INFORMATION TO USERS

This reproduction was made from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming.
While the most advanced technology has been used to photograph and reproduce

this

document, the quality of the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the

quality ot the material submitted.

The

following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify markings or

notations which may appear on this reproduction.

L]

. The sign or “‘target” for pages apparently lacking from the document

photographed is “‘Missing Page(s)”. If it was possible to obtain the missing
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adiacent pages. This
may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating adjacent pages
to assure complete continuity.

. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark, it is an

indication of either blurred copy because of movement during exposure,
duplicate copy, or copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed. For
blurred pages, a good image of the page can be found in the adjacent frame. It
copyrighted materials were deleted, a target note will appear listing the pages in
the adjacent frame.

. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photographed,

a definite method of “‘sectioning’” the material has been followed. It is
customary to begin filming at the upper left hand comer of a large sheet and to
continue from left to night in equal sections with small overlaps. If necessary,
sectioning is continued again  beginning below the first row and continuing on
until complete.

. For illustrations that cannot be satisfactorily reproduced by xerographic

means, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and inserted
into your xerographic copy. These prints are available upon request from the
Dissertations Customer Services Department.

. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases the best

avaifable copy has been filmed.

Uni
Mi ims
International

300 N. Zeeb Road
Ann Arbor, MI 48106



8401963

Weisbrot (Livnay), Jack Shaul

PARENTAL DISCIPLINE IN RELATION TO CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR OF
KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN

City University of New York Pn.D. 1883

University
Microfilms
I nternati0n8| 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Mi 48106



PLEASE NOTE:

in all cases thic material has been filmed in the best possible way from the avaiiable copy.
Problems encountered with this document have been identified here with a check mark __ v .

1. Glossy photographs or pages

2. Colored illustrations, paper or print _____

3. Photographs with dark background

4, lllustrations are poorcopy

5. Pages with black marks, not originalcopy

6. Print shows through as there is text on both sides ofpage

7. indistinct, broken or small print on several pages L

8. Print exceeds margin requirements

9. Tightly bound copy with print lost in spine

10. Computer printout pages with indistinctprint

11. Page(s) lacking when material received, and not available from school or
author,

12, Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text {oliows.

13 Two pages numbered . Text follows.

14, Curling and wrinkled pages

18, Other

University
Microfiims
International



PARENTAL DISCIPLINE IN RELATION TO

CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR OF KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN

by

JACK S. WEISBROT (LIVNAY)

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty in Psychology
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy, The City University of New York

1983



i

This manuscript has been read and accepted for the Graduate Faculty in

Psychology in satisfaction of

degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

EfrafF >

Date
3

the dissertation requirement for the

I’w é(/‘ LQE’L

Chairman of Examining Committée

! i
VA 4 ( et
Executive Officer v

Harold Wilensky, Ph.D.

Lawrence Gould, Ph,D,

Louls Gerstman, Ph.D,

Examining Committee

The City University of New York



ii

ABSTRACT
PARENTAL DISCIPLINE IN RELATION TO CLASSROOM
BEHAVIOR OF KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN
by
Jack 5, Welsbrot (Livnay)
Advisor: Prof. H. Wllensky

Clinical work 1in kindergartens revealed two patterns of maladaptive
behavior of children which seemed related to parental disciplinary
patterns: disruptiveness and reticence.

30 children out of a graduating class of 280 kindergarten children
were rated by teachers as revealing extreme disruptiveness (five boys,
five girls), extreme reticence (five boys, five girls) or positive
ad justment (five boys, five girls),

The 60 parents were asked to fill out a shortened version of the

PARI, F Scale and responded individually and jolntly to an elght

situation Problem Situations Task involving interactions with c¢hilldren.

Three major hypotheses were formulated based upon Baumrind's (1366,
1971, 1975) investigations of parental control and competence in
pre=school children., It was expected that parents of Adjusted children

would rely upon an authoritative pattern of solutions in contrast to

parents of Disruptive children who would be expected to rely upon

authoritarian or permissive patterns; parents of reticent children were

expected to rely upon an authoritarlan pattern.




iit

The results for the Adjusted group supported the hypothesis in that

the parents revealed a primarily authoritative pattern which was clearly

in contrast to the patterns of the other groups. The parents revealed
interactions characterized by mtual support alongside respect for
differences, which tended to be complementary.

The parents of Disruptive children manifested a pattern consisting

of equal use of permissive and authoritative solutions, with fewer

authoritarian solutions, The pattern, though not as expected, was

clearly different from that of the Adjusted group.

The interaction between the parents was marked by competition and
undercutting,

The parents of Reticent chlldren revealed an almost identical
pattern to that of the Disruptive group. A contrast was revealed in a

consistent tendency to modify solutions in an authoritative direction

upon exposure to the spouse, The interactions were marked by more
acquiescence and acceptance, Both groups showed difficulties in dealing
with aggression.
Parental attitudes and interactions accompanying manifestations of
maladaptive and adaptive behavior in kindergarten were discussed.
Implications for research and clinical work with parents and

teachers was discussed, Further use of the Problem Situations Task was

suggested.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
Kindergarten teachers in Israel, as in other countries state that
the children who cause them the most difficulty are the disruptive,
unruly and aggressive children, and the reticent children, I
discovered, in the course of my dally consultative and clinical work
with pre=schoolers in Israel, the two aforementioned types of children
to be the reason for most teachers' referrals to psychologists

servicing the kindergartens.

The disruptive child,

The disruptive child commands the teacher's immediate attention
by detracting from the latterfs efforts to teach or to relate to the
other children in an orderly and organized manner. Many teachers tend
to get drawn into negative interactions with such children 1in an
attempt to control them. This in itself is often the aim of the child
and is quite rewarding for him. The disruptive child often poses a

challenge to the teacher's authority in the kindergarten,

The reticent child.

The reticent child, on the other hand, often does not arouse the
teacher's attention from the outset. He provides the teacher with an
obstacle when she attempts to elicit the child's complete participation
in the various class activities, At a certain point in the year, the
reticent child becomes a challenge to the teacher's ingenuity and

sometimes to her authority as well, and the cause of considerable



frustration to the conscientious teacher, Many such children are often
taken to be intellectually deficient as the teacher receives no feed-
back from them as to how much they comprehend or grasp the different

materials presented to them,

Clinical finding .

As 1, in the course of my work, attempted Lo clarify the basis
for the various disruptive and reticent children's behavior, most often
the relevant factors went beyond the immediate classroom situation, to
the child's relationship with hls parents. A typlical constellation
appeared to emerge consisting of a weak, insecure, at times rejecting
mother, alongside an authoritarian, strict yet erratic disciplinarian,
fear-evoking father, As there seemed to be a definite indication that
the parents' modes of discipline and attitudes towards childrearing
were related to the children's problems in the classroom, the area

warranted more systematic Investigation.

Aims of the present investigation.

The present investigation was designed to study the parents of
disruptive, reticent as well as well-adjusted five to six year old
children with the aim of delineating patterns of childrearing,
discipline and parent-child interaction which would be associated with
dysfunctional behavior of the children in the classroom: disruptive or
reticent, as opposed to patterns which tended to foster positive
adjustment to the classroom at that age. It was hoped that by

identifying "successful" and "unsuccessful" patterns of parenting, it



would be possible to set up relevant means to work with parents at
becoming more effective, one the results of dysfunctional modes were
clarified. Furthermore, once the family constellations and interac-
tions were clarified, a further basis for setting up modifications in
the child's environment outside the home (primarily the classroom)

would be achieved,

A question of values.

The literature on parenting is full of value statements made by
the different investigators as to what in their opinion constitutes
"good" parenting. Levy=Schiff (1978) actually classified two of her
four types of paternal behavior as good or bad,

Kohn (1963) attempted to account for the differences in parental
styles according to social class and resulting values relevant to that
culture. He noticed that working c¢lass parents tended to value the
child's conforming to externally imposed standards, and to utilize
physical punishment in reaction to the child's actions. The middle
class parents' concern was with the internal dynamics and motivation
of the child rather than with the consequences of his actions. The
latter valued self~-control and self-direction, and utilized punitive
methods consisting of reasoning, loss of love, and inducing guilt, on
the basis of their interpretation of the child's intent in a given
action. Kohn related these differences to the occupational difference
of the two groups and emphasized the point that each parent was
preparing his child to deal with the demands of his culture, which

required different emphasis. The working class were more authoritarian



while the middle class were more reasoning, supportive and psychologi-
cally minded. The essence of Kohn's findings indicates that one must
evaluate a parent's style in reference to the adaptiveness to the
cultural reality within which the child will have to cope,

It may be that maladaptive behavior for a kindergarten classroom
may be highly adaptive and relevant to the ghetto street or to the
streets of a development town in Israel of working class North African
immigrants from which the present sample was drawn, Aggressive
behavior in the classroom may actually be only asaertive behavior for
the street. If the conscious aim of the parent is to prepare the child
to cope with the social environment, then methods designed to toughen
him up would be successful for the street, but ineffective for the
classroom if the child was unable to discriminate the "ground rules" of

each situation.

Review of the Literature

The literature tends to support my observation that authoritarian
fathers tend to be asociated with both disruptive and reticent

children,

Punitiveness and submission or aggression,

The research on punitiveness has tended to show results in two
directions. Several Investigators have found parental punitiveness,
especially paternal punitiveness, to lead to a frightened, submissive
and constricted child who seems to inhiblt his or her aggression

(Becker et al, 1962; Becker & Krug, 1964; Rosenthal et al, 1962).



Others have found punitiveness to be associated with aggressiveness in
the child (Bandura, 1960; Becker & Krug, 1964; Hess & Handel, 1956

Levy=Schiff, 1978; Sears et al, 1953).

Sex differences,

Results have at times been different for boys than for girls, as
well as for mothers and fathers.

Becker & Krug (1964) found boys to be aggressive in school when
mothers were hostile and punitive, while girls were not found to be so,
On the other hand, the results were in the opposite direction, though
less extreme for fathers {punitive father and aggressive girl, not
boy). Their findings confirmed those of Sears et al (1953) for
mothers, Sears found the least aggressive girls to have low or high
punitive mothers, while boys were found to be linearly related to the
mothers' punitiveness (high punitive - high aggressive, etec.). The
foregoing studies are especially relevant as they both included
interview and questionnaire data for parents as well as measurements of
the behavior of pre-school children both in the home and in the
classroom,

The varying results have been explained in learning theory terms.
Bandura (1960) emphasized the modelling effect a father has when he
utilizes aggressive means to deal with his sons, or with other
situations in front of his son. This, however, does not explain the
findings of both Sears and Becker that a linear correlation between
parental and child aggression only held across sex (boys with mothers,

girls with fathers). Becker et al (1962) concluded that punishment by



the same sex parent was experienced as more severe and therefore cause
higher anxiety about the manifestation of aggressive behavior by the
child,

1t would seem, furthermore, that whether counter aggression would
be manifested by the child, or whether the child would inhibit the
aggressive behavior, would depend (for a situation outside the home,
such as the classroom} upon how similar the atmosphere was, and how
similarly the object of the aggressive behavior behaved towards the
child. This shows only how complex the relationships are, and how
difficult it becomes to make precise predictions about a child's
behavior outside the home on the basis of the relationships within the

home.

Responsible vs, irresponsible punishment,

A further gualification to the relationship between parental
punitiveness and the child's aggressiveness or submissiveness has been
raised by Baumrind's research on parental disciplinary patterns
(Baumrind, 1966; Baumrind & Black, 1967; Baumrind, 1971), which will be
discussed in greater detail below,

Baumrind differentiated between authoritarlan parents, who were
punitive, strict as well as restrictive with their children in an
absolute and arbitrary way, and between authoritative parents who were
no less strict or demanding, but who combined their punitiveness with
reasoning and a sharing of the rationale for the punishment with the
child, alongside considerable emphasis on positive reinforcement of the

child's non-conflicting (with the parents) actions. She discovered the



former to have children who were withdrawn and lacking assertiveness,
while the latter had the most competent and most adjusted children in
the sample (Baumrind & Black, 1967). She concluded that while
authority and physical punitiveness were important and in place for the
pre-school child, these would have to be presented ta the child in a
rational form in order for the latter to benefit from the parents’
control, Baumrind's work has shown that punitiveness need not be Sseen
("valued") as a purely negative and deleterious quality in parents.
Rather, it must be adequately and precisely assessed as to its positive
or negative effects. The negative results have been shown to be in two
directions:; children become disruptive and aggressive, or reticent and
withdrawn, The direction of the effects depends upon the family
configuration, the sex of the child, and the situation wherein the

¢child is observed.

Dominance, power and control,

Ancther related area which has come under much scrutiny is that
of parental control, power and dominance as opposed to submissiveness
and permissivenes and their relation to sautonomy, competence and
submissiveness in the children,

At a time when libertarian and permissive attitudes were highly
valued, Dubin & Dubin (1963) took a position counter to that trend by
contending that the first six years of 1life were the authority
inception period wherein it was necessary for the child to experience
the parents' authority 1in order to foster the legitimization of

authority in the mind of the child. The child feels reassurance and



respect if he perceives the parent to possess the power to protect and
provide for the gratification of his needs {(Baumrind, 1975).

Several investigators have emphasized the necessity of the parent
and especlally the father to be experienced as powerful, dominant and
effective in order to be accepted as a model for identification
(Baumrind, 1971; Biller, 1974; Radin, 1976). On the other hand, weak
parents have been found to provide 1nadequate models, and not to enable
the children to develop self-controls for their behavior (Becker &
Krug, 1964; Lynn, 1974), Lynn (1974) contended that parental dominance
was curvi linearly related to a child's adjustment and to his
competence, where extreme use of power and dominance would dampen
motivation and generate anxiety and the rejection of the parents by the
children, whereas extremely weak parents could not provide adequate
models, Baumrind (1971) found permissive parents to have aimless,
immature and unsocialized children, the effect being especially
powerful for boys.

The evidence points to the necessity of parents of preschoolers
utilizing effective yet moderate power in handling their children., When
the parents are too lax or permissive, whether this be out of weakness
or ildeology, the children do not learn adequate self control, nor do
they attain the capaclities for sccial adjustment. Over~control seems,

on the other hand, to lead to constriction and resentment in the child,

Restrictiveness and control,

Levy-Sehiff (1978) found controlling fathers to be associated

with lowered personal adjustment and heightened aggressiveness in thelr



children. Becker & Krug (1964) found some relationship between
parental restrictiveness and aggressiveness in their children.
Rosenthal et al (1962) found their controlling and rigid fathers to
have over conforming, submissive and indirectly aggressive children.
Over~control seems, llke punitiveness, to lead at times to aggression
in the children while at other times to submission, lack of autonomy,

and inhibited and indirect aggression in the children,

Demands,

Baumrind (1971) stressed the beneficial effects of having parents
make demands for mature behavior of their children. Radin (1976)
confirmed these findings in a review of studies of paternal behavior
and children's cognitive adjustment, On the other hand, deleterious
effects have been discovered when parents "push'" their children by
burdening them with inordinate demands for achievement. Livnay (1974)
distinguished between the differential effects of parental expectations
and demands of their children according to congruence with the child's
abilities, amplitude, consistency and relation to the parents’ own
frustrations, Both Rosenthal et al (1952) and Jordan et al (1975)
confirmed that high and unrealistic demands on the part of parents for

children's achlievement had a negative effect upon the latter,

Nurturance and acceptance vs, hostility and rejection.

