t e  to  c a re le s sn e ss ,  need for  s a fe ty .
emphasis on educative  experience:  s t rengthen  for  next time.

r e l a t e s  to f r u s t r a t i o n  from the c o n s t r u c t io n  game; with 
conso la t ion  and encouragement to t ry  again (with emphasis on 
c a r e f u l ) .
support  for cons t ruc t ive  a c t i v i t y
support  and r e la x a t io n  along with co n s t ru c t iv e  explanat ion .

A u th o r i t a r i a n :

co n ce n t ra te s  on the  cu rs ing :  moral s ta tem en ts ,  ph y s ic a l
punishment e .g .  s lap s  mouth.

no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i n g  to cons t ruc t ion  or f r u s t r a t i o n

Second S i tu a t io n

You r e tu rn  from a shopping t r i p  one afternoon to discover th a t  your 6 
year old daughter  has cut o f f  her b eau t i fu l  c u r l s .

Permissive:

expression of he lp le s sn ess ;  nothing to be done, over with, 
e t c .
i f  disappointment, non- in te rven t ion ,  
s h i f t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to spouse 
p laying  down of meaningfulness 
accept because of age

A u t h o r i t a t i v e :

e x p r e s s io n  of sorrow,  l o s s ,  d i s a p p o in tm e n t ,  anger with 
reasoning and explanat ion why sees as wrong 
moderate to strong emotional reac t ion
r e l a t e s  to  s c i s so r s  with relevance to developmental s tage:  
i s  ch i ld  ready to use s c i s so r s  by himself?

I n v e s t ig a te s  the background, reason for act ion
em ph as is  on e d u c a t i o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e  which w i l l  p r e v e n t
reoccurance
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A u th o r i t a r ia n :

r e l a t e s  to Infringement of au tho r i ty  
punishment without reasoning
anger over use of s c i s s o r s  without explanation of dangers

may rea c t  to  danger but without r e l a t i n g  worry or f r i g h t  to 
ch i ld  i f  r e a c t s  to  lo s s  or sorrow, moral induct ions

Third S i tu a t io n

After a d e l ic io u s  dinner i s  placed before  him, your 6 year old son says 
t h a t  he i s  not hungry.

Permissive:

acceptance
or s l i g h t  resentment,  but no act ion 
philosophy of non-coercion
If  a t ten p t  to persuade, br ibery or emphasis upon how hard 
worked, Importance of food

give other  food in order to p lease /p reven t  confron ta t ion

A u th o r i t a t i v e :

explanat ion of non-acceptance of bothered by behavior 
c lea r  statement of p r in c ip le s  e .g .  prefer  you to  eat  with us,  
not between meals; next time, not allowed 
emphasis upon r e g u l a r i t y ,  ru le s
t ry  to urge, persuade but not force  ( i f  not t h i s  food, t h a t ’s 
what the re  i s . . . .  next time you w i l l  e a t .

r e l a t e s  to  t a s t e :  a c c e p t s  c h i l d ' s  r i g h t  to  t a s t e  v s .
statement of mother 's  e f f o r t  a t  p repa ra t ion ,  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  between ch ild  having eaten e a r l i e r  or having 
empty stomach exp lo ra t ion  o f  c h i l d ' s  reasons for not ea t ing

A u th o r i t a r i a n :

non-acceptance 
order to  ea t
banishment from t a b l e ,  other  punishment, depriva t ion  

no inquiry as to  why d o esn ' t  want to  ea t
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Fourth S i tu a t io n

You t e l l  your 4 year old son th a t  he cannot have any candy before 
supper ( i t* s  one hour before supper t ime).  He says I want some and 
begins to  shout and kick you with his  f e e t .

Permissive:

giving in -  give candy; c lear  f ee l ing  of giving in 
no reac t ion  or r e l a t i n g  to  kicking

h e 's  hungry, not so important ,  an hour i s  a long time, 
p i ty ;  i n a b i l i t y  to withstand the c h i l d ' s  p r o t e s t ;  1 know t h a t  
i t ’s b e t t e r  not to  give in ,  but I c a n ' t  stand to hear him 
cry 1

A u th o r i t a t i v e :

f i rm handling ;  no giving candy while no ov e r - re ac t io n  to
kicking expression of  disapproval
c lea r  statement of a s se r t io n  of au tho r i ty

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  c h i l d ' s  f r u s t r a t i o n  -  c l e a r  
s t rengthening  of a b i l i t y  to delay g r a t i f i c a t i o n  (give candy 
to  hold but to  eat only a f t e r  dinner)

A u th o r i t a r ia n :

anger and punishment: r e l a t i n g  pr imar i ly  to  kicking and
shouting, not to  candy
child  must obey, respec t ;  d isgrace  a t  being kicked 
no explanation with punishment

very r ig id  s t y l e :  nothing wil l help him!

F i f t h  S i tu a t io n

Your 5 year old son pushed the ne ighbor 's  3 year old daughter o f f  her 
b icyc le  and s t a r t s  r id in g  on i t  himself .  You observe the scene from 
your window.
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P e r m i s s i v e ;

non- in te rven t ion  in matters  between ch i ld ren ;  ch i ld  should 
solve his  own problems.
mild reprimand yet statement  of some acceptance.  Very s l i g h t  
statement or doubt whether would r e a l l y  rea c t  
wanting to get out of confron ta t ion  
e x t e r n a l i 2 a t lo n :  show for  other  paren ts

compensation: asks other ch i ld  to give him r ide  or promise
to  buy bike emphasis on c h i l d ' s  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  fac t  t h a t  has no 
b ike.

A u th o r i t a t i v e :

d isapproval  of act ion;  statement of p r in c ip le :  non use of
force

exp lo ra t ion  of event: what led up, ask for explanation
encouragement of r e p a ra t io n ;  guidance and support In th a t  
d i r e c t io n

A u th o r i t a r i a n ;

physical  punishment 
shame, moral s t r i c t u r e
in te rv en t io n  and repa ra t io n  by the  parent

Sixth S i tu a t io n

A gang of boys c a l l s  your 8 year old to come out to play. You do n ' t  
think i t  good for him to  play with them, but he s t a r t s  to go out the 
d o o r . . .

Permissi ve:

indt  f ference
concern yet s tatement  of he lp lessness ;  nothing to do, already 
going out .
weak statement not to  leave or next t i m e . . .  

fear  of hu r t ing  c h i l d ' s  fee l in g s  or s t a tu s
ch i ld  has a r ig h t  to  do what th inks  i s  r i g h t ;  l ea rn  from own 
experience
enphasis  upon ro le  as consu l tan t :  take  i t  or leave i t
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A u th o r i t a t i v e ;

c l e a r  sta tement of concern and worry; firm order to stay i f  
l e s s  concern, reques t  to  be l a s t  time with the  gang 
i f  allows t h i s  time, Judge and d iscuss  when g e ts  back 
confidence in a b i l i t y  to persuade ch i ld
c o n t r o l  th rough  o b s e r v a t i o n ;  a re  t h e r e  r e a l l y  n e g a t iv e  
consequences?

request  for  c h i l d ' s  reasoning

A u th o r i t a r i a n ;

show of force t i l l  physical  prevention
emphasis on spo i l in g  of the c h i ld ,  fear  of the consequences 
o f  bad company
fear  of loss  of con tro l  or inf luence  over the  child  
s trong reac t io n  -  explosion

no show of concern for c h i l d ' s  fee l ings  vs, the o thers

Seventh S i tu a t io n

You bought your 7 year old daughter a game fo r  her b i r thday .  After 5 
minutes of a t tempting to  play with i t ,  she ge ts  upset and takes apart  
a l l  t h a t  she d id .