Most of the aforementioned reseachers have usually qualified
their results by adding the dimension of acceptance/rejection of the

child by the parent as being significant,
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Levy-Schiff (1978) found the combination of a controlling and
rejecting parent to be most harmful for the child, even when compared
to a father-absent group, in terms of aggresiveness, cooperation,
discipline, emotional and cognitive adjustment. This group of fathers
was contrasted with a group who were both accepting and conducive to
the autonomy of their c¢hildren., The children of the latter fathers
displayed the least aggressiveness, the highest cooperativeness and the
highest adjustment in all areas. Though Baumrind (1971) did not find
parental "warmth" (nurturance and acceptance) itself to be a
gignificant predictor of child behavior, she did find the combination
of high responsiveness and acceptance along wilth high demands and
controls to lead to the most competent and adjusted children in her
sample (1980},

Radin (1976) emphasized that a warm and nurturant, accepting
father will be most conducive to be imitated by his children, Lamb
(1976) found father nurturance rather than masculinity or punitiveness
to be the most relevant variable in fostering masculine identity in
sons. Several other investigators found the extent of the father's
early participation and interest in the child's upbringing was salient
for the child's late adjustment and well-being {(Lynn, 1974; Pederson et
al, 1973; Levy=Schiff, 1978). Levy=Schiff (1978) found furthermore the
extent to which the father was a gratifying figure and identified as a
source of pralse and positive reinforcement increased his effectiveneas
as a father,

Becker & Krug (1964) found hostility and rejection by the parents
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to elicit attention-seeking behavior in the children (akin to disrup-
tive bahavior), and for some children, to patterns of inhibited
hostility for fear of the consequences of aggressive behavior. The
latter thereby contributed tc inhibited withdrawal behavior, On the
other hand, they found maternal warmth to be most highly correlated
with emotional stabilivy,

There have been indications, however, that too much interest and
involvement sometimes is confining for the children, especially for
girls when the interest i3 on the part of fathers (Baumrind, 1980;
Crandall et al, 1964). The former picked up on indications that there
seemed to be sexual tension and sexual teasing in the fathers' approach
to their daughters. If the age of the children studled is considered
{four to six), then one realizes that both father apd daughter are in
the midst of what Freud called the Electra Complex, wherein the
daughter 13 swamped by ambivalent feelings of attraction and fear of
her attraction for the father (Freud, 1910).

It would seem, therefore, that there are indications that
nurturance and acceptance of the child by his parents are vital for his
well-being, when there are given in response to the child's needs and
are not turned into intrusiveness on the part of the parent. As the
child grows, parents have to learn to decrease their presence and
participation in order to enable the child to try himself out outside
the home (Baumrind, 1980). Though hostility and rejection have been
shown to be deleterlous, moderately critical attitudes are at times

motivating and conducive to intellectual performance (Radin, 1976).
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Dimensions of authority.

Baumrind (1975) reviewed the results of an extended series of
investigations {already referred to above) which concerned themselves
with identifying patterns of parenting associated with the development
of competence in chlildren, She attempted to clarify the complex
findings which had emerged in the literature (the complexity of which
has already emerged in this review!) by suggesting three patterns of
parental behavior: permissive, suthoritarian and authoritative,

Baumrind initially studied pre-schoocl children's behavior from
which she identified the three different patterns of parenting
(Baumrind,. 19686).

Mature children had parents who were both controlling and warm,
communicated more clearly with their children; their homes lacked
discord and disciplinary friction, The parents used corporal punish-
ment but usually used positive reinforcement to obtain compliance, She

designated such parents as authoritative.

Dysphoric and disaffiliative children had parents who were less

nurturant and sympathetic with their children; they were inclined to
explain the reason for their demands as respect for parental authority
and religious belief, They did not attempt to convince the child
through the use of reason, to obey a directive, They admitted to
frightening the child, were detached, contreclling and somewhat cool.

These parents were designated authoritarian,

Immature children had parents who were much less controlling,

making few demands for mature behavior, Fathers were especially lax,
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engaging in less independence training and more babylng. They used
withdrawal of love and ridicule to obtain compliance, They were
designated as permissive,

The next attempted to investigate directly the foregoing patterns
through home observations, interviews and attitude questicnnaires, and
then assessed the behavior of the children upon 3seven empirical
clusters;: hostile-friendly; resistive—cooperative; domineering~
tractable; dominant-submissive; purposive-almless; achievement-oriented

- non=-achievement-oriented; independent-suggestible,

Types of parents.

The permissive type of parent emphasizes a benign acceptance of
the child's behavior, avoids the exercise of control, gives no
encouragement to obeying externally defined standards., The parent is
available as a resource but but will not intervene unless asked,
Maximum freedom (which is seen as absence of restraint) is granted. The
child is consulted about policy decisions,

Daughters in kindergarten were not much affected being somewhat
aimless and suggestible. At age nine, they were passive and retiring,
cooperative, submissive and conforming, Sons were not achievement-
oriented, were hostile with peers, resistant with adults, aimlesss and
unsocialized, At age nine, they were lacking in 2ocial responsibility
and independence,

Authoritarian parents are physically punitive, demanding

obedience, stressing thelr word without allowing verbal glve and take;
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the parents go by tradition and a2 strict moral code - an absclute
standard of conduct derived from a higher authority. They are punitive
when the child's actions or beliefs conflict with “correct" conduct,

Daughters were well sociallzed, submissive, aimless and rnot
achievement-oriented in kindergarten, At nine, the girls were
distinguishable only 1in that they challenged themselves cognitively,
The sons were like the sons of permissive parents (hostile with peers,
resistant with adults, aimless and unsocialized), only more achieve-
ment-oriented in kindergarten. At nine, their only distingulshing
characteristic was almlessness,

Authoritative parents direct their children in a rational,

{ssue-oriented manner, They encourage verbal give and take and show
respect for the child, but take responsibility for decisions, Both
autonomous self-will as well as disciplined conformity are valued. They
will assert firm control when in conflict without over-restricting the
child,

Daughters were dominant, purposive and achievement-oriented
{actuallly furthest from the feminine stereotype) in kindergarten, At
nine, they were domineering, creative, differentiated and socially
confident. Sons were friendly, cooperative, tractable, achievement~
orlented, yet not as dominent or purposive as would be expected in
kindergarten, At nine, they were altruistic and cooperative, Baumrind
felt that the latter type with its firm control tended to produce very
assertive and dominant girls, and meeker boys, where the firm control

seemed to be impairing independent action.
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Dimensions of parental behavior.

Baumrind (1982} classified her three types along two dimensions
of responsiveness and demandingness, which she saw also akin to
Parsons' {1955) dichotomy of expressive-instrumental, She saw the
permissive parent as being moderate to high upon responsiveness, but
low on demandingness. The authoritarian was low on responsiveness and
high on demands, The authoritative parents were high on both. She
alsoc discovered a fourth type in her followup (1980) which she
classified as none-conforming or democratic, which was high on
responsive but only moderate on demands,

The foregoing research points to significant and complex
relationships between parental patterns of discipline, control, and
responsiveness, and the soclial, personal and intellectual adjustment of
their offspring. Furthermore, specific effects depend upon the sex of

the parent and child.

ngotheses

On the basis of the literature, it would be expected that the
parents of well-adjusted children (those not manifesting any problem in
social adjustment nor manifesting symptoms of personal maladjustment)
would display attitudes of moderate to high responsiveness to the needs
of their children, along with a display of moderate to high control or

punitiveness, This would reflect an authoritative pattern of

parenting.

The parents of disruptive children would be expected to display
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two posaible patterns: a, attitudes of low responsiveness alongside

high control /punitiveness, reflecting an authoritarian orientation; or

b. attitudes of moderate to high responsiveness alongside low control
reflecting a permissive pattern of parenting,

The parents of reticent children would be expected to diaplay
attitudes of low responsiveness alongside high control as reflecting an

authoritarian pattern of parenting.

Techniques of measurement,

Most of the above investigators included teacher ratings in order
to assess the children's behavior in kindergarten (Becker et al, 1962;
Levy=-Schiff, 1578; Sears et al, 1953),

The assessment of parental behavior and attitudes has most often
been achleved through a combination of interviews and paper and pencil
attitude questionnaires (Baumrind, 1971; Becker et al, 1962; Levy-
Schiff, 1978). The most widely used parental attitude questionnaire
has been the Parental Attitude Research Instrument (PARI) first
developed by Schaefer & Bell (1955) and translated into Hebrew by
Levy=Schiff (1978), the latter having corresponding versions for
fathers and mothers. The most widely used measure of authoritarianism
has been the Fascism Scale (F Scale), developed by Adorno et al (1950).
Baumrind supplemented the above technigues by an extensive set of home
observations of the parents over a large number of hours spread over
many visits, Others, however, have found a viable and more economic
alternative in presenting parents with problem situations which they

are requested to solve in front of experimenter (Farina & Holzberg,
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1968; Ferreira & Winter, 1966; Jackson, 1956), The latter method has
most often 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: The parents of well-adjusted children would reveal

an authoritative pattern of parenting,

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

responses rated higher upon authoritativeness to the Problem

Situation Task than would the parents of disruptive or reticent

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

moderate scores of authoritarianism on the F Scale, as measured

by low deviation scores from the mean scores of the study

population,

Hypothesis 2: The parents of disruptive children would reveal

either authoritarian or permissive patterns of parenting.

A - Disruptive children would have parents who would glve

responses rated either higher on permissiveness or

authoritarianism to the Problem Situations Task than would the

parents of well-adjusted children, By definition, permissiveness

and authoritarianism are inversely related.

B - Disruptive children would have parents who would achieve

either high or low scores of authoritarianism on the F Scale, as

measured by high deviation from the mean scores,

Hypothesis 3: Reticent children would have parents revealing
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authoritarian patterns of parenting.

A = Reticent children would have parents who would give responses

rated higher on authoritarianism to the Problem Situations Task

than would the parents of well-adjusted children,
B - Reticent children would have parents who would achieve high

scores of authoritarianism on the F Scale as measured by high

deviation from the mean scores,

At this point, there is insufficent basis and rationale to offer
specific hypotheses dealing with the interaction between each mother
and father., The data was examined clinically to determine if trends

exist which would warrant future investigation.
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CHAPTER TI
METHOD
The study was conducted in Beit Shemesh, Israel, a development
town of 14,000 inhabitants, predominantly of North African origin. Most
of the 1nhabitants are working class, while recently there has

been a slight rise of middle class professionals moving into the town,

Subjects:

The subjects consisted of three groups of ten children each (five
boys, five girls) identified as disruptive, reticent, or ‘adjusted, and
their respective 60 parents. The subjects were drawn from the total
population of 270 children who attended compulsory Kindergartens in
Beit Shemesh during the 1970=-1980 academic¢ year., Those children with
significant physical defects, or mental defectives were eliminated from

consideration.

Sub ject Selection:

All of the children completing kindergarten in Beit Shemesh were
assessed by their teachers as to their readiness to undertake
Elementary School studies, To that end, in June of 1980, all of the
kindergarten teachers {13) filled out a comprehensive questionnaire for

each child (Teachers Rating Scale - Appendix A).

The five boys and the five girls rated highest upon the
disruptiveness cluster were chosen to compose the Disruptives group
(Dis). Likewise, the five boys and the five girls rated highest on the

reticence cluster were chosen to compose the Reticents group (Ret).
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Extreme scores were chosen on the basis of at least one standard
deviation above the population mean, As an additional c¢heck of the
fact that those children rated as being extreme on either scale
actually manifested the two behaviors, it was decided to interview the
13 teachers in September of 1980, Each teacher was requested to rate
those children in their former class who had manifested extreme
distruptiveness or reticence, Only those children who had obtained high
ratings from both the interview and questionnaire were chosen to
compose the experimental groups. The Adjusted group (521) was chosen
by taking the five boys and the five girls who were most problem-free
(lowest scores on the total questionnaire as well as symptom-free on
the two specific clusters) and who manifested high participation 1in
social and cognitive activities with in the kindergarten, As 24
children met the above criteria, the ten adjusted children were chosen

using a random numbers table,

Sample Characteristics:

The data for the children completing kindergarten in June, 1980
were collected by the Psychologists of the Psychological Service.
Teachers' ratings were received for 251 children (out of 270 children
attending First Grade in Fall, 1980).

The mean scores and standard deviations for the total population,
and for the three groups on the disruptiveness and reticence clusters,
are shown in Table 1,

The teacher's ratings were given on a scale ranging from 1 (no

display of the phenomenon) to 4 (frequent display of the phenomenon).
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Table 1

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

the total kindergarten population and for the selected subgroups.

Reticence Score Disruptiveness Score
Group
N Mean SD Mean SD
Adj Boys + Girls 10 4.8 .9 5.8 .9
Boys 5 4.y .8 5.6 .8
Girls 5 5.2 .8 6.0 .9
Ret Boys + Girls 10 10.3 1.3 8.4 2.1
Boys . 5 11.0 1.6 9.3 1.3
Girls 5 9.8 .8 7.8 2.3
Dis Boys + Girls 10 7.1 1.8 15.9 2.3
Boys 5 7.4 2.4 17.6 8
Girls 5 6.8 .8 14.2 2.1
General Boys 1328 7.1 4,4 10.0 3.9
Population Girls 1150 6.8 2.1 8.1 2.8

Note, a - N for disruptiveness was 135,
b = N for disruptiveness was 116.
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Population trends, The data indicated that boys on the whole

were found to be rated higher on disruptiveness than girls in the
population (t = 4,443 p<.001), The latter finding was to be expected
considering the higher activity level and greater aggressiveness of
boys at this age. In contrast, no significant differences were noted
on reticence ratings between boys and glirls, It might have been
expected that girls would display more reticence than boys. The
question of the validity of the reticence cluster will be discussed

further below.

Adjusted children. As is shown in Table 1, Adj children received

ratings lower than the general population upon both clusters. Two
points are noteworthy, First of all, none of the Adj were totally
"aroblem-free", Second of all, girls obtained slightly higher ratings
than did boys, contrary to the trend for the population in general.

Reticent children, Ret children were rated slightly lower than

the population in general on disruptiveness: §.25 for boys and 7.8 for
girls, though both ratings were higher than those for Adj children, In
contrast, Ret children obtained much higher ratings on reticence than
the population in general: 11 for boys and 9.8 for girls,

Disruptive children. Table 1 indicates that Dis children were

rated similarly to the general population for reticence: girls
obtained a rating of 6.3, almost identical to the mean general rating,
while boys were rated a bit higher (7.4). In vivid contrast, the
ratings for disruptiveness were much higher: 17.4 for boys and 14,2

for girls.
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Teacher interviews,

The retrospective ratings of the teachers In the September
interviews gave added confirmation of the reticence of disruptiveness
of the various children, Of further note was the trend for several
teachers to indicate that those children who were most disruptive in
their classes had shown signs of considerable reticence as well, On
the whole, the latter (usually boys) would be usually quiet and
withdrawn, and suddenly would strike out and disrupt. This phenomenon
will be discussed further below. In terms of the two experimental
samples, all of the boys who wWere chosen for the Ret group were
reticent without signs of disruptiveness, On the other hand, some of
the boys in the Dis group manifested some signs of reticence besides

their obvious pattern of disruptiveness.

Background data.
An inspection of the following background variables of the

children and their parents was undertaken 1in order to controi for
extraneous variance, No significant differences were found between the
Adj, Ret, and Dis groups in a series of ANOVA's applied to the
variables of Father Education (F(2,27) = 2.24); Mother Educatlioen
(E(2,27) = ,147); Birth Order of children (F(2,27) = .59); Number of
Siblings (F(2,27) = .147), 'It can therefore be concluded that the
groups could not be distinguished on the basis of birth order or number
of siblings, or of education of the parents. (See Appendix F for a

listing of the means of the groups upon the above variables),
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Procedure:

Each family was contacted first by letter (letter form, Appendix
B) explaining the study, and subsequently by phone or in person (for
those without phones). Out of the 33 families contacted, 31 families
agreed to participate in the study. One family was dropped as it was
impossible to find a mutually acceptable time. Each family was
interviewed in their home in the evening, at a time when the younger
children were already in bed, The interview data were recorded on
audiotape, Each parent was glven the following tasks separately, the
sequence of presentation being balanced between mothers and tathers:

Problem Situations Task. {see Table 11) A series of 8

situations involving children in various problematic settings, wherein
the parent was asked to reveal how he or she would react to the child's
actions in order to resolve the situation, All the responses were
recorded on audiotape and subsequently reviewed and scored according to
the Rating Guide (Appendix C) as to the style utilized by the parent

for each situation (permissive, authoritative or authoritarianj). An

initial perusal of the data indicated that in contrast to Baumrind's
{1980) findings that different parents use different styles, They may
initially react permissively, yet continue and shift to a more
authoritarian style, etc. It was therefore declded to give two
separate scores for each situation:

1. An overall score reflecting a clinical judgement of the global

impression elicited by the parent's toctal response, which

consisted tor each situation one of the three styles (permissive,
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authoritative or authoritarian). Each parent, thus received a

total score over the eight situations which reflected the
combination of the three styles utilized by the latter (i.e.

permissive ~ 3 authoritative « 4: authoritarian - 1).