Permissi ve;

non- in te rven t ion :  nature  of k id s ,  OK to break
se lf -b laming:  mistaken in choice of present
no reac t io n  to manner of play

support  and help to play again

A u th o r i t a t i v e :

r e l a t i n g  to s ty le  -  non-acceptance of d e s t ruc t iveness

alongside consoling over f r u s t r a t i o n  but urging to  t r y  again 
suggest cooperat ion -  l e t ' s  t ry  i t  tog e th e r ,  next time e a s ie r
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A u th o r i t a r i a n :

anger a t  d i so rd e r ,  s t rong reac t ion  to  d e s t ruc t ion  of property  
t h r e a t s  of  never giving more presents 
h u r t  respect

in te rv en t io n  In d i r e c t io n  of solving s i t u a t i o n  for  ch i ld

Eighth S i tu a t ion

You are  looking out the  window and no t ice  the  parent  of a neighboring 
chi ld  to  be y e l l i n g  ra th e r  loudly a t  your son and then even to  begin to 
s t r i k e  him.

Perm iss ive :

non- in te rven t ion
express ion of concern or dismay but he lp lessness  or fear  of 
c on fron ta t ion  with the neighbors 
r e l a t i n g  ju s t  to son, not to  neighbor

A u t h o r i t a t i v e :

c lea r  anger and concern; firm expression of disapproval of 
n e ig hb o r 's  behavior
enphasis  on t e l l  me and I ' l l  handle my own son. 

exp lo ra t ion  of  reasons for the  ne ighbor’s act ion

A u th o r i t a r i a n :

Indignat ion
d i r e c t  con fron ta t ion  with the neighbor (phys ica l ,  lo ss  of 
c o n t r o l )
extreme reprimanding of  child
ignoring of neighbor -  displacement of a u th o r i t a r i a n  reac t ion  
to  son
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General scoring guidel ines

Each sec t ion  of the p a re n t ' s  answer i s  to  be rated for s ty l e  (N,V or P) 
in proper sequence ( i . e . :  P-j Nj P3 )* Following the sequence, an
o ve ra l l  r a t i n g  must be given to r e f l e c t  the ove ra l l  tone of the answer 
( I . e . :  Pi Nj P3 ) .  Scores in red ind ica te  the global  r a t i n g  for  the
s l t u a t l o ' n ,  s c o r e s  i n  b l u e  t h e  t r e n d  r a t i n g s .
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APPENDIX D

I n t e r - J u d g e  A g r e e m e n t ,  O v e r a l l  S c o r e s  f o r  s i x  f a m i l i e s .

S i tu a t io n
M X

Boy 1 

1 2

Dis 
Gir l  3

1 2

Ret 
Boy 3

1 2

Ret 
G ir l  5

1 2

Dis 
Boy 4

1 2

Adj. 
Gir l 4

1 2

Agree­
ment
scores

1 Fa Pa p vb V V V V V V V V V 1.0
.75

Mo V P P V p V V N N V N .5

2 Fa V V V N N N V V V V V V .83
.92

Mo V V V V V V V V V V V V 1.0

3 Fa V 7 V V N N P p P P V V 1.0
.92

Mo V N P P P P V V P P V V .83

4 Fa p P V V N N P p N N V p .83
.83

Mo p P V V N N P p N N V p .83

5 Fa V V V N V V V V V V V V .83
.75

Mo N N N N V V N N V N V N .67

6 Fa V P V V V V V V V V V P .67
.83

Mo p P P P V V P P V V V V 1.0

7 Fa P P  P P  V V N N  P P  V V 1 . 0
.92

Mo V V P N V V P P  P P P P . S 3
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S i tu a t io n
m

Boy 1 

1 2

Dis 
G ir l  3

1 2

Ret 
Boy 3

1 2

Ret 
Gir l  5

1 2

Dis 
Boy 4

1 2

AdJ 
Girl  A

1 2

Agree­
ment
scores

8 Fa V V P P V V V V N N V V 1.0
.92

Mo V V N N P V N N N N V V .83

Fa .88 .75 .88 1.0 1.0 .9 .9
Mo .75 .88 .75 1.0 .88 .63 .81
FM .81 .81 .81 1.0 .91* .75 .85

Note
a) P -  permissive
b) V -  a u th o r i t a t i v e
c) N -  a u th o r i t a r i a n
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APPENDIX P

Means of f a t h e r s ,  mothers and ch i ld ren  of  AdJ, Ret 

and Dis groups for  background v a r ia b le s .