2. A trend score reflecting the sequence of one or more of the

styles used tor each situation (i,e. permissive _ 41 authoritative

- 2 permissive _ 3 - begins with a permissive style, as

continues, reflects a more authoritative style, yet completes the

situation by returning to being more permissive).

Thne Rating Guide was elaborated on the basis of Baumrind's (1971)
delineation of the ditferent patterns of parental discipline
orientations. A judgement reliability rating was obtained by having a
second rater (DW,, an experienced Psychiatrist) score the data of six
families (randomly selected, one from each group). The comparison
between the two raters yielded 90% agreement H85% for the 48 pairs of
scores, The ratings for the two judges are shown in Appendix D,

Parental Attitude Research Instrument (PARI}: 1(See Appendix bt) A

shortened and modified 38 item version of Levy-Schiff's (1978} Hebrew
moditication of the original PAKL (Schaeter & Bell, 19%%), The PAHI was
answered using a six-point likert scale ranging trom extreme
disagreement to total agreement with each statement,

Fascism Scale (F Scale). (Adorno et al, 1950) (See Appendix E

items 39-65). The Hebrew transliation ot the 30 item form, While one

parent responded to the Problem Situations Task in my presence, the

other parent filled out the PARI and the F Scale in a separate room to
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insure independent responses, Each parent, upon completion of the
firat task, switched with the otner parent and proceeded to the second

task. When each parent had completed both the Problem Situations Task

as well as the questionnaires, Doth were brought together betore me and

requested to respond to the Problem Situations Task for a second time,

with instructions to arrive at a response which reflected each
situation as if they were together before the child's behavior;
"Imagine this time that you are witnessing the 1dentical situation as

betore, yet this time, you are together, HoOw would you react?"
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Overall Score Results

The 60 parents studied responded to eight situations each on the

Problem Situations Task, ylelding a total of U800 responses, The

distribution of permissive, authoritative, and authoritarian responses

{in percentage scores) by groups, sex of children, sex of parent are
shown in Table 2,

Before undertaking a test of the hypotheses, an examination of
the extent to which the three types of responses were unitized by all
of the parents was deemed fruitful.

Examination of the distribution of the scores for both parents
combined indicaes that almost half (46%) of all responses were rated as

authoritative, 36% were rated permissive, while only 18% were rated

suthoritarian., Inspection of the data for fathers indicates an almost

equal distribution between authoritative (u42%) and permissive (39%)

responses, with lesser use of authoritarian responses (19%), The data

for mothers indicates a somewhat different distribution, with a

preponderance of authoritative responses (51%) over permissive {(33%) or

authoritarian (16%) responses,

The fact that the eight situation of the Problem Situations Task

did not elicit an equal distribution of the three responses complicates
somewhat the testing of the hypotheses, The subsequent results will
have to be assessed in light of the unequal overall distributions, The

distributions and their ramifications will be discussed in further
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Table 2

Percentage of parents using overall permissive, authoritative or

authoritarian solutions to the Problem Situations Task by groups.

Responses in Percentages

N permissive authoritative authoritarian

Both parents 60 36 ué 18

Adj

Boys + Girls 20 28 59 13

Boys 10 29 56 15

Girls 10 26 62 12

Ret

Boys + Girls 20 i n 18

Boys 10 X 32 25

Girls .10 39 49 12

Dis

Boys + Girls 20 39 39 22

Boys 10 36 37 27

Girls 10 Lh! 4 18
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Responses in Percentages

N permissive authoritative authoritarian

Fathers only 30 39 42 19

Adj

Boys + Girls 10 37 51 12

Boys 5 37 50 13

Girls 5 35 52 13

Ret

Boys + Girls 10 41 35 23

Boys 5 38 35 27

Girls 5 45 37 18

Dis

Boys + Girls 10 40 37 23

Boys 5 38 35 27

Cirls 5 42 40 18
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Responses in Percentages

N permissive authoritative authoritarian

Mothers only 30 33 51 16

Adj

Boys + Girls 10 19 67 14

Boys 5 20 62 18

Girls 5 17 73 10

Ret

Boys + Girls 10 40 45 15

Boys 5 ut 30 23

Girls 5 33 60 7

Dis

Boys «+ Girls 10 38 R 21

Boys 5 35 4o 25

Girls 5 40 u2 18
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detail below.

The subsequent analyses will be using the actual number of the

different responses for each group and subgroup,

Parents of Adj. children.

Hypothesis 1A stated that the parents of Adj. children would give

responses rated more frequently as authoritative than would parents of

Ret or Dis children, The results of an ANOVA (three way design with

repeated measures) applied to the distribution of authoritative

responses f{or the three groups by gender of children and parents are
reported in Table 3.
The results indicate a significant difference between groups (Adj
-~ Ret - Dis) (p<.05; two tailed test). On the other hand, no
significant differences were found for gender of children or parents,
The results of t tests for difference between the means of

authoritative responses given by Adj, Ret, and Dis groups to the

Problem Situations Task are listed in Table 4. The results for both

parents indicate that parents of Adj children gave a significantly

higher number of authoritative responses to the situations than did

parents of Ret children (£(18)=2.29; p.<.025; one tail test), Likewise,

the parents of Dis children gave much fewer authoritative responses to

the situations that the Adj group (£(18)=3.13; p<.005). In contrast,
the differences between Dis and Ret groups were not demonstrated to
differ from chance.

The results for fathers indicated differences in the expected

direction which barely reached significance. Fathers of Adj children



Table 3

ANOVA of authoritative solutions for groups by gender of child

for mothers and fathers,

Source of Variation S8 daf Ms F
Between Children 127.9 29
Groups 32.1 2 16.9 4,512
Gender 7.4 1 7.4 2.06 ns
Groups x Gender 2.8 2 Tl -
Children Within Groups 85 .4 24 3.6
Within Children 96.5 30
Parents 8.9 1 8.8 2.69
Groups x Parents 2.5 2 1.3 -
Gender x Parents 2.9 1 2.8 -
Groups x Parents x Gender 3.7 2 1.9 -
Parents x Children

Within Sroups 78.6 24 3.3

Note. ® F(2,24)=3.40; p<.05
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Table U

Mean scores of number of authoritative responses to the Problem

Situation Task for Adj, Ret and Dis groups.

t (18 df) 1 tall test

Adj Ret Dis Adj-Ret  Adj-Dis  Ret-Dis
Both Parents 9.5 6.5 6.3 2.3¢ 3.13¢ a
Fathers b1 2.9 3.0 1.9b 1.69ns a
Mothers 5.4 3.6 3.3 1,80 2,769 a

Notes

- t values <.5 are not listed,
£(18)=1.73; p<.05
t(18)=2,14; p<.o2s5
1(18)=2.55; p<.o?
£(18)=2.88; p<.005

T L0 oL
]
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gave more authoritative responses than both fathers of Ret children

(p<.05), and Dis children, though the latter differences just failed to
be demonstrated to differ from chance (t(18)=1,69),
The results for mothers indicated that mothers of Adj children

gave a much greater number of authoritative responses to the situations

than either mothers of Dis children (p<.01) or of Ret children (p<.05).
On the whole, the results lend considerable support for
hypothesis 1A in that parents of Adj children gave much more auth-

oritative responses to the Problem Situations Task than parents of Ret

and Dis chi ldren,

Parents of Dis c¢hildren,

Hypothesis 24 stipulated that Dis children would have parents who

would give more permissive or authoritarian responses to the Problem

Situations Task than parents of Adj children.

Analysis of authoritarian responses, The results of ANOVA (three

way design with repeated measures) applied to the distribution of

authoritarian responses for groups by gender of children and parents

are shown in Table 5,
The results reveal the absence of differences between groups in

the use of authoritarian responses in the situations. On the other

hand, a significant effect emerged for boys vs. girls (p<,05).
Examination of the percentage distributions listed in Table 2 indicated

that the differences reflected a greater use of authoritarian responses

among parents of boys as opposed to girls, irrespective of groups or

gender of parent.



Table §

35

ANOVA of authoritarian sclutions to the Problem Situations Task

for Adj, Ret and Dis groups, for mothers and fathers,

Source of Variation SS af M5 F
Between Children n.7 29
Groups 5.0 2 2.5 2.7 ns
Gender 6.7 1 6.7 5.558
Groups x Gender 1.2 2 0.6 -
Children Within Groups 28.8 24 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 ¥ Parents x Gender 0.4 2 0.2 -
Parents x Children

Within Groups 78.6 24 3.3

Note, @ F(1,24)=4,26; p<.0S
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The results of t tests for the difference between the means of

authoritarian responses to the situations for Adj, Ret, and Dis groups

are listed in Table 6.
The data for both parents revealed that parents of Dis children

gave a higher number of authoritarian responses to the situations than

did the parents of Adj children (£{18):=2.19; p<.025). The results for
fathers were not demonstrated to differ from chance, Likewise, the
results for mothers failed to discriminate between Adj and Ret groups
though the differences between mothers of Adj and Dis children just
missed reaching significance at the .05 level (t=1.61),

Analysia of permissive responses, The results of an ANOVA (three

way design with repeated measures) applied to the distribution of
permissive responses for Adj, Ret and Dis groups for boys and girls and
for fathers and mothers are shown in Table 7,

An examination of the results reveals the absence of differences
for groups, gender of children and parents,

The results of t test for the difference between the means of

permissive responses to the Problem Situations Task for Adj, Ret and

Dis groups is shown in Table 8.
The scores for both parents show that parents of Dis children

gave more permissive responses to the Problem Situations Task than did

parents of Adj children (t(18)=2.69; p<.01). The results for mothers
yielded almost identical differences (4(18)=2.68; p<.01) on the other
hand, no significant differences were revealed for fathers,

In summary, the data tended to lend support for hypothesis 24 in
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Mean numbers of authoritarian solutions to the Problem Situations

Task for Adj, Ret and Dis groups.

t (18 df) 1 tail test

Adj Ret Dis Adj-Ret Adj-Dis  Ret-Dis
Both Parents 2.1 3.0 3.5 1.2 ns 2.19b .63 ns
Fathers 1.0 1,8 1.8 1.4 ns 1.4 ns a
Mothers 1.1 1.2 T a 1.62 ns  1.29 ns
Notes

a - t values <.5 are not listed.
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Table T

ANOVA of permissive responses to the Problem Situations Task for

Adj, Ret and Dis groups by gender of child and for mothers and

fathers.
Source of Variation SS af 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 b,3 1 4.8 2.09 ns
Groups x Parents 5.2 2 2.6 1.13 ns
Gender x Parents 1.3 1 1.3 -
Groups x Parents x Gender 2.7 2 1.3 -

Parents x Children
Within Groups 55.4 24 2.3




Table 8

Mean numbers of permissive solutions to the Problem Situations

Task for Adj, Ret and Dis groups.

t tests (18 df)

Adi Ret Dis Adj~Ret Adj-Dis Ret=Dis
Both Parents 4.4 6.5 6.2 1.940 2.69¢ a
Fathers 2.9 3.3 3.2 a a a
Mothers 1.5 3.2 3.0 1.98b 2.68¢ a

values <(,5 .
(18)=1.7; p<.05
(18y=2.5; p<.01
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that, on the whole, parents of Dis children tended to give more

authoritarian and permissive responses to the Problem Situations Task

than did parents of Adj children,

In general, parents of boys gave more suthoritarian responses

than parents of girls (irrespective of groups).

Parents of Ret children.

Hypothesis 3A stipulated that parents of Ret children would give

more authoritarian responses to the Problem Situations Task than would

parents of Adj chiildren,

The results listed in Table 6 indicate that none of the
differences between Ret and Adj groups were demonstrated to be
different from chance, though the differences for both prrents, and
especially for fathers (£= 1.U4) were In the expected direction,

The results did not support hypothesis 3A, though the data for
the fathers might indicate the feasibility of further investigation.

In light of the rather weak results for autheritarianism, it

might be fruitful to examine the findings for permissiveness, though no

previous hypotheses wer formulated, It would be expected that parents
of Ret children reveal a greater use of permissive responses to the

Problem Situations Task than would parents of Adj children,

Examination of the results in Table 8 indicates significant
differences for both parents (£(18)=1,94; p<.05) and for mothers
(x(18)=1,98; p<.05). In contrast, the data for fathers failed to

reveal any differences between the two groups,
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Overall comparision of groups.

In order to test for differences among the three groups'
responses in one overall comparison, the three types of responses wvere

ranked and ueightéd. The authoritative solution was weighted 2,

permissive weighted O, and authoritarian welghted - 2, The mean

scores for the three groups are presented in Table 9,

The results of a Mann-Whitney U test run on comparisons between
rankings of the weighted scores of the three groups are shown in Table
10,

The analysis yielded results similar to those described above in
the separate score tests: there emerged a very significant difference
for both parents between the Adj and Dis groups (p<.02), and a lesser
difference between Adj and Ret groups (p<.10) while no differences were
revealed between Ret and Dis groups. When scores for fathers and
mothers were analyzed separately a significant difference emerged only

between mothers of Adj and Dis groups (p<.05).

Tentative pattern analyses,

Of the 60 parents studied only two gave a single type of response
to all eight of the situations while 13 gave only two types of
responses, The majority of parents (45) used combinations {in

permissive, authoritative and authoritarian responses to the Problem

Situations Task,

Therefore, following separate analyses of permissive, authori-

tatlve and authoritarian responses, it would seem warranted to examine

the extent to which different combinations of responses were manifested
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Table 9

Mean weighted scores for fathers, mothers and for both parents for

Adj, Ret and Dis groups for rank comparisons,

Fathars Mot hers Both Parents

Adj

Boys + Girls 6,4 8.6 7.7
Boys 6.0 7.2 6.6
Girls 6.8 10.0 8.4
Ret

Boys + Girls 2.4 5.0 3.7
Boys 1.6 2.0 1.8
Girls 3.2 8.0 5.6
Dis

Boys + Girls 2.2 3.6 2.9
Boys 1.2 3.2 2.2

Girls 3.2 4.0 3.6
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Table 10

Mean ranks and Mann-Whitney U comparisons for fathers, mothers and

both parents for Adj, Ret and Dis groups.

Adj vs Ret U Adj vs Dis U Adj vs Dis U
Both parents 13.1 8.0 2u4,5¢ 13.9 T 163 1.6 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 21.5P 11.8 9.3 37.5

19; p<.10.,
i p<L05.
+ p<.10.

NN
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by each group, by mothers vs., fathers of boys vs., girls.

Parents of Adj children. An examination of the distributions
listed in Table 2 revealed that parents of Adj children utilized a

pattern composed of a predominance of authoritative responses (59%)

with some permissive (27%) and few authoritarian (131) responses,

Mothers of girls exhibited the most pronounced preference for

authoritative responses {(73%) with only minor use of permissive (17%)

and authoritarian (10%) responses, The pattern for mothers of boys was
less pronounced but in the same direction with 62% of all responses

being authoritative with minor use of permissive (20%) and authori-

tarian (17.5%). In contrast, the pattern for fathers indicated a

smaller yet still considerable preference for authoritative responses

(51%) over permissive responses (36%) as opposed to few authoritarian

responses (13%4), there being no discrimination between boys and girls,
The patterns for mothers and fathers of Adj children when compared
using a Chi Square Test was found to be different from chance (p<.05).
In summary, the pattern for parents of Adj children can be described as

reflecting a high preference for the use of authoritative responses,

with some use of permissive responses and little use of authoritarian

responses, Mothers of Adj children reflected the tendency to giving

authorjitative responses to a greater extent than did fathers,

Parents of Dis children. Inspection of the results for both

parents indicated an equal preference for giving permissive or

authoritative responses (39%) to the situations, with a lesser reliance

upon authoritarian responses (22%1). The data for fathers and mothers
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reflected the same distribution between responses, The data for boys
vs, girls indicated a difference in the direction of a greater use of

authoritarian responses for boys (27%) than for girls (318%), for all

parents,

Parents of Ret children, The pattern which emerged upon

inspection of the results for both parents indicated one identical to
that described above for parents of Dis children equal preference for

permissive and authoritative responses (41%) alongside lesser use of

authoritarian responses (181). When the data was examined separately

for boys vs, girls, two different patterns emerged: parents of boys
indicated a preference for permissive responses (43%) over both

authoritative (32%) and authoritarian (25%) responses, In contrast,

parents of girls showed a preference for the use of au.horitative

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

while only slight use of authoritarian responses (123). A comparison

of the distributions of responses for parents of Ret boys as opposed to
Ret girls by the use of a Chi Square Test revealed them to be different
from chance (x2(2):6,24; p<.05).