F Education M Education Birth Order No. S ib l ings

AdJ

Boys & Gir ls 8.6 9.3 2.9 3.5

Boys 8.4 8 .0 3.4 3.8

G ir l s 8 .8 10.6 2.4 3.2

Ret

Boys & Gir ls 8.6 8 .6 3.0 3.2

Boys 9.0 10.4 4.0 4.2

G ir l s 8 .2 7.0 2 .0 2 .2

Pis

Boys & Gir ls 10.8 8.7 3.9 3.7

Boys 11.0 9.0 4.2 4.0

G ir l s 10.6 8.4 3.6 3.4

ANOVAS: Father Ed. F * 2.24 ns

Mother Ed. F = .142 ns

B i r th  Order F * .59 ns

No. S ib l in gs  F * .147 ns
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APPENDIX C

TIM nuabar  o f  p a r a n t a  choos ing  P * r* l * a t* * t A u th o r i t a t i v e  and 
A u t h o r i t a r i a n  a o l u t l o n a  t o  each of  t h a  P rob l a*  S l t u a t l o n a  Taa k . 

[Xatad bp pa r a n t a  aa« o f  c h i l d  and ( r ou pa .

" S i t u a t i o n  S o l u t i o n *  ' ... .........." '  '
Croup Pa ra i aa lwa  A u t h o r i t a t i v e  A u th o r i t a r i a n

Both Far  an t  a 
All  Croup*

421
Boy* 1 C l r l a  

Boy*
Ctrl*

Bat
Boy* 1 C l r l a  

Bey*
G i r l *

31*
Boy* 1 C l r l a  

Boy*
G i n *  

f a t  bar* on ly  
Al l  Croup*

*11 
Boy* 1 C l r l a  

B o y *

G i r l *
Bat

Boy* A C l r l a  
Boy*

Gi r l *
31*

Boy* 1 G ir l * 
Boy*

G i r l*  
Ho thar* on ly  

All  Croup* 
Adi

Boy* t  G i r l *  
Boy*

Gi r l*
Bat

Boy* 1 C l r l a  
Boy*

G i r l *
31*

Boy* 1 G ir l * 
Boys 

G i r l *

2* 22 1*

10

Both Par  ant*  
Al l  Croup*

£41
Boy* 1 G ir l * 

Boy*
G i r l *

Nat
Boy* A Girl* 

B o y *

G i r l *
31*

Boy* A C l r l a  
Boy* 

C l r l a

10
12

5
T
a
i
5

10
4
6



AJTENDII G ( ton t inned )

'S ituation  " S o l u t i o n *
Muafear Group F r a l n l « t  A uthorita tive  A uthoritarian