Examination of the data for fathers and mothers separately
indicates that the above differences between boys and girls stemmed
exclusively from the results for mothers. The data for fathers
indicated that the latter used slightly more permissive responses (41%)

than authoritative responses {(36%) with [ewer authoritarian responses

(23%). Fathers of girls showed an even greater preference for

permissive responses (45%) than authoritative responses (37%) in sharp




46

contrast to the pattern for girls of both parents described above,
On the other hand, mothers of boys indicated a clear preference
to giving permissive responses (u47%) vs, lesser use of both authori-

tative (30%) and authoritarian (23%) responses, In sharp contrast,

mothers of girls showed a great preference for authoritative responses

(60%) with lesser use of permissive responses (33%1) and almost

negligible use of ‘authoritarian responses (7%). Comparison of the

distribution of scores for mothers boys and girls through a Chi Square
Test revealed them to be significantly different from chance (x2(2)=
8.12; p<.02),

The examination of the data of Ret children indicates a greater
diversity of trends than for the Adj and Dis groups. This impression
was supported as well by the higher varliance of scores for the groups.

Comparison of group trends. The aforegoing inspections for each

group pointed to two different overall patterns: parents of Adj

children gave the highest proportion of authoritative responses with

less permissive and even fewer authoritarian responses. The

alternative pattern was exhibited both by Ret and Dis parents - an

equal distribution of permissive and authoritative responses with less

authoritarian responses, A comparison between the patterns of the

three groups for both parents using a Chi Square Test for three
independent samples yielded highly significant differences
(x2(4)=16.68; p<.01), Likewise, a comparison of the patterns for
mothers only was alsc highly significant ( 2(4)=13.43; p<.01). The

patterns for fathers however, were not demonstrated to be different
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fram chance,

Analysis by situations.

To date, the data presented has constituted composite acores

overall eight situations of the Problem Situations Task. It might be

questioned to what extent the different situations elicited similar
responses according to groups, fathers and mothers, for boys and girls?
The number of f{athers, mothers, as well as both parents choosing

permissive, authoritative or authoritarian solutions for each situation

is listed in Appendix G, per group and sex of child,
The separate situations are listed in Table 17 and will be

further described below. The frequencies of permissive, authoritative

and authoritarian responses given by fathers and mothers and both

parents for boys and girls of Adj, Ret and Dis groups were compared for
each situation using the Fisher Exact Test at the .05 level of
Probability; The results of the comparisons are listed in Table 12,
The distributions of the three responses were tested as well by use of
a Chi Square Test and are listed as well in Table 12. In two cases,

the results were compared for permissive and authorjtative scores only

(wherein authoritarian scores were of a negligible frequency) by use of

the Fisher Exact Test, These'are listed as well in Table 12,
Examination of the results indicated that four situations (3,4,7
& 8) yielded clear differences between groups, whereas the remaining
four (1,2,5,5) yilelded inconclusive differences which could not be
demonstrated to be different from chance, Those indicatling supportive

trends will be discussed later.
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Table 11

List of the eight situations of the Problem Situations Task

While playing a construction game, your five-year old son bangs
the hammer on his thumb and loudly releases a chain of curses.

You come home to discover that your six-year old daughter has just
cut her beautiful locks.

After he is served a tasty meal, your Si{x-year old son declares
that he isn't hungry!

When you tell your four-year old son that he cannot have a candy
before supper (one hour before supper-time), he begins to kick and
shout,

You glance out the window and notice that your five-year old son
just pushed the three-year old neighbor's daughter off her bicycle
and took the bicycle from her,

A gang of boys call your eight-year old son to come out and play.
You don't think that it is good for him to play with them, but he
starts to go out the door,

You bought a new game for your seven-year old daughter for her
birthday, After five minutes that she tries to play, she breaks
up all that she has done,

You are looking out the window and notice the father (mother) of a
neighboring child is shouting loudly at your son and even raises

his (her) hand at him, Your son begins to cry.
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Analysis of significant comparisons at the .05 level of praobability by individual

situstions of the Protlem Situstions Tasak:

Comparisons between boys and girla for

frequencies of permissive, suthoritative or authoritarian responses, and of

distributions of the responaes by uae of Fisher's Exasct Test,

Type of Rasponse

Situstion
persisaive aythoritative suthoriterian Distribution
1. ns ns ns ne
2. ns ns ne ns
3. Both Parents
Ad) > Ret Ad] vs Ret
Ad} > Dia ve Dia®

Fathers vs Mothars

Fo Ad) > Mo Ad)

Fa Adj girls >
Mo Add girls

Mothers only
et > Adj
girls > A} girls

> )

lE i

ko
=
-

Ad] doys > Ret boys

Mo Adj > Fa Ady

Mo Ad] girls >
Fa Adj girls

Agy > Met
Ad] bays > Ret boys

Ad) sirls > Ret girls
Ag) > Dis
Ad] boys > Dis hors

Adj girls > Dis girls

8, Both Parenta

Fathers only

Adj bays > Ret boys

Aaj voys > Rat boys

Ret > A4 boys

Aty vs RetP

24] v Dis®

8. ns

na

ne




Teble 12 (continued)

Type of Nesponse
Jituation

pernissive suthoritative suthoriterian Distribution

7. Soth Parents
Adj > Dis Ady v Diat
Mothers only
Adj > Dis Ad) vs DLad
8. Both Parents
- Adj > Dis Adj va Met
v3 Dis*

Ag) va Disf

Ret ve Dis®

“Hotes

®) ¥2(a); pe.oot.

oy x¥t2); pe.o2.

o} x%(2); pc.0.

d) Fisher Lxact Test for distribution of permissive and

suthoritative responsss p <.02.
) i R<-05.
£ <0t
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Situation 3 dealing with feeding was most discriminative between
groups for both parents (p<.001) in strong support of Hypothesis 1A and
2A. The sharp contrasts between the groups occurred between mothers.
Mothers and fathers of Adj children were likewise discriminated in that
fathers gave predominantly permissive responses (in sharp contrast to

Hypothesis 1A) while mothers gave mostly authoritative responses, as

hypothesized.

Situation U4, dealing with aggression ylelded contrasting patterns
for both parents between the Adj group and Ret group (p<.02) in support
of Hypotheses 1A and 3A. To a lesser extent, there was a contrast
between the Adj group and the Dis group (p<.10) in support of
Hypotheses 1A and 2&, The contrasts were sharpest 1in the data for
boys

Situation 7 dealing with disappolntment diserimlinated between the
Adj and Dis groups (p<.02) in clear support of Hypothesis 2A, the
sharpest differences occurring for mothers. Again, as in situation 3,
fathers of Adj children did not respond according to Hypothesis 1A.

Situation B dealing with adult aggression yielded clear
differences between Adj and Dis groups {(p<.02) in support of hypothesis
tA and 2A. Of note was the lack of distinction between Adj and Ret
groups: this was the only situation which ylelded a clear difference
between Ret and Dis groups (p<.02),

In summary, the different 1ssues raised in the various situations
yielded differential responses among fathers vs, mothers of the three
groups. As a result, only four of the situations gave c¢lear support to

the hypotheses,
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Trend Score Results

As was noted previously, all of the 60 parents studied showed a
tendency to use more than one specific style in response to various
situations. The question arose whether any of the specific trends
which were manifested by the parents discriminated between the Adj, Ret
and Dis groups?

The frequencies of trend scores according to groups are presented
in Appendix H. The results of comparisons by t test between groups
fathers and mothers of boys and girls on trend responses to the Problem

Situations Task is presented in Table 13,

Examination of the comparisons reveals that three responses

ylelded differentiations between groups,

Permissive to authcritative responses, Fathers of Adj children

gave more such responses than did mothers (p<.001), Fathers of Adj
girls gave more responses than fathers of Ret girls (p<.01). Of note
was the fact that mothers of Dis children gave nc such responses at
all, resulting in significant contrasts with fathers' of Dis girls
(p<.01), with mothers of Ret and Adj children (p<.01).

Authoritative to permissive responses. Fathers of Adj girls gave

no such responses yielding a significant contrast with fathers of Ret

girls (p<.01).

L=
[ ad
=

Authoritative to authoritarian responses. Parents of

I

children gave more such responses than both parents of Ret (p<.01) and

of Adj children (p>05).

Further examination of Table 13 indicates that ssveral other
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Table 13

Comparisons of Trend responses of Adj, Mst and Dis groups to the Problem

Situstions Task by t tests snd Fisher's Exact Test

Trend
Ad] vs Rat AdJ va Dis Ret vs Dis Fathers vs Mothers
Response

perazissive to

authceritative
Both Perents
_t_n'l.llz na

Fathers only Ad} childrenitas.09®
sirlsste2.170 boysits=1.6 n» Dis girlsipc.01®

Mothers only
pe.01° 2(.01°

athoritative to

gernissive

Both Parenty
El1.‘8 na

Fathers only
sirls:p<.01® Rev girlast=1.5%6 ns

authoritative to
guthoritarian
Both Parents
ta2, 008 te3.16¢

Fathers only

E-z.Sd
girls t:2,339




Teble 13 {continued)

Trend
Ad] vs Ret Ad) va Dis st vs Dis Fathers ve Mothers
Response

suthoritarian ta

sutnoritative

!nth Parents
E‘ 1:52 nas

Fathers only

Boys:ts1.63 ns

Mothers only
bays:te1.63 ns

Notes

&) tyigye3.81; p<.ool,
b) Riay s1.86; pc 10,

c) Fisher Exact Test.

d) t(14)=2.10; p<.0S.

o) t(1p) #2.88; pa.oY.
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contrasts between groups revealed differences which, however, were not

demonstrated to be different from chance,

Parent Interaction Results

The last question to be ralsed about the Problem Situations Task

data is whether the Jjoint situation wherein fathers and mothers were
requested to return to the eight situations, and respond as if they had
experienced them together, elicited data which discriminated between
the groups?

The questions asked were to what extent and in which direction
did each parent maintain or modify his or her original response as a
result of exposure to the spouse's response? Did a specific pattern of
dominance, compliance or of mutual change emerge over the eight

situations as a function of group membership?

Dominance patterns.

The frequencies of instances of agreement, approach withdrawal or
modification of responses of parents as a result of exposure to the

spouse in the joint interaction format to the Problem Situations Task

i{s shown in Table 14,

Scrutiny of the data reveals several interesting contrasts
between groups which might be indicative for future investigation
though most were not demonstrated to be different from chance,

1. Fathers of Adj children tended to modify their responses in order

to come to agreement with their wives to a greater extent (11



Frequencies of dominance, compliance,

Table 14

displayed by parents of Adj], Ret and Dis children on the joint

condition of the Problem Situations Task.

56

agreement or disagreement

"Scoring Categories?
Groups N Father Father Father Mother Mother
changes modifies withdraws changes modifies

Adj

Boys + Girls 10 11 1 3 6 3
Boys 5 7 0 2 S 2
Girls 5 ] 1 1 1 1
Ret

Boys « Girls 10 6 2 ] 6 y
Boys 5 2 1 1 2 3
Girls 5 4 1 3 4 1
Dis

Boys + Girls 10 6 4 T 6 1
Boys 5 3 1 5 2 1
Girls 5 3 3 2 4 0




Table 14 (continued)
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Mother Joint Joint Joint Sponta~ Disagree-
with- approach with- exchange neous ment
draws draws agreement
Adj
Boys + Girls O 2 2 2 27 18
Boys 0 0 1 1 11 12
Girls 0 2 1 1 16 &
Ret
Boys + Girls 5 3 0 0 33 1
Boys 3 2 0 0 16 5
Girls 2 1 0 0 17 6
Dis
Boys + Girls Y 2 1 1 2B 13
Boys 2 1 1 1 14 6
Girls 2 1 0 0 14 7
Note

28) 8 scores per couple
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instances) than did fathers of either Ret or Dis children (6

each) though the difference was not different from chance (t =

1.41), Comparison of the data for boys however, revealed

significant differences between Adj and Ret children (p<.01),

2. Fathers of Dis children tended to modify their responses in order
to distinguish their responses from those of their wives to a
greater extent than fathers of Adj or Ret children , though this
was not demonstrated to be different from chance (t = 1.33),

3. Similarly, mothers of Dis and Ret children manifested several
instances of changing their responses in order to distingulish
their responses from those of their husbands whereas mothers of
Adj children did not manifest any such responses (g(.OS - Fishers
Exact Test),

i, Parents of Adj boys showed the most instances of disagreement
based upon different initial responses as opposed to parents of
Dis boys (p<.02), or of Ret boys (p<.10),

In summary, the parental interaction data ralses the suggestion
of a tendency parents of Adj children to work towards agreement without
denying actual differences., Parents of Dis and to a8 lesser extent Ret
children show more initial agreement yet show 3 readiness to change

reaponses in order to emphasize differences,

Individual to joint condition.

To date, the present analysis has focused upon agreement and
disagreement trends of parents in the joint condition. Alternatively,

the data may be inspected with respect to changes in the distributions
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between use of permissive, authoritative or authoritarian responses as

a function of exposure to the spouses opinion, The comparisons of
distributions between individual and Joint conditions by groups for
fathers and mothers are listed in Appendix I, The comparisons were
tested using a Chi Square Test and are listed by groups in Table 15,
Examination of the comparisons reveals that parents of Adj and
Dis children did not alter their responses when exposed to their
spouses to a greater extent than would be expected by chance. The only
differences which emerged were for parents of Ret children (p<.01),
which reflected, primarily differences among parents of Ret boys
{(p<.02). Further inspection 1isclated the major differences among
mothers of Ret boys (p<.05). Inspection of the raw data in Appendix I

indicated that the changes in responses among parents of Ret children

consisted of a tendency to shift from permissive to authoritative

responses when exposed to their spouses in the joint condition. As a

result of this shift in the preparation of permissive and authoritative

responses under the Jjoint condition, the overall distribution of
responses for parents of Ret children was shown to be different from
that of parents of Dis children (X2(2)z11.48; p<.01), Actually the
parents of Ret children shifted to the pattern previously described for
parents of Adj children under the individual condition (a predominance

of authoritative responses as opposed to the pattern of equal

distribution of permissive and authoritative responses which was
manifested by parents of Dis children). The pattern for parents of Adj

children was no longer discriminated from that of the Ret group, as had
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Table 15

Comparisons of distributions of responses to the Problem

Situations Task for fathers and mothers of Adj, Ret and Dis

children on the individual vs joint conditions using a Chi Square

Test,

Adj Ret Dis

Both parents

Boys + Girls ns g.262 ns
Boys ns 7.840 ns
Girls ns ns ns
Fathers

Boys + Girls' ns ns ns
Boys ns ns ns
Girls ns ns ns
Mothers

Boys + Girls ns 5,769 ns
Boys ns 6.18¢ ns
Girls ns ns ns

Notes

a) x2(2)=9.21; p<.o1
b) nggm.az; p<.02
¢) X0 (2)=5.99; p<.05
d) X" ¢py=4.60; p<.10
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been shown in the individual condition though parents of Dis children
still manifested a discretely different pattern from that of the Adj
group ( 2(2)=22.3; p<.001),

In summary, examination of the data for the joint condition
indicated that parents of Ret children tended to change their responses
to resemble the pattern previously manifested only by parents of Adj

children under the individual condition of the Problem Situations Task.

F Scale Results

The Hypotheses formulated above were stated in terms of deviation
scores from the sample mean (129,25).

Hypothesis 1B stated that parents of Adj children would display
moderate F Scale scores in contrast to extreme (high or low) scores of
parents of Dis children. An F test for the comparison of homogeneity of
variance between the Adj and Dis groups (for both parents, fathers only
and mothers only) failed to demonstrate differences from chance (F =
1.24),

Support for Hypothesis 1B was only found in the data for fathers
of girls in that the variance for Adj children was lower than that of
Dis children (F(9,9)=2.49; p¢i0).

Hypothesis 3B stipulated that parents of Ret children would glve
more extreme F Scale scores than would parents of Adj children,

An F Test for the homogeneity of variance the two groups revealed
the variance of F Scale scores for parents of Ret children to be higher

that the variance for the Adj groups (F (19,19)=2.24; p<.10)., The
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differences were even greater for mothers of Ret children as opposed to
mothers of Adj children (F(9,9)=3.16; p<.05), Thus, the data lends
partial support to Hypothesis 3B, in that the F_Scale scores for
parents of Ret children were considerably more varied than those of
parents of Adj children, this being clearest for mothers.

A further question arises at this point, Were there absolute
differences between groups and between parents in F Scale scores?
Table 16 lists the results of an ANOVA (3 way design with repeated
measures) for F Scale scores of fathers and mothers by groups and
gender of children,

Inspection of the data revealed the absence of any significant
differences for any of the comparisons,

Examination of the group means warranted a comparison of the
means of mothers of Dis and Adj children. A t test for the difference
between group means revealed that mothers of Dis children achieved much
higher scores on the F_scale than did mothers of Adj children
(£t(18)=3.14; p<.001). On the other hand, means for the mothers of Ret
children revealed very low scores for mothers of girls in contrast of
high scores for mothers of boys in comparison to mothers of Adj
children, As several mothers in the Ret group had manifested
difficulties in filling out the questionnaires, it did not seem
warranted in considering the data for the group.

In contrast to the mothers, the scores for fathers showed no
differences between groups.

A further question becomes relevant at this point, The F Scale

was administered as part of the PARI questionnaire, Can the F Scale be
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Table 16

ANQVA of F Scale for fathers and mothers of boys and girls of Adj,

et and Dis groups.,

Source of Variation ss ar Ms F
Between Children 11,257.8 29

Groups 1,822.8 2 911.4 2.38 ns
Cender 36.8 1 36.8 -
Groups x Gender 198.9 2 99.% -
Children Within Groups 9,199.2 2u 383.3

Within Children 14,301.5 30

Parents 4.0 1 14.0 -
Groups x Parents 1,530.3 2 765 .1 1.7 ns
Gender x Parents 390.2 L 350.2 -
Groups x Parents x Gender 1,529.2 2 764 .6 1.7 ns

Parents x Children
Within Groups 10,838.0 2N 481,46

Note. F(2,24)22,54; p<.10
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discriminated from the other questionnaire iltems? Examlnation of the
individual PARI and F_Scale totals indicated similar trends. The two
scales yielded a correlation of .72. It would seem that the PARI data
would have to be taken into account in the analysis of F Scale scores,

Table 17 shows the results of an ANCOVA for the F Scale results
between groups, with the PARI sum scores as covariant. The results
show no slgnificant differences between groups.

In summary, the F Scale data did not differentiate between Adj,
Ret and Dis groups in terms of absolute scores. There was some support

for hypotheses of differences in variation between groups,

PARI Results

No hypotheses were initially formulated for the PARI data as the
questionnaire was utilized primarily as a time filler, Many mothers
displayed difficulties in filling out the questionnaires, In some
cases, they were helped by older children, at other times, by me. Many
cases (both mothers as well as fathers} impressed me as not fully
understanding the 1items, though they pretended to understand. In
consequence, their questionnaires could not be considered fully valid
measures of parental attitudes,

The intercorrelations between the same subscales of the PARI and
F Scale for mothers and féthers are listed 1in Appendix I. The

individual items of the PARI and F Scale are described in Appendix E,

As the validity of the data was cast in doubt, astatistical

analysis of the differences between groups will not be undertaken at
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ANCOVA of F Scale for parents of Adj, Ret and Dis children with

PARI total acores

as covarlant.

Source of Variation 35 df ﬁg F
Groups 6.4 2 3.2 -2 ns
Error 23.7 56 423.9
Total 23,742.9

Note
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this point., The mean scores for fathers and mothers of Adj, Ret and

Dis children are listed in Table 18.



Mean scores on nine FARI

Ret and Dis children,

Table 18
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subscales for mothers and fathers of Adj,

Subscales?@d PARI
Groups 1 2 3 y 5 6 T 8 9 Sum
Fathers
Ad}
Boys « Girls 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
Girls 17.4 25.0 19.6 20,8 24.8 15.8 17.8 19.4 15.4 175.0
Ret
Boys + Girls 20.2 25.8 21,8 24,4 26,2 19.2 16.7 21.7 15.8 193.5
Boys 20,4 26.4 13,2 21,2 27.0 17.6 6.4 22,2 16,2 1B6.6
Girls 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.
Boys 20.2 25.2 19.0 22.6 22.8 4.6 17.4 19.8 14.8 176.4
Girls 2.4 24,0 20.8 22.0 25.4 18.6 18.6 19.6 16,2 189.8
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Subscales?d PARI
Groups 1 2 3 y 5 6 7 8 9 Sum
Mothers
Ads
Boys + Girls 18.0 25.6 19.0 21,7 24.0 4.t 16,5 19,8 15,9 174.8
Boys 5.0 26.2 18,6 20.2 24,8 14,2 6.8 17.8 16.2 169.2
Girls 21.0 25.0 1W.4 23.2 23.2 14,0 16,2 21,8 15.6 179.8
Ret
Boys + Girls 21,1 23,7 19.1 21,3 21,7 17.0 16.4 20,8 14,1 174.6
Boys 2.2 26,4 21,6 21,8 2u,2 18,0 17.2 23.4 15,0 189.0
Girls 20,0 21,0 6.6 20.8 19,0 16.0 15,6 18.2 13.2 160.,2
Dis
Boys + Girls 23.6 26.9 23,1 22.6 25,2 18.3 20.2 24.4 16.6 199.8
Boys 2.8 26,4 22.4 21.83 25.6 15.2 18,6 24,2 16.6 195.6
Cirls 22.4 27.4 23.8 23.4 24,8 21,4 21.8 2u4.6 16.6 204,0
Note
Scale 1 - Dependence

2 - Independence

3 - Permissiveness

§ - Strictness

5 = Acceptance

6 - Deification

T = Authoritarian control

8 - Suppression of aggression

9 - Egalitarianiam
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Parental Correlates of Children's Adjustment in Kindergarten

The present investigation was designed to examine whether three
different clusters of 5 to 5 year o0ld children's behavior in kindergar-
ten (disruptiveness, reticence and adjustment), as rated by the
children's teachers at the end of the school year, could be related to
their parents reported attitudes towards discipline, Three major
hypotheses were formulated to attempt Lo stipulate patterns of parental
discipline which would be expected to be associated with the children's
behavior in kindergarten. They will shortly be inspected in light of
the results,

In the course of the investigation, several methodological
limitations .uere revealed which limited or made the testing of the
hypotheses more difficult. These qualifications will be discussed
below with the aim of specifying conditions which would facilitate
subsequent {investigation of the variables under study, The prior
research in the area of parental child-rearing variables and attitudes
which was reviewed above emphasized the complexity of the variables
involved, In consequence, any attempt to reduce such complex relations
into simple correlations must be doomed to failure. The time has now
come to embark upon the assessment of the hypotheses in light of the
results of the present study. This will be undertaken with the

foregoing qualification in mind.
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Parents of AdJj children,

Parents of children rated as displaying well adjusted behavior in
kindergarten were expected to reveal a pattern of authoritativeness in

their responses to the Problem Situations Task. The hypothesis was

tested in three different ways., a) The overall pattern which consisted
of the specific distribution of the three possible response styles was
found to be predominantly authoritative and was shown to be different
than the patterns of both parents of Dis and of Ret children (p<.01).
b) The three styles were ranked and weighted, permitting an overall
comparison which revealed a clear difference between rankings of the
parents of Adj children and parents of the Dis children (p<.02) with a
lesser difference between the rankings of the Adj and Ret groups

(p<.10), ¢) The number of individual authoritative responses given by

parents of the three groups were compared, The overall comparison
between the .three groups revéaled the groups to be different (p<.05),
while the individual comparisons revealed a very clear difference
between parents of Adj children and parents of Dis children (p<.005)
and a lesser difference from the parents of Ret children (p<,025).
Furthermore, inspection of the individual situations revealed that
parents responded to seven of the elight situations using an
authoritative style, though only four situations successfully
discriminated between the parents of Adj children and the parents of
Dis children (3,4,7,8) and Ret children (3,4,8).

The different comparisons Indicated therefore that 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 children when compared
with parents of Dis children were rated as glving significantly more

authoritative responses to the Problem Situations Task., The comparison

with parents of Ret children indicated lesser differences though still
significantly different from chance,

Parents of Adj children were furthermore expected to respond to
the F Scale in a moderate manner yielding low deviation scores from the
sample mean as opposed to parents of the other two groups. Examination
of the variances revealed that there were no over all differences
between parents of the three groups. A test of differences between
total scores likewise did not yleld differences between groups. Thus,
hypothesis 1B did not receive support from the data for both parents,

Fathers of Adj children. The review of prior research pointed

out a lack of clarity between specific patterns for fathers, as opposed
to mothers, The present investigation enabled an examination of the
separate patterns as well as the interaction between the parents,
Fathers of Adj children revealed a pattern which was primarily

authoritative but much less 30 than mothers, the difference being due

to a greater tendency on the part of fathers tc use permissive
responses as well (in contrast to the mothers) (p<.05). It should be
noted that this contrast did not reflect an overall tendency of
fathers, as the data for all 30 fathers was not demonstrated to be
different from all 30 mothers.

When fathers of Adj children were compared with fathers of Dis

children, they were found to use more authoritative responses (p<.05)
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though comparisons of overall patterns (distributions of permissive,

authoritative and authoritarisn responses) were not found to be

different from chance, Comparisons with fathers of Ret children
likewise showad a tendency to use more authoritative responses, the
differences being in the predicted direction, though barely failing to
be demonstrated to be different from chance (t(18)=1.69)., Overall
compar isons of patterns were not demonstrated to be different from
¢hance,

Inspection of responses by content of situations revealed that

fathers responded according to an authoritative pattern on five of the

eight situations, though only two of the situations {(delay of
gratification (4) and external aggression (8)) differentiated between
fathers of Adj children and fathers of Ret children (boys, situation 4
or Dis children (situation 8), Fathers responded to two situations
with a permissive style (feeding (3) and dealing with frustration (7))
which differentiated them from mothers who clearly used an authorita-
tive style (p<.05).

Thus, the data for fathers lent only slight support for hypo=
thesis 1A, although all of the overall differences between groups were
in the predicted directions,

Likewise, no F Scale score differences were found for fathers
between the three groups, neither when measured for variance nor for
raw scores, Thus, hypothesis 1B received no support.

Mothers of Adj children, Mothers of Adj children dlsplayed the

clearest pattern of preference for the use of authoritative responses,
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They gave more such responses than mothers of Dis children (p<.01) and
of Ret children (p<.05). Overall comparison of the patterns of
distribution of the responses differentiated between mothers of Ad]
children and mothers of Dis children and Ret children (p<.01)}. Overall
rank comparisons revealed differences between mothers of Adj and Dis
children (p<.05), Mothers responded to seven of the eight situations

with a c¢lear authoritative style though they wWere differentiated from

mothers of Dis children on four situations (1,3,7,8) and from mothers
of Ret children on three situations (1,2,3). Thus, the data for
mothers showed clear support for Hypothesis 1A in that mothers of Ad]

children responded to the Problem Situations Task using a clear

authoritative pattern which was differentiated from mothers of the

other groups.

Inspection of the F_Scale scores revealed that mothers of Adj
children tended towards more moderate scores than mothers of Ret
ehildren who revealed a great variance in their scores, Furthermore,
raw scores of mothers of Dis children were found to be much higher than
F_Scale scores of mothers of Adj children (p<.001). Thus, hypothesis
1B received some limited support,

Interaction between fathers and mothers of Adj children, No

prior hypotheses were formulated as to the form of interaction to be
expected between fathers and mothers of the different groups during the
Joint condition., The joint condition data indicated that exposure to
the spouses' opinions resulted in a slight amplification of the

preference to giving authoritative rather than permissive or authori-
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tarian responses to the Problem Situations Task, though the difference

Wwas not demonstrated to be greater than chance. A tendency for fathers
to modify thelr responses iﬁ order to come to agreement with their
wives was revealed (and found toc be clearly differentiating for boys of
Adj and Ret groups (p<.10) in contrast to a tendency to abide by
initial differences (again clearly differentiating among parents of Adj

boys and both Dis (p<.02) and Ret boys (p<.10)).

Clinical illustrations of trends characterizing parents of Adj

children, All of the foregoing analyses were based upon group trends
and mean scores, The question arises whether the individual cases
reflected the group trends and patterns previously delineated?
Examination of the raw scores revealed that 80% of the fathers and

mothers manifested s predominantly authoritative pattern of responding.

Of special note is the fact that in every family where one parent did

not manifest the authoritative pattern, the spouse seemed as if to

"compensate” and manifest a very clear authoritative pattern, It would
therefore seem, from the results of the present study, that parents of
adjusted children tend to deal with problematic situations involving

their children in an authoritative manner, This seems clearly so for

mothers while fathers at times also tend towards permissive solutions
to problems, What seems most characteristic is that in every family,

at least one parent manifests a clearly authoritative orientation, 1Is

this parent also the more pertinent and influential parent upon the
children's behavior? To what extent are the parents' stated attitudes

(especially when confliceting in orientation) translated into action
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with the children? Though these questions were not built into the
formal design of the study, an examination of the protocols of
individual cases might glve initial answers until formal investigation
ia undertaken. Two of the three families that manifested contrasting
styles gave clear support to the dominant-pertinent parent

"hypothesis". Both families 4 and 6 consisted of a very authoritative

mother who was confirmed by the father as the one clearly responsible
for and managing competently with the children, In both cases, the
father was more lenient and tended to gilve somewhat more permissive

than authoritative soclutions to the Problem Situations Task. These

mothers were clearly backed 1n their authoritative approaches with the

children. There was no feeling of undercutting or criticism that they
were too strict in the Jjoint conditions. Both fathers admitted that
they had less to do with the chilldren and were pleased about the

motherts handliing. It was clear that the mothers' authoritative

attitudes were daily translated into action with the children. Family
no. 5 was different and not as clear. In this case, the father was the

one who tended to utilize more authoritative solutions, He exemplified

a calm, reascning person who took stands but emphasized explaining to
the children rather than hitting. The mother on the other hand was a
very emotional and excitable type who tended to alternate between

authoritarian type solutions emphasizing anger and impulsive punishing,

with more permissive and lenient solutions. This family did not
emphasize a clearly dominant or pertinent parent who was exclusively in

charge of educating and managing the children. It should be noted that
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all three families emphasized what was previously observed in the
section on parental interaction: all three families showed that the
parents differed either in temperament or philosophy, yet they did not
tend to be in tension, At times they respected each other's different
approaches, at other times the father tended to come to agreement with
the mother's approach. One further famlly which did not provide a
contrasting picture will suffice to give a picture of the style of
parents of Adj children. Family 2 was characterized by both father and
mother gliving usually authoritative sclutions to the situations. During
the Jjoint condition, the parents demonstrated a tendency to alternate

taking a stricter, more authoritative role while the partner would

balance the plcture with a more lenient attitude, It should be noted
that again, the impression was of complementary styles which were
expressed in an atmosphere of mutual respect wherein authority was
emphasized though certaln situations warranted alsoc giving in to the

child. Baumrind (1971} in her delineation of the authoritative pattern

emphasized the balance between making demands, expressing clear
authority alongside high responsiveness to the needs of the child,
Lewis (1981) attempted to reanalyze several prior investigators of firm
parental contrel in the framework of attribution theory. The former
studies (Baumrind 1971, 1975; Lytton 1977, 1980; Coopersmith, 19567)
contended that firm control when coupled with warmth fostered effective
socialization, This was inconsistent with attribution theory which
states that external control fosters compliance rather than internali-

zation (Lepper, 1973). Lewis's reinterpretation of the studies
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emphasized the firm parents accepting and fostering of the child's
individuality: Lytton (1977) found that children's compliance to
mothers was also correlated to the mothers' compliance to their
children. The families described above probably resemble Baumrind's
(1930) harmonious parents who had clear control over thelir children
without exercising it, The latter were characterized by harmonious
atmosphere wherein they developed principles for resolving differences
such as has been expounded by Gordon (1970) in his description of a
no-win, no-lose method for parents and children to resolve their
differences by open honest discusaion and exchange of feelings,

In summary, the parents of children rated as well adjusted in
Kindergarten were characterized by using a style which emphasized
taking responsibility, making clear demands upon their children while
using reasoning and explanations to explain the demands placed upon the
children., On the other hand the parents made an effort to enable the
children to explain their actions, and where applicable, modified their
demands in order to adjust them to the childs' needs, personality and
abilities, Often, the parents divided the roles of placing demands and
sensitivity to the child's needs between the mother and father, This
division was flexible and situation-apecific, in an atmosphere of

mutual support and respect,

Parents of Dis children,

Parents of children rated as displaying disruptive behavior in
kindergarten were expected to reveal a pattern of authoritarianism or

of permissiveness in their responses to the Problem Situations Task,.
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The hypothesis was tested as described above for the Adj group. a) The
overall pattern of distribution between the three responses was found

to be equally distributed between permissive and authoritative

responses with lesser use of authoritarlan responses, the pattern being

different from that displayed by parents of Adj children (p<.01),

though nearly identical to that displayed by parents of Ret children.