(X) f a t h e r *  on ly
Al t  Group* 7 I t  9

Boys A G i r l *  1 6 3
Boy * 1  2 2

G i r l s  0 t  1
J e t

Boy* 1 G i r l *  3 * 3
Boy* 1 2 2

G i r l s  2 2 I
0 1 *

Boy* 1 G ir l *  3 * 3
Boy* 2 2 1

G i r l *  1 2 2
Mother* on ly

All Groups B 16 6

Boy* A Gi r l *  * 6 3
Boy* 1 3 1

G i r l s  0 3 2
Bet

Boy* A C t r l *  t  t  2
Boy * 3 1 1

G i r l *  i 3 i
PI*

Boy* I  G i r l s  3 6 1
Boys 2 2 1

Gi r l *  1 « 0

3 Both p a r en t *
All ( r oup* 36 IS 6

AdJ
Boys A C l r l a  B 12 0

Boy * t  6 0
G i r l s  t  6 0

Bet
Boy* A G i r l s  13 3 *

Boys 6 0 t
G i r l *  T 3 0

0 1 *
Boys A Gi r l *  16 3 2

Boys t  2 2
Ct r l )  9 1 0

f a t h e r *  on ly
Al: I roup* 20 B 2

u:
Boy* A Gir l *  7 3 0

Boys 3 2 0
G i r l s  4 1 0

Bet
Boy* A Gi r l *  6 2 2

Boy* 3 0 2
G i r l *  3 2 0

01*
Boy* A G i r l s  7 3 0

Boy* 3 2 0
O l r l s  * 1 0
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APPENDIX G (eontlnuad)

S itu a tio n  ' S o l u t i o n !
Nuabar Group ParalM lv* A uthorlta tl v* A uthoritarian

CJ> Hath*r a  only 
A l l  Group*

H i
l e y s  1 G l r l a  

Boy*
G i r l s

Hot
Boy* 1 C l r l a  

Boys
G i r l s

Dt*
Boy* 1 G ir l * 

Boy s 
G i r l s  

Both H.sront* 
All  Group*

Hi
Boy* 1 G i r l *  

Boy*
Gi r l*

HI
Boy* 1 G i r l *  

Boys 
G i r l s  

A l l  Group*
H i

Boy* A G l r l a  
Boy*

Gir l*
Hot

Boys A Gl r l a  
Boy*

Gir l *
D1 *

Boy* A Gi r l*  
Boy*

Gi r l*

16 10

94
5

l
0
1
0
0
0

31

14
B
6

7
1
6

10

94
5
1
0
1

0
0
0

0
0
0

2
2
0

2
2
0

11

0
0
0

6
5
1
4

0
0
0

2
2
0

2
2
0

Both P*r«n t»  
All Group*

H i
Boy* A Gi r l *  

Boy*
Gi r l*

Hot
Boy* 1 G ir l * 

Soys 
G l ' l »

Hot
Boy* A Gi r l *  

Boy*
G i r l *

31*
Boy* A G l r l a  

Boys
G l r l a

3i
14
8
6

T
1
6

5 
1 
4

6 
2 
4

11

0
0
0
6
9
1

3
3
0

2
2
0



AfFENDIX C (continued)

S itu a tio n  S o l u t i o n !
I ia k tr  Croup F o ra lu lv o  Author l  to t  lo t  A uthoritarian

S Both poronta
i l l  o rojpo ft J7 15

Mi
hoy s 1 G ir l *  2 10 0

Boyo 0 6 *
Gi r l *  2 9 0

Boy* 1 C t r l *  * 10 6
Boys 1 * 3

Gi r l *  3 6 1
31 *

Boys 1 G lr l o  2 13 5
Boy s 1 7 2

G i r l s  1 6 3
All Group* 5 16 9

AdJ
Boy* A Gir l *  1 T 2

Boy* 0 3 2
Gi r l *  l ■ 0

Aft
Boys A Gi r l *  2 * *

Boys 0 3 2
Gi r l *  2 1 2

P i s
Boys A Gi r l *  2 5 3

Boys 1 2 2
G i r l s  1 3 1

Wot ho rs  on ly
All  Group* 3 21 6

AdJ
Boys A Gi r l *  1 7 2

Boy* 0 3 2
C l r l a  1 * 0

n*t
Boy* A Gl r l a  2 6 2

Boys 1 2 2
G i r l s  1 « 0

Pi*
Boys A Gir l *  0 9 2

Boys 0 5 0
G i r l s  0 3 2

i  Both Paren t*
Al l  Group* 15 IT B

Boy* I G i r l s  5 13 2
Boys * 5 1

Gir l*  '  S 1
1st

Boy* A Gl r l a  6 12 2
Boy * 2 7 1

C t r l *  * 5 1
P i s

Bey* A Gir l *  * 12 *
Boy * 2 5 3

G i r l *  2 7 1
F» th* r*  only

Al l  Group* T IB 5
AdJ

Bey* A Gi r l *  3 6 1
Boy* 3 2 0

G i r l *  0 * i



AF2INDIA G (continued)