L
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b) When measured by ranked comparisons, the scores for parents of Di

children were found to be different from the scores of parents of Ad
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ehildren (p<.02), but indistinguishable from those of parents of

children, ¢) A comparison of the number of authoritarlan responses

used by parents of Dis children and parents of Adj children revealed

that Dis groups gave clearly more authoritarian responses than the Adj

group (p<.025). d) A significant gender effect emerged in that parents

of boys gave more authoritarian responses than parents of girls,

irrespective of groups (p<.05). e) A comparison of the use of
permissive responses revealed that parents of Dis children clearly gave
more permissive responses than parents of Adj children (p<.01).
Inspection of the individual situations revealed that parents
used different combinations of the three styles, according to the
situation, No one clear predominant pattern emerged over more than two
situations, Of note is the fact that only parents of Dis children

showed a predominance for authoritarian solutions on any single

situation (8},

In conclusion, the results lent relative support to Hypothesis 24

in that parents of Dis children were demonstrated to display more
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authoritarianism or permissiveness when compared to parents of Adj
ehildren, On the other hand the former did not display discrete

patterns of predominantly authoritarian responses at most, they showed

a slight preference for permissive over authoritative responses, No

clear differentiation could be discerned between parents of Dis

children and Ret children,

Fathers of Dis children. Fathers of Dis children were not

demonstrated tc respond differently from chance to the Problem

Situations Task than fathers of Adj children on any of the above

comparisons, though they displayed smaller differences in the predicted

directions {(clearest for number of authoritarian responses)},

On the individual situations, fathers revealed for the most part
a tendency to more or less equally divide thelr responses among the

three styles, with some preference for authoritarian responses for

boys, vs. permissive responses for girls., This was most vivid in the
situation concerning violence from without, where fathers of boys chose
a very aggressive solution to the neighboring fathers, threat to the
son, whereos fathers of girls chose a more docile and passive solution.

This pattern was differentiated from the authoritative pattern chosen

by fathers of Ret and Adj children.
All in all, hypotheses 2A did not receive support in the data for
fathers,

Mothers of Dis children. Mothers of Dis children displayed a

different distribution of responses (equal preference for permissive

and suthoritative) in contrast to mothers of Ad} children (p<.01).
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Rank comparison also showed differences between mothers of Dis and Adj
groups (p<.05). Mothers of Dis children made far more use of permissive
respongses than mothers of Adj children (p<.01). Likewise, mothers of

Dis children made more use of authoritarian responses than did mothers

of Adj children, the differences being in the predicted direction
though Just falling to be demonstrated to be greater than chance
(£(18)=1.62)., The scatter over the individual situations was similar
to that for fathers and for both parents combined, though with a bit

more stress upon authoritative than authoritarian solutions (though the

latter was still more frequently given than for mothers of Adj and Ret
children). For the most part, considerable support for Hypothesls 2A
was gathered, along the limitations described above for both parents,
Hypothesis 2B gained partial support from the results for mothers 1in
that the latter received higher F Scale scores than mothers of Adj

children (p<.001).

Interaction between fathers and mothers of Dis children. The

Joint condition data for hoth parents of Dis children was characterized
by the following: a) examination of the response totals for
distributions highlighted the extent to which the distribution totals

(permissive, authoritative and authoritarian) remained almost 1dentical

between the 1ndividual and Jjoint c¢onditions, On the other hand,
examination of the interaction patterns revealed a tendency of fathers
to amplify disagreement with their wives by changing thelr responses in
order to distinguish thelr responses from those of their wives, this

being to a greater extent than fathers of Adj or Ret children, though
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not different from chance (t(18)=1.33), In parallel, mothers showed
the same tendency (to distinguish responses from their husbands) to a
greater extent than mothers of Adj children (p<.05). These trends seem
to indicate a tendency towards tension and lack of congruence between
parents of Dis children which warrant inspection of the clinical data,

Clinical {llustrations, Inspection of the individual data

revealed that in seven of the ten families studied, at least one of the

parents manifested a clear authoritarian or permissive orientation.

The remaining three families manifested the pattern described

prevecusly of equal preference for authoritative and permissive or

authoritarian responses. The following further characteristics emerged

from the clinical data:
1. A sense of conflict and competition where the father took a more

permissive position opposite the mothers strict authoritarian

styler The fathers of family 21 and 22 both accused their wives
of relating to the children like staff sergeants. Both fathers

revealed underlying authoritarian orlentations, but usually

expounded permissive principles, Usually the latter tactics
undermined the mothers authority and attempt at order, Family 21
especially exhlibited a need to emphasize differences, to
contradict and undermine each other.

2. Emphasis upon the child displaying unquestioned respect for the
parents was most blatant with Family 23. Both parents emphasized

the need for the child to obey the parents, even if the parent
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was wrong. "In any case, he has to apologlize, even if he was
rightn

3. Potential for violence which often seemed to be very rigidly
controlled, Some parents seemed to defend against a tendency to
explode by being overly permissive, others kept over-emphasizing
how they don't hit the children, At times the violent potential
came out in over-dramatic reaponses which did not seem adequate
to the situation. The father of Family 22 suggested placing his
four year old son in temporary detention (4-5 minutes in a cold
shower) for asking for candies before supper, Afterwards, he
would give in totally and give him the candy "after he had time
to think things over in the shower”, The latter is an example of

close contiguity between authoritarian and permissive tendencies.

Lewis (1981) emphasized the fact that permissive families which

offered few rules interapersed them with harsh and unpredictable

punishments which were experienced by the children as

overpowering outside forces,

It must be emphasized that the expectation on the basis of the
review of relevant prior investigations, had been to discover "pure"
types of responding to the situations task, On the basls of Baumrind's

(1980) delineation of the types of parenting, the authoritarian and

permissive styles seemed dlametrically opposed. The authoritarian
style was characterized by a combination of high demandingness and low
responsiveness, The permissive style was characterized by low

demandingness and high responsiveness, In contrast to the aforegoing
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discrete styles, the present investigation revealed several instances

of a parent beginning the response with an authoritarian orientation

and switching to a permissive solution with elaboration of the
response, or vice versa, This tendency was especially pronounced with
mothers of Dis children. Furthermore, it was previously remarked that
often Dis parents manifested a non-demanding orientation while
impressing the interviewer with underlying explosiveness which at times
erupted in sudden punitiveness, It should be noted that the non-
intervention expounded by these parents did not seem to reflect
libertarianism, but rather either a lack of interest or concern with
the childrens actions, or a fear of getting involved lest they would be
aroused to respond, possibly triggering thelr underlying agression.

In summary, the clinical data for parents of Dis children was

characterized by combinations of permissive and authoritarian

tendencies of one or both parents, The interactions between the
parents reflacted either total submission 2f one parent o the Z2o=iname
partner, or as mst often, tension, strife and competition etween the
partners which led to undercutting of positions with the children. The
clinical data tended to lend further support to the initial hypothesis

of contingency between authoritarian and permissive tendencles of

parents and disruptiveness 1in their offspring.

Parents of Ret children

Parents of c¢hildren rated as displaying reticent behavior in

kindergarten were expected to reveal a pattern of authoritarianism in

their responses to the Problem Situations Task,. The hypothesis was
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tested as previously described for the other two groups. a) The
overall pattern of response distribution was revealed to be equally

distributed between permissive and authoritative responses with a

lesser preference for authoritarian responses, This pattern was

identical to that of the Dis group, but clearly differentiated from the
pattern displayed by the Adj group (p<.01) b) When measured by ranked
comparisons, the scores for parents of Ret children showed some
difference from the scores of parents of Adj children (p<.10) ) A

comparison of authoritarian responses indicated that parents of Ret

children gave more authoritarian responses than parents of Adj

children, though the differences were not greater than chance d) On
the other hand, parents of Ret children were shown to use more

permissive responses than parents of Ad] children (p<.05).

Inspection of the individual situations revealed a nearly equal

distribution of permissive and authoritative solutions. The situation

calling for delay of gratification (4) discriminated most clearly
between the parents of Ret children who evenly divided their responses
between the three possibilities and between parents of the other two

groups, who showed a preference for authoritative solutions (p<.02).

The difference was clearest for boys, where parents of Adj boys gave

almost exclusively authoritative solutions, whereas parents of Ret boys

gave equal preference to authoritarian or permissive soclutions (p<.05).

In summary, the original hypotheses gained no real support from
the data though there emerged a differentiated pattern based on a

greater use of permissive responses, No clear differentiation from the



85

Dis group was manifested,

Fathers of Ret children Fathers of Ret children did not reveal

any differences upon any of the comparisons which could be demonstrated
to differ from chance, when compared to the fathers of Adj children,

Only the comparison of authoritarian responses revealed a greater

tendency for fathers of Ret children to give such responses in contrast
to fathers of Adj children, the differences being in the predicted
direction though failing to reach significance (t{18)=1.44), The
scatter over the individual situations reflected the trend for both
parents. Thus, hypothesis 3A received only the slightest support from

the data for fathers,

Mothers of Ret children A comparison of the overall pattern of

distributions of responses showed that mothers of Ret children utilized
a different pattern than did mothers of Adj children (p<.01)}. The
differences- were based primarily on a greater use of permissive
responses by mothers of Ret children in contrast to mothers of Adj
children (p<.05). Furthermore, a clear distinction emerged between
boys and girls based on different proportions of permissive and

authoritative responses (p<.02), Mothers of girls revealed a pattern

similar to that of the Adj group with a preference for authoritatjve
responses while mothers of boys gave somewhat more permissive than

authoritative responses. Examination of the individual situations

revealed that over most situations, mothers of boys showed a clear
preference for permissive solutions, and for some situations (4,5) a

preference for authoritarian solutions, this being in clear contrast
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with mothers of girls, who showed for most situations a preference for

authoritative solutions., Thus, hypothesis 3A did not receive support

from the data for mothers, though the mothers did reveal a
differentiated pattern which especially discriminated between boys and
girls, Examination of the variance of F Scale scores of mothers
revealed a very high dispersion of scores as opposed to those of
mothers of either Adj or Dis children (p<.05). Thus, support was

gained for hypothesis 3B,

Interaction between fathers and mothers of Ret children, Exam-

ination of the data for the Jjolnt condition in contrast to the

individual conditions of fathers and mothers of Ret children revealed

several interesting observations.

1. Most of the contrasts to date failed to reveal any significant
contrasts between parents of Dis and Ret children. In this
light, it was very noteworthy to discover upon examination of the
joint condition data of the three groups, that parents of Ret
children changed their responses during the latter condition away

from a permissive~authoritative pattern {(during the individual

condition, identical to Dis group) to an autheoritative prominent

pattern which made it indistinguishable from the Adj group. The
shift for the group over the two conditions was greater than
would be expected by chance (p.<01), It must be noted that the
most striking shift between the two conditions was revealed among
parents of Ret boys (p<.02), though the shifts for the group as a

whole were considerable (p<.01).
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The 1interaction data was similar to that of the Dis group
described above: high spontaneous agreement upon the individual
condition alongside tendencies to withdraw upon the joint
condition, especially for Ret mothers (in contrast to Adj

mothers; p<.05).

Clinical 1illustrations, Inspection of the individual data

reveals three general tendencles:

1.

A majority of the parents revealed patterns consisting of a

preference to permissive or authoritarian responses, In many

cases the parents manifested an underlying authoritarian

crientation marked by much veolatile aggression and emphasis on
respect., This tendency was however kept under rigid control. The
result in most cases was a resultant permissive attitude and
orientation which was interspersed by sudden explosive outbursts
of anger and punitiveness, Thus, what in many cases looked like
leniency and permissiveness seemed to be actually disinterest and
taking distance from the children's actions, a3 a defense against
over-excitement and resulting loss of control. Several parents
admitted (both fathers and mothers) having beaten their children
rather brutally, Most of the mothers seemed to have mixed
feelings about their aggressiveness, The fathers were less open.
Family 14 seemed to compete as to who was most lenient, The
mother manifested (towards children who were still awake during
the interview) strictness and rigidity with much shouting while

giving mostly permissive responses to the situations task., She
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interview {(till 11:00 at night),

Most parents revealed a tendency to accommodate differences
during the joint condition and to strive to come to some kind of
agreement. As previously remarked, this resulted in a tendency
to alter permlissive responses (and to & lesser extent

authoritarian responses) to authoritative responses, This

interactive behavior was in sharp contrast to that of the Dis
group.
Three of the mothers of girls manifested a clear preference for

authoritative responses, Further examination of the protocols

revealed that one case (Family 19) reflected the trends described
in (1) above. The mother, though answering authoritatively,
seemed to deliberate between strictness and understanding of the
children, Her husband exhuberated violence and apathy. She in
turn was ambivalent about his instilling fear in the c¢hildren. It
clearly seemed that the father was the dominant force i{n the
family. In contrast, the other two famillies were characterized

by clear authoritative orientations on the part of the mothers,

alongside mixed patterns on the part of the fathers, which did
not detract from the former., The latter observations pointed up
the fact that mothers of Ret children showed a greater tendency

towards varied responding to the Problem Situations Task than did

the mothers of the Adj and Dis groups. The variability in the
use of permissive responses was much greater than that of mothers

of Dis children (F(9,9)=4.15; p<.05), and greater than that of
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mothers of Adj children, though just barely falling to be
demonstrated to be different from chance, Likewise, the mothers

showed greater variability in the use of authoritative responses

than mothers of Dis children, also just barely faillng to be

different from chance. These observations raised the question of

the homogeneity of the Ret group, which will be shortly discussed

in the section on methcdological limitation,

In summary, parents of children who displayed reticent behavior
in kindergarten tended to, when interviewed separately, gave primarily

permissive and authoritarian solutions to the situations task, while a

minority (primarily mothers of girls) tended to give primarily

authoritative solutions. When interviewed together, the parents tended

to shift to a predominantly authorltative style,

Comparisons and contrasts between groups.

The results of the present investigation showed that if one asked
a kindergarten teacher to point to those children who manifested social
and personal adjustment to the kindergarten, as opposed to those
children who manifested disruptive or reticent behavior, one could
di scriminate between the adjusted and maladjusted children on the basis
of their parents' reported disciplinary orientations, as reflected by
the styles the parents utilized in an attempt to solve hypothetical
problematic situations involving themselves and their children,
Specifically, the delinations formilated by Baumrind in her series of
investigations (1967,1971,1978,1980) were shown, at least in combina-

tions, to differentiate between the groups: Parents of Adj children
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tended to give more authoritative solutions than permissive and to a

lesser extent, authoritarian solutions to the problem presented them.

On the other hand, both parents of Ret as well as Dis children tended

to give permissive as well as authoritative solutions, and only to a

lesser extent, authoritarian solutions to the problems presented. On

the whole, parents of Ret and Dis children, when interviewed indivi-
dually, were not differentiated in the manner in which they preferred
the three different solutions, The Ret and Dis groups could be
differentiated on the basis of the interactions between mothers and
fathers when the two were brought together for the Jjoint interview
condition: Parents of Dis children did not alter their solutions
between the individual and joint conditions and thereby retained the
same distribution patterns between the three solutions., Farents of Ret
children changed many of their permissive and some of their authorita-

rian responses from the individual condition to authoritative responses

in the joint condition to form an authoritative pattern resembling that

of the Adj group. Parents of Dis children revealed alot of tension,
dissension and undermining of the spouses’ position durlng the joint
condition whereas parents of Ret children showed support for each
other's positions, Fathers of Dis boys revealed many instances of
altering intial responses in order to distinguish them from wives'
responses in the joint condition whereas this hardly ever occured with
fathers of Ret boys, On the basis of the contrasts which emerged
between the three groups, a delineation of the specific parental

factors associated with each behavior cluster in kindergarten can be
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undertaken at this point,

Factors associated with disruptiveness in kindergarten.Parents of

children displaying disruptiveness in kindergarten manifested a

tendency to deal with problematic situations involving themselves and

their children ({(wherein the latter displayed signs of aggressive or

defiant behavior, determination in opposition to the parents,

difficulties in overcoming hardships, or conflicts with neighbors) with

the fellowing emphases:

1.

Leaving the child to fend his own solution or giving in to the
child, or shying away from confrontation with the c¢hild, when 1in
many instances, this permissive emphasis seemed to cover up an
opposing tendency to burst out in great anger and rage,with a
resulting loss of control.

Alternatively, taking rigld stands based upon a moral code
without investigating the child's reasons for his actions, and
without explaining the reasoning for the parents stand,

When confronted with each others orientations, mothers and
fathers tended to undermine each other's attempts to solve
problems or to foliow blindly the dominant parent's lead,

Parents of boys manifested a greater use of the authoritarian

style described in (2) whereas parents of girls relied more upon
the permissive style described in (1),

When mothers were asked to state opinions about child rearing and
general outlook, they tended to give answers correlated with a

high authoritarian outlook (high F Scale scores).




92

Factors associated with reticence in kindergarten. Parents of

children displaying reticence in kindergarten manifested a tendency to
deal with problematic situations involving themselves and their
children (wherein the latter displayed self destructive, zggressive or
defiant behavior, determination in opposition to the parents,
difficulties with other children, or difficulties with in overcoming
hardships) with the following emphases:

1. Permissive or authoritarian orientations or most often

alternation between the two identical to styles (1) and (2)
described for parents of Dis children, when interviewed
individually.

2. When interviewed jointly, a tendency to alter the foregoing

permissive or authoritarian solutions to solutions emphasizing

clear demands with explanation of the reasoning alongsalide
responsiveness and respect for the child's needs and ablilities,
3. A clear difference between parents of boys and girls in that (a)

parents of boys emphasized more authoritarian solutions than

parents of girls (b) mothers of boys emphasized primarily a
permissive orientation whereas mothers of girls emphasized

primarily an authoritative orientation.

Malad justment in kindergarten in relation to parental discipline.

The foregoing delineations of parental factors assoclated with
disruptiveness and reticence highlighted the major common factor which
was associated in the present investigation with children's maladjusted

behavior in kindergarten: the c¢ombination of permlssiveness with
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authoritarianiam {(either within the same parent or between the two

parents). When a child is exposed to a set of rigid demands which are

not explained or legitimized in the eyes of the child, the parents

suthority i{s undermined (Dubin and Dubin, 1963; Baumrind, 1975).
Furthermore, if demands are made upon the child, but are not

adhered to (trend of authoritarian to permissive solution) or are made

only sporadically interspersed by an attitude of letting the child fend
for himself, it becomes difficult for the child to benefit from the
parents limit setting and structuring of the child's experience
Coopersmith (1967) emphasized that consistently enforced standards for
behavior enhanced the formation of effective inner controls and
fostered confidence in the definition of situations,

If the ambivalence expressed by the defensive stance described

above of permissiveness as a result of negation of wunderlying

aggressiveness is taken into account, the child {s exposed to
conflicting messages. The manifesat, verbal message emphasizes elther
giving freedom or disinterest in the child's activities, The
underlying message tells the child to beware of the parent's sudden,
explosive potential, Neither message indicates genuine acceptance or
sypport of the child., It seems clear that the aforegoing factors are
certalnly not conducive to fostering competence and abllity to adjust
to situations outside of the home (such as Kindergarten),

When the conflicting demands are accentuated by undermining and
undercutting of one parent or the attempts by the other parent to

educate and attempt to solve problems with the child, the result seems
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to be a lack of respect for authority and an inability to develop inner
controls, as was manifested by disruptive children in the present
study.

The same complex combination of permissive and underlying

authoritarian styles, combined with authoritarian attitudes which are

abandoned when confronted by a spouse's differing opinion for more

authoritative orientations Seems to instill in the child a lack of

confldence and an inabllity to develop self assertiveness as was
manifested by reticent c¢hildren in the present study,

Factors associated with adjustment in kindergarten, Parents of

children displaying positive adjustment in kindergarten manifested a
tendency to deal with problematlic situations involving themselves and
thelir children in a way which emphasized:

1. For each problem situation, at least one parent emphasized clear
demands which were rationally explained alongside interest in
discovering the child's reasoning for his actions.

2. A tendency towards complementary functions of demand and support
between parents in an atmosphere of tolerance and respect for
differences of opinion or orientation.

3. Those parents who differed from the group trend were usually the
parents least directly involved in day to day managing of the
children's education. Despite their differences of approach they
accepted and passively supported the dominant parent's more

authoritative approach,
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Methodological Considerations

During the course of the present study several limitations and
scurces of extraneous variance were revealed, Their examination and

assessment will glve useful indications for future investigation,

Selection of the sample,

The manner in which the three groups were chosen revealed the

following difficulties,

Varjations in teacher ratings. The kindergarten teacheras

revealed much variance in the manner in which they rated the three
categories of disruptiveness, reticence and adjustment. Although {1t
would have been expected that the ratings for absence of symptomatology
(adjustment) and disruptiveness would be self evident, several teachers
manifested tendencies to over or under rate the various pr-nomena (it
should be noted that nevertheless, the ratings revealed the expected
three types)., One teacher was very sensitive to a rather large group
of disruptive boys in her c¢lass., In general, she tended to give high
scores upon all of the phenomena., On the other hand, three teachers
tended to minimize the manifestation of phenomena and as a result, gave
many low ratings in general. It would seem that the addition of
objective behavioral ratings by independent observers, would insure the
necessary corroboration in order to offset any teacher rating bias,

Assesasment of reticence, The ratings of reticence in general

aroused guestions as to whether they tapped actual manifestations of

reticence or whether they related more to general neuroticism, It
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should be noted as was suggested at the outset that it was rather
obvious and clearcut to the teachers as to which children were
disruptive in their classes, Not so as to reticence, This became
clear during the post interviews of teachers (as noted above) whereln
the latter remarked that in several cases they felt that Dboys
manifested both disruptiveness as well as signs of reticence. It seems
that in a soclety which is so keyed to war and vioclence (both on the
military and vehigular fronts) in which aggressiveness is such a
necessary tool for survival, it becomes especially difficult to notice
reticence, An inspection of the population studied indicated that very
few of the 280 children manifested stable and consistent signs of
reticence, It was therefore not surprising to discover a greater
variance in the responses of mothers of Ret children (both to the
Problem Situations Task and to the F Scale) as opposed to the mothers

of Adj and Dis children, as described above,

Teacher effects upon childrens' behavior,

The starting point of the present study was the child's behavior
in kindergarten. It is most conceivable that the child's behavior was
in part situational: in response to the atmosphere created by the
specific kindergarten teacher. Specific types of teachers would be
expected to elicit different proportions of the gamut of behavior
specific to that age, In terms of the variables studied here, the

disciplinary style of the teacher, whether authoritative, permissive or

authoritarian, would be expected to elicit different behaviors in the

children. It would have been interesting and helpful to be able to
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specify which style did the teachers manifest in order to obtain
interaction ratings with the parents! styles, Thereby, it would be
possible to account for a greater proportion of the variance in the

childrens' behavior.

*Distance" between varjables investigated.

The present study attempted to relate the behavior of the child
as rated by the teacher with the parents report of their attitudes
towards child rearing and their report as to how they would react to
hypothetical situations with the child., No attempt was undertaken to
obtain a rating (whether objective or by parental report) of the
child's behavier at home, Furthermore, the parent's actual behavior
with the child was as well not elicited. No attempt was made to
directly observe the iInteraction between children and their parents,
These points are being raised to highlight the extent of the "distance"
between the .measurement of the dependent variable the child's behavior
as rated by the teacher and the measurement of the independent
variables of parental attitudes and report of hypothetical mode of
disciplinary behavior, It is clear that the addition of all the
aforementioned measurements (teacher's style, objective observation of
child in kindergarten and in the home, direct observation of parent-
child relation) would considerably reduce the extraneous variance
inherent in such a great distance betwen the two major behaviors in the

study.
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Experimenter as interviewer.

The present investigation was planned, carried out and analyzed
by myself, Classical experimental design would demand a separation
between design, analysis and actual {nterviewing of subjects in order
to eliminate bias in the actual interviews on the basis of knowledge of
the hypotheses and variables involved, A second source of possible
bias concerned the fact that I was known to some of the families
involved in the study, through my work in the kindergartens as their
psychologist.

In order to minimize potential sources of blas, strict notes of
all my impressions were taken, and all of the interviews were recorded
on audiotape,.

Interviewing., My previous experimental and clinical experience
enabled me to maintain a neutral stance during the interviews,
Furthermore,” in terms of my familiarity to some of the subjects, I
stressed the scientific nature of the study and its separation from my
standard work. On the whole, none of the families indicated that the
combination hindered them, On the contrary, each family indicated that
they were able to respond freely to all of the tasks Ilnvolved,

Scoring. All of the protocols were Sscored initially from the
notes taken, and checked by listening to the tapes, which enabled
taking some distance and scoring more objectively. The reliability of
the ratings was checked, as noted above, by obtaining parallel ratings
from a second rater, a psychiatrist who was not Iinformed as to the

hypotheses, nor of the group membership of the families which he was
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requested to rate,

The measurement of parental disciplinary styles,

The Problem Situations Task was for the most part highly

successful in eliciting open and aspontaneous responses from the
parents, Of speclal significance was the fact that each parent was not
pressed to reveal exactly how he or she had reacted to the child in the
past, Most defensive reactions and reslstance were hypassed by the
"paradoxical" technique of stopping each parent who began to respond to
the situation by relating a story of an actual incident with the child
and requesting the parent just tc relate to this present hypothetical

situation., My experience during the Problem Situations Task interviews

was refreshing in contrast to numerous parental interviews in the
course of my standard clinical work which often put the parent on the
defensive and in a one=down position. The present framework placed the
parent in a helping position in relation to myself., The joint parental
condition and the post-study session (wherein the parents were able to
consult openly with me as to any question which they might have had
about child rearing) gave several checks as to the validity and
genuineness of each parent's response, Out of the 32 families
investigated, only three or four families left the impression that they
had not been totally open and frank, On the contrary, most of the
families surprised me in the extent to which they opened up and spoke
about the most intimate personal as well as familial matters,

Gender of characters, All parents were given the same situations

irrespective of the gender of their child. One might question whether
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it might not have been better to present each parent with situations
involving only children of the same gender as the chlld under
investigation? On the other hand, the present framework often
encouraged projection onto a flgure of the opposite sex. In many
instances, parents tended to alter the gender of the child in specific
situations to correspond to their child.

Reported solutions vs., actual behavior. In several families the

question emerged during the joint condition as to the degree to which
the attitudes reflected in the responses were translated into actual
behavior with the child. 1In several instances mothers expressed anger
towards fathers in that they were only expressing theoretical positions
in that they were hardly ever at home and as a result, seldom
interacted with the c¢hild,

It would be useful to obtain a measure frequency and intensity of
interaction of each parent with the child in order to place the
attitudes expressed 1in thelr proper perspective. Which spouse 1s the
one to translate the attitudes expressed into actual Interaction with
the child?

Saliency of situations, The analysls of the individual

situations which was undertaken above 1indicated that the different
situations elicited different responses among the various groups, and
among fathers and mothers. It might be useful to gauge for each parent
which of the situations seemed relevant and most represented actual
interaction with the child, In this manner, it might be possible to

isoclate those actual situations which elicited the style to which
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the child was actually exposed, It would be hoped that the latter

would be more predictive of adjustment in the kindergarten.

Effectiveness of situations in group and parent differentiation.

Fathers, Three situations revealed differences between groups
for fathers though these were not demonstrated to differ from chance,
Situation 2, relating to the daughter's cutting her beautiful locks

elicited a preference for authoritative responses from fathers of AdJ

girls, whereas the other (Ret and Dis) fathers distributed their
responses equally between the three categories, Apparently, the gender
choice was more relevant for fathers of Adj girls, and therefore more

representative of their authoritative approach, Likewise, situation U

relating to delay of gratification of the small son elicited a

relatively more authoritative pattern from fathers of Adj boys as

opposed to other fathers who equally distributed their responses.

Situation 8§ dealing with violence towards the son from without,

discriminated between fathers of Adj and Ret children who responded

primarily with authoritative styles, and fathers of Dis children who

preferred permissive styles for girls and authoritarian styles for

boys.

The remaining five situations revealed no differences between
groups of fathers,

Mothers. Six of the situations elicited differentiated response
patterns from at least two of the groups, It must be noted that while
mothers of Adi children responded to all efight situations according to

the predicted pattern, this tendency did not discriminate them from
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mothers of the other two groups upon four situations. Two situations
ylelded differences which were greater than expected by chance:

situation 3, dealing with the son's refusal to eat was the most

diseriminative. Mothers of Adj children almost exclusively with an

authoritative style, while mothers of Ret and Dia chlldren gave mostly

permissive answers with a few authoritarian (for boys) solutions. This

situation was usually reported by most families to be highly relevant
and representative of what actually occurred iIn the family. Of further
significance was the fact that this situation yielded as well a
significantly different pattern between fathers and mothers of Adj
children, yet did not discriminate between fathers and mothers of the
other two groups. Fathers of Adj children (clearest for girls) utilized

a predominantly permissive style. Situation 7 dealing with the

daughter’'s tolerance of frustration elicited a permissive pattern for

mothers of Dis children which was differentiated from the authoritative
pattern of the mothers of Adj children. Several other situations
ylelded differences in the predicted directions which were not
demonstrated to be different from chance: Situation 1 dealing with the
son's handling of his frustration by cursing, ylelded the same
difference between Adj and Dis mothers as did Situation 7. Of special
note was the fact that examination of the data for boys only revealed a

tendency of mothers of Adj boys to glve many authoritarian solutions.

in contrast to the permissive pattern which exemplified mothers of Ret
and Dis boys. This reflects the fact that mothers of Adj boys related

more exclusively to the son's cursing in that situation, whereas
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mothers of the other two groups ignored the cursing, Situations 2 and

4 differentiated between mothers of Adj and Ret boys. While mothers of

the Adj group relied on authoritative solutions, mothers of the Ret

group gave predominantly permissive solutions to Situation 2 and

authoritarian solutions to Situation 4, Whereas the Adj mothers showed

a consistent authoritative pattern throughout, the mothers of Ret boys

were lenient with the daughters who cut their hair (2) and overly
strict (4) with the boys who kicked when not receiving the candy they
demanded. Situation 5 dealt with the son's agressive behavior towards

a neighboring child. Situation 7 and situation 8 yielded some

differences between mothers of Dis and Ret children. Mothers of Dis

boys (5) were exclusively authoritative, and girls (7) were primarily

permissive while mothers of the Ret group divided thelr responses

between the three possibilities, Situation 8 yielded more

authoritarian responses from mothers of Dis children than from mothers

of Ret children, Again, it seemed that the Dis mothers responded in a
¢learer manner than did the mothers of the Ret group.