S i t u a t i o n  S o l u t l o n s
WuA«r Group 2 * r* l s s l v *  Author l t s t l v *  Author i t a r l s n

(A) (F a t h e r s  O r l y )
R*t

Boy* A Gi r l *  3 5 2
Boy* 1 3 1

Gi r l *  2 2 i
DU

Boy* A G i r l s  1 T 2
Boy* 1 2 2

Gi r l *  0 5 0
Mother* on ly

All  Group* 6 19 3
AdJ

Boy* 1 G i r l *  2 7 1
Bay* 1 3 1Gin* i « o
Art

Boy* A Gir l *  3 7 0
Boys 1 A 0

Gi r l *  2 3 0
DU

Boy* A Gi r l *  3 5 2
Boys 1 3 1

Gir l *  2 2 1

T Both B»r*nt»
All Group* 39 16 5

AdJ
Boy* A Gi r l *  10 6 2

Boy* 5 5 0
Gir l *  5 3 2

Bet
Boy* A G i r l s  13 6 1

Boy* 7 3 0
G i r l s  6 3 1

DU
Boy* A Gir l *  16 2 2

Boy* 7 1 2
Gir l *  9 1 0

f* t h * r »  on ly
“111 Group* ' 2 *  5 1

Adj
Bey* A Gl r l a  T 2 1

Boy* « 1 0
Gi r l *  3 1 1

Art
Boy* A Gir l *  6 2 0

Soys A 1 0
G i r l s  * 1 0

DU
Boys A Gi r l *  9 1 0

Boy* A 1 0
G UI s  5 0 0

Mother* on ly
All  Group* 15 11 *

AH
Bey* A G l r l a  3 6

Boy* 1 A
G i r l s  2 2

Art
Boy* A G i r l s  5 *

Boy* 3 2
G i r l *  2 2

Oil
Beys A G i r l s  7 1

Boys 3 1
Gi r l *  A 0



APPENDIX G (oontlnutd)

S itu a tio n  i o l u t l o n a
B u ^ tr  Group Parol salvo Author l ta t lv o  A uthoritarian

Doth P a ra n t a  
Al l  Groups 

AdJ
Soya A G l r l a  

Soya
G l r l a

Nat
Soya I  G l r l a  

Soya
G l r l a

!>la
Soya 1 Gl r l a  

Boys 
G i r l s  

f a t h e r s  on ly  
Al l  Groups

i u
Soya A G l r l a  

Boys 
G i r l s  

Nat
Soya A G i r l s  

Boys
G i r l s

31a
Boys I G l r l a  

Boys 
G l r l a  

Not h a r t  on ly  
Al l  Groups 

AdJ
Soys A Glr l a  

Boys 
G i r l s  

Bat
Soya A G l r l a  

Boys 
G i r l s  

31s 
Soys A G i r l s  

Soya 
G l r l a

IT

5 
a
1
6
5
1
6 
2 
A

3
3
0
A
A
0
2
1
1

32

1

12

tl
1
0
1

2
1
1

B
5
3
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Append!* H 

P i a t r l b u t l o n  o f  Trend Sco re s  by s r o u e* .

T r e n d  3 o o r  e  s  *
Qroups

1 2 3 » , 5  ft T I  9 10 11 12 13

Beth p a r e n t s  

Al l  ( r oups 55 8 29 33 13 35 1 A 1 1 1 1 2

M i
Boy a A C l r l a 23 3 * 9 3 9 9 2 0 1 0 0 0

Boy* 9 ■ 7 A 1 5 C 2 0 1 0 0 0

Gi r l* 15 2 0 5 2 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bat
Bey* A G i r l s 21 2 1A 6 A 10 0 2 1 0 0 1 0

Bey* 17 1 « 5 1 5 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

C l r l a s 1 10 1 3 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

Dla
Roy* A G i r l s 11 3 ft IB ft 16 1 0 0 0 1 0 3

Boy* 3 1 A 9 * 9 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

Gi r l* e 2 a 9 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

P a t h s r a  on ly  

All  (roups 39 3 1ft 20 a 19 1 2 1 0 1 1 0

AdJ
Bey* A G i r l s tft 2 5 ft 2 A 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

Beys 5 1 5 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

G i r l s 11 1 0 ft 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bat
Boy* A G i r l s 12 ft 3 * 7 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

Boy* 10 0 1 2 1 5 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Girl* 2 1 7 l 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Soya ft G l r l a 11 0 3 11 1 ft 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

Beys 3 0 1 5 1 A 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

G i r l s • 0 2 ft 0 A G 0 0 0 0 0 0



137

APPENDIX H (continued)

Croupe
l 2 3 A 5 6 7 s 9 ID 11 12 13

Mothers on ly

Al l  i r oupe 16 S' 13 13 9 16 0 2 0 1 0 0 2

AdJ
Soyo A C l r l a T 1 2 3 1 9 C 1 0 0 0 0 0

Boys 3 0 2 2 0 a c 9 0 0 0 0 0

C l r l a 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Net
Boys A C l r l a 9 1 6 3 3 a 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Boyo 7 1 3 3 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

G i r l s 2 0 3 0 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Dio
Soya A G l r l a 0 3 5 7 5 S 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Boys 0 1 3 A 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

C l r l a 0 2 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

M o t t

•  -  Trend S c o r e  c a t e i o r t e s
1 .  per-ri; s a l v e  t o  a u t h o r  H  i t  L ve
2 .  p e r n i  i s : ve t o  a u t h o r  n a r  Lhn
J .  o u t h o - i t a t l  ve t o  y  ni » i  ve
A. o u t no*1t a t l v e  t o  au t h o r l t s r l o n
5 .  o ut  n o - i t  a t  1 in  t o  p r - n l  03 i vs
6 .  a u t n j - i t  ar  i an t o  out  nor i t s  11 ve
T .  p e —it sa*. ve t o  a u t h j r i t a t i v* t o
S .  p e m i s s : v e  t o  a u t r  ; r 11l r i i n  t o
9 .  a u t h o r i t a t l v e  t o  an t  ve t o

10 . p e r m i s s i v e  t o  a u t h o r i t a t t v e  t o
11 . a u t h o r i t a t i v e  t o  p e r w i a o t v e  t o
12.  pena l  s a lv e  t o  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  t o
1 ) .  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  t o  per  Mi ss ive  t o

a u t h o r i t a r i a n

a u t . h o r i t n i v e
a u t h o r i t a r i a n
periwi sat  ve
a u t h o r i t a t i v e
pe rmli a lvo
o u t h o r l t o t l v o
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APPENDIX I

C o m p a r i s o n  o f  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  P r o b le m  S i t u a t i o n s  T a s k  
u n d e r  I n d i v i d u a l  and j o i n t  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  f a t h e r s  

an d  m o t h e r s  o f  A d J . R e t  a n d  D i s  G r o u p s .

Responses
G ro u p s  P e r m i s s i v e  A u t h o r i t a t i v e  A u t h o r i t a r i a n

B o th  P a r e n t s

AdJ
Boys & G i r l s

I n d i v i d u a l  44 95 21

J o i n t  3 6 .5  109 1 4 .5

Boys I  23 45 12
J 1 6 .5  55 8 .5

G i r l s  I  21 50 9
J  20 54 6

R e t
Boys 4  G i r l s  I  65 65 30

J 4 0 .5  92 19 .5

B oys  I  34 26 20
J  26 43 11

G i r l s  I  31 39 10
J 2 2 .5  49 8 .5

P i s
B oys 4 G i r l s  I  62 63 35

J  59 64 37

B oys I  29 30 21
J  28 29 23

G i r l s  I  33 33 14
J  31 35 14



APPENDIX I (continued)

Responses
Croups Permissive A u th o r i ta t ive  A uthor i ta r ian

Fa thers  only 

AdJ
Boys & G ir ls  I 29 41 10

J 19.5 52 8.5

Boys I 15 20 5
J 10.5 25 4.5

G ir l s  I 14 21 5
J 9 27 4

Ret
Boys A G ir l s  I 33 29 18

J 28.5 41 10.5

Boys I 15 14 11
J 15 20 5

G i r l s  I 18 15 7
J 13.5 21 5.5

P is
Boys A G ir l s  I 32 30 18

J 31 35 14

Boys I 15 14 11
J 17 14 9

G ir l s  1 1 ?  16 7
J 14 21 5

Mothers only 

AdJ
Boys A G ir l s  I 15 54 11

J 17 57 6

Boys 1 8 25 7
J 6 30 4
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APPENDIX I (continued)

Responses
Croups Permissive A u th o r i ta t iv e

G ir l s  1 7  29
J 11 27

Ret
Boys A Gir ls  I 32 36

J 20 51

Boys I 19 12
J 11 23

G ir l s  I 13 24
J 9 28

P is
Boys & G ir ls  I 30 33

J 28 29

Boys I 14 16
J 11 15

G ir l s  I 16 17
J 17 14

A uthor i ta r ian

4
2

12
9

9
6

3
3

17
23

10
14

7
9
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APPENDIX J

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  of  F Scale and PARI subsoales 
fo r  mothers and f a t h e r s .

Fa thers
F S cale 1 2 3 _ _ 4 5 6 7 8

F S cale .39 .20 .4? .39 .12 .41 .42 .51 .21
1 .39 — .10 .42 .67 .29 .55 .47 .49 - .0 6
2 .20 J O ----- . *°9 .21 .34 .15 .26 .27 .46
3 .47 .42 .09 ----- .39 .08 .71 .50 .47 - .30
4 .39 .67 .21 .39 ----- .26 .47 .39 .53 .02
5 .12 .29 .34 .OS .26 ----- .31 .39 .30 .34
6 .41 .55 .15 .71 .47 .31 — .44 .45 - .0 6
7 .42 .47 .26 .50 .39 .39 .44 — .45 .19
8 .5 .49 .27 .47 .53 .30 .45 .45 ----- .06
9 - . 2 - .0 6 .46 -.30 .02 .34 - .06 .19 06 —

Mothers
F Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

F Scale .46 .50 .62 .41 .34 .60 .57 .58 .37
1 .46 .07 .48 .42 .12 .22 .24 .50 -.19
2 .50 .07 ------ .55 .06 .26 .16 .42 .29 .54
3 .62 .48 .55 — .37 .29 .43 .67 .55 .36
4 .41 .42 .06 .37 ------- .22 .30 .37 .39 - .17
5 .34 .12 .26 .29 .22 ------ .22 .55 .25 .20
6 .60 .22 .16 .43 .30 .22 ------ .52 .57 .10
7 .57 .24 .42 .67 .37 .55 .52 .34 .34
8 .58 .50 .29 .55 .39 .25 .57 .34 ---- .16
9 .37 -.19 .54 - .36 -.17 .20 .10 .34 .16 —

Note
a -  PARI Subscales

1 Dependence
2 Independence
3 Puni t iveness
4 S t r i c tn e s s
5 Acceptance
6 Deficat ion
7 Author i ta r ian
8 Suppression of Aggression
9 E ga l i ta r ian ism
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