Both parents, As previously described situations 3,4,7 and 8

were most successful in clearly discriminating between the responses of
parents of Adj children, and parents of the Ret and Dis groups. It
should be added, however, that situations 1, (Adj vs. Ret and Dis), 2,
(Ad) vs. Ret), and to a lesser extent S, (Ad] vs, Ret), ylelded

differences in the predicted directions, although theae were not

demonstrated to be different from chance,
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Effective content, In summary, it would seem that four

situations were especially efficient in pointing out different
approaches to discipline on the part of parents of Adj as opposed to
Ret and Dis children, Situations calling upon the parents to make
demands upon the children in a situation wherein the c¢hild would rather
do otherwise (not to eat (3), not to walt to eat (4), not tc make
effort and overcome a temporary difficulty (7)) were effective in
eliciting more extreme {(lenient or strict) stands on the part of
parents of Dis and Ret children, in contrast tc the clear and sensitive
position taken by the parents of Adj children. The situation which
called upon parents to deal with an external threat upon the child (8)
elicited a clear distinction between parents of Dis children who were
most willing to "go to war" as opposed to the firm though "diplomatic-

educational™ solutions of parents of the Adj and Ret groups,

Questions for future investigations,

The present study has ralsed several questions which warrant

further investigation.

Interaction between parents, The results reviewed above polinted

to several trendsz in parental interaction which seemed related to the
childrents adjustment outside the home. a) Some families revealed one
parent almost exclusively responsible for education of and Interaction
with the children. It was indicated that the behavior of the secondary
figure as to support or undermining of the dominant figure was relevant
to the child's functioning. b) 1s there a clear relation between the

amount of sharing of the parental role and the child's functioning?
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All three of the present groups included both Kkinds (shared vs,.
dominant), ¢) What is the effect of a parent's holding specific
individual views and changing them as a result of interaction with the

spouse as was 30 blatant with the Ret group?

Individual trends. The present results pointed to combinations

of parental disciplinary styles and even to combined responses to
speciflic situations. the pfelimirary attempt made here to code and
score for trends did not show any clear results, A more precise
examination of the sequences involved in the response process would
enable a better understanding of the defensiveness involved {n the
parent's reaction to the child.

Parent=child interaction. How does the child's actual behavior

at home compare to behavior in Kindergarten? How does the interaction
between parent and child compare to the parent's report of disciplinary
approach to the child?

Teacher-=child interaction, How does the child's actual behavior

in kindergarten as obtained by objective observation compare to the
teachers report? Can the teacher's disciplinary approach to the child,

and her style in general be related to the parents' approach?

Implications for Clinical Work,

The present study has given added support to the work of previous
investigators (Baumrind, Coopersmith) who attempted to relate
dimenaions of parental discipline to the offspring's personal and

social adjustment outside of the home, Despite the distance between
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the measurements of the dependent and independent variables, and the
methodological 1limitations inherent 1in the present design, 1t was
possible to discriminate between parental attitudes and practices which

fostered adjustment or maladjustment In kindergarten.

Potentlal for authoritativeness.

In contrast to previcusly reported findings almost all of the
parents studled revealed different comblinations of the possible
response styles., No "pure" approaches were revealed in most cases, 1In
other words, every parent revealed that, depending upon the situation
involving the child, he or she could respond In a varlety of manners.
If we return to the contention that the combination of demandingness
and responsiveness fosters adjustment 1n young c¢hildren, then 1t was
shown in the present study that almost every parent had the potentilal
to relate in an authoritative way to the child. As a consequence, if
the potential 1s present in most parents it would seem an easier task
to endeavor to strengthen and reinforce a potential which the parent
has present in hls or her repertoire than to endeavor to teach a
totally new approach, Thus, it has been demonstrated that most parents

have shown the abllity to relate in an authoritative manner to thelr

children depending upon the situation. Intervention with parents in
directions of modifying approaches can therefore start off with
identifying those situations wherein the parent 1s capable of relating

in an authoritative way and working at expanding that potential,
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The Problem Situation Task as a paradigm for work with parents,

The Problem Situations Task as used in this study has proved to

be a very satisfactory tool in initlal work with parents.

Safe distance, The use of "hypothetical" situations introduces a

certain distance from threatening, problem areas which under standard
¢linical techniques, arouse Qefensiveness on the part of the parent,
Inducing the parent'to take a step back from the usual encounters with
the child, and to relate to a future situation has proven to evoke very

candid answers.

Combined format, The format of individual sessions followed by a

Joint session wherein the parents attempt to solve the problems
together provides rich c¢linical data about individual positions and
problem solving, and consequently important interactional data. The
joint condition provided an important valldity check in those cases
where one parent was not totally discrete, The spouse usually tends to

place the responses in perspective,

Variable content, The situations format does not limit the

¢linlcian as to scope of problem areas, The situation can be
formilated according to the problems that seem relevant to the case,
As suggested above, the situations might be chosen as to the sex of the
child or crossed as to sex as to allow lor more projection, The age of
the child i{n the situation allows to check for the sensitivity to the
developmental dimension, and the awareness of age-relevant needs,

confliets and behaviors,

concreteness, The concrete nature of the situations was
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especially effective In eliciting responses from the population
studied, which was mostly working class to lower-middie class,
including some illiterate parents who were unable to express themselves
in the questionnaire format. In an action and reality oriented society
such as the Israeli society, dealing with concrete lssues i3 seen as
relevant and therefore especially attractive to fathers, On the other
hand, the concreteness was used by more imaginative and verbose parents
as merely a taking off point to expound upon their personal philoso-

phies, ete,

Psychological intervention in kindergartens.

The {impetus for the present study stemmed from my observations of
children manifesting the two patterns of maladjustment (disruptive and

reticent) in Beit Shemesh kindergartens,

Discrimination of types, The teachers ratings and later
description; emphasized the need for finer discrimination of the
patterns of maladjustment. The ratings revealed that several of the
most disruptive children seemed to manifest just as much if not more
reticent behavior, 'They were easily labelled disruptive, as the latter
behavior was the most impinging upon the teacher. These "mixed" types
should be differentiated from the purer disruptive and reticent

children.

Assesament of teacher style, It would seem relevant to pay

attention to the teacher's style of discipline in order to assess the
extent of the latter's role in eliciting and or reinforcing the child's

maladjusted behavior in the kindergarten.
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Focus of intervention, The psychologist who is presented the

case of a certain child's disruptiveness or reticent behavior In
kindergarten seeks to attaln as full a picture as possible as to the
extent of and reasons for the maladjustment. One of the initial
questions revolves around the situational conditions eliciting the
malad justed behavior: To what extent are the teacher and the general
atmosphere in the kindergarten related to the child's behavior, and to
what extent 1s the family contributing to the behavior? Success can be
maximized by including as many relevant factors as possible in the
intervention program. Thus, if the teacher and the parents are
enlisted while the c¢hild himself 1s made aware of the effort to help
him and {is invited to "pitch in" as well, chances are most problems
will be ameliorated within a short time, 1In many cases, not all the
parties listed above will fully cooperate, In such cases, one party
(parents, teacher, or child) will compensate for the others in taking
the burden of the intervention effort.

The question then arises whether common principles can guide the
intervention with teachers as well as parents? The results point to

the effectiveness of an authoritative approach when presented to the

child in a supportive atmosphere wherein the spouse does not negate or

indercut the authoritative position, but rather supports or

comp lements. This then points to two necessary components of

intervention,

Enhancing authoritativeness, As has been mentioned above most

parents reveal a potential for authoritativeness depending upon the
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aituation, Therefore, the firast step would include discovering the
specific areas wherein the parent or teacher displays authoritativeness
and gradually expanding the style to other areas, through reinforcement

and explanation.

One major stumbling block to authoritative functioning is the

person's dealing with agression. Any 1intervention program has to
assess the person's abllity to own up to and deal with his aggression
especially to the extent that the latter is elicited by the child.
Different clinicians will deal differently with the problem, whether
through assertiveness training or through analytical techniques, What
is crucial to realize is that if pure counseling and training
techniques are not successful then therapeutic exploration is
indicated.

Dealing with team support. The interaction between parents was

indicated to- be related to the meode of maladjustment, It is not enough

that one parent deals with the child in an authoritative manner, The

spouse, or teachers and in the kindergarten has to actively help.

The help can be in the form of support {f the agreement 1is
genuine, Or, the help can come in the form of complementing tne style
as shown in the example of parents of adjusted children wherein one
parent emphasized more the controlling functions including making the
demands (based on reasoning and explanation) whereas the other parent
emphasized the responsiveness to the child's needs,

The basic point here 1s that the child can benefit from an

authoritative approach if the latter is presented within a consistent
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and supportive atmosphere based upon trust, respect and clear
expression of emotions and beliefs, It is not enough for parents to
parrot each others' positions before the child (pseudo mutuality (Wynne
et al, 1958)) whereas exposure to constant bickering and undercutting

(schism (Lidz et al 1965)) does not enable the child to benefit from

the authoritative parent.

Therefore, the pair has to be worked with along the aforegoing
principles of reinforcing mutual openess, trust, respect and support,
In those cases where the couple is not able to benefit from counseling,
therapeutic working through of the conflicts have to be considered,
though this {s a much more sensitive area in work with the kindergarten
team,

It i3 clear that more specific delineation of therapeutic

interventions are beyond the scope of the present investigation,
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Teacher's Rating Scale,

Special Phenomena Displayed by Children (during school year)
Each item is scored on a scale from 1 to &

1. no display of phenomenon

2. 1infrequent display of phenomenon
3. moderate display of phenomenon
4, frequent display of phenomenon

Items Scale

1. Hits Disruptiveness
2. Cries Reticence
3. Lacks quiet PDis

4, Bites nails Neuroticism
5. Sucks thumb Neu

6. Steals Neu

7. Defecates Neu

8. Displays fears Ret

9. Changes moods Dis

10, Enuretic - kindergarten Neu

11, ' night Neu

12. Lacks control Dis

13. Sad Ret

14, Maxkes odd movements Neu

15, Facial movements (ticks) Neu

15. Masturbates Neu

17. Hungry Neu

18. Daydreams Ret

19. Erupts in rage Dis
20. Stutters Neu

21, Pronunclation problems Neu
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APPENDIX B

Letter form to prospective subjects,

To

Dear Parents,

I am writing to you in order to request your participation in a
study which I am doing this year on parental attitudes on child
rearing. I am turning to parents whose children have just completed
kindergarten.

Your participation entails my visiting you in your home at a time
convenient to you (afternoon or evening) at an hour that you will be
able to be free to sit with me,

As I would like to be able to reimburse you for your time that you
place at my disposal (and as I have no funds to pay you for your time),
I will be pleased to avall myself at the end of the meeting to answer
any questions you might have concerning the subject of child rearing.

I will be in contact with you (by phone or letter) in the near
future in order to make an appointment, In case that you have
questions prior to my contacting you, I will be pleased to answer, 1
can be reached during the day at 913-389 or after 21:00 at 658-G63.

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation,

Shaul Liwvnay
Psychologist
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APPENDIX C

Problem Situations Task rating guide,

General guidelines:

Permissiveness: Emphasis upon responsiveness to the child; support and
encouragement without making demands. Relaxes but does not educate;
eonsultant"; if makes demands, withdraws them at first sign of protest
of difficulty.

Libertarian: the child should learn by himself. Emphasls upon not
taking responsibility for the child., He will find ocut by himself.

Authoritative: Responsiveness, support, sensitivity to the needs of
the child alongside a willingness to make demands; to help but to slso
to learn a lesson from the experience., Main emphasis upon explaining
to the child so that the latter is able to learn from the sltuation:
why are the demands made of him and what were his motives for his
acticons,

Authoritarian: Maln emphasis upon demands upon the chlld for correct
behavior based upon morals and principles: that's how it must be!
Aggressive demands without accompanying explanations; willingness
towards severe discipline, hard punishment (usually physical),

First Situation

wWhile playing with his building set, your 5 year old son hits his thumb
with a hammer and begins cursing loudly with fairly vile language!

Permi ssi ve:

ignores cursing or states that doesn't bother or matter.
relates to curse but emphasizes non-intervention.
accepts because only a child; or belittles significance.
relates to being careful without actual explanation.

identification with the child's reaction ("If I were ,...,
I'd also react that way!")

relates to construction frustration with consolation and show
of support. without any other intervention

allows child to continue to play: doean't prevent nor
actively encourage.
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Authoritative:

relates to cursing: Lf disapproves, explains, expresses
disapproval anger, shouts; a clear statement of disapproval
without insult, with explanation why.

relate to carelessness, need for safety,

emphasis on educative experience: strengthen for next time,

relates to frustration from the construction game; with
consolation and encouragement to try again (with emphasis on
careful),

support for constructive activity

support and relaxation along with constructive explanation,

Authoritarian:

concentrates on the cursing: moral statements, physical
punishment e,g. slaps mouth.

no significant relating to construction or frustration

Second Situation

You return from a shopping trip one afternoon to discover that your 6
year old daughter has cut off her beautiful curls,

Permi ssive;

expression of helplessness; nothing to be done, over with,
etc,

if disappointment, non-intervention,

shift responsibility to spouse

playing down of meaningfulness

accept because of age

Authorlitative:

expression of sorrow, loss, disappointment, anger with
reasoning and explanation why sees as wrong

moderate to strong emotional reaction

relates to scissors with relevance to developmental stage:
18 child ready to use scissors by himself?

investigates the background, reason for action
emphasis on educational experience which will prevent
reoccurance
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Authoritarian:

relates to infringement of authority
punishment without reasoning
anger over use of scissors without explanation of dangers

may react to danger but without relating worry or fright to
child if reacts to loss or sorrow, moral inductions

Third Situation

After a delicious dinner is placed before him, your § year old son says
that he is not hungry.

Permissive:

acceptance

or slight resentment, but no action

philosophy of non-coercion

{f attempt to persuade, bribery or emphasis upon how hard
worked, importance of food

glve other food in order to please/prevent confrontation

Authoritative:

explanation of noneacceptance of bothered by behavior

clear statement of principles e.g. prefer you to eat with us,
not between meals; next time, not allowed

emphasis upon regularity, rules

try to urge, persuade but not force (if not this food, that's
what there is.... next time you will eat,

relates to taste: accepts child's right to taste vs,
atatement of mother's effort at preparation.

differentiation between child having eaten earlier or having
empty Stomach exploration of child's reasons for not eating

Authoritarian:

non-acceptance
order to eat
hanishment from table, other punishment, deprivation

no inquiry as to why doesn't want to eat



17

Fourth 3ituation

You tell your 4 year o0ld son that he cannot have any candy before
supper (it's one hour before supper time), He says I want some and
begins to shout and kick you with hia feet,

Perml ssive:

giving in - give candy; clear feeling of giving in
ne reaction or relating to kicking

he's hungry, not so important. an hour is a long time,

pity; inability to withstand the child's protest; I know that
it's better not to give In, but I can't stand to hear him
cryl

Authoritative:

firm handling; no giving candy while no over-reaction to
kicking expression of disapproval
clear statement of assertion of authority

understanding of the child's frustration - clear

strengthening of ability to delay gratification (give candy
to hold but to eat only after dinner)

Authoritarian:

anger and punishment: relating primarily to kicking and
shouting, not to candy

child must obey, respect; disgrace at being kicked

no explanation with punishment

very rigld style; nothing will help him!

Fifth Situation

Your 5 year old son pushed the neighbor's 3 year old daughter off her
bicycle and starts riding on it himself. You observe the scene from
your window.
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Permissive:

non-intervention 1in matters between children; child should
solve his own problems,

mild reprimand yet statement of some acceptance., Very slight
statement or doubt whether would really react

wanting to get out of confrontation

externalization: show for other parents

compensation: asks other child to give him ride or promise

to buy blke emphasis on child's frustration, fact that has no
blke,

Authoritative:

disapproval of action; statement of principle: non use of
force

exploration of event: what led up, ask for explanation
encouragement of reparation; guidance and support in that
direction

Authorlitarian:

physical punishment
shame, moral stricture
intervention and reparation by the parent

Sixth Situation

A gang of boys calls your 8 year old to come out to play. You don't
think it good for him to play with them, but he starts to go out the
door...

Permissive:

indifference

concern yet statement of helplessness; nothing to do, already
going out,

weax statement not to leave or next time,,.

fear of hurting child's feelings or status

child has a right to do what thinks is right; learn from own
experience

emphasis upon role as consultant: take it or leave it
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Authoritative:

clear statement of concern and worry; firm order to stay 1f
less concern, request to be last time with the gang

if allows this time, judge and discuss when gets back
confidence in ability to persuade child

control through observation; are there really negatlve
consequences”?

request for child's reasoning

Authoritarian:

show of force till physical prevention

emphasis on spoiling of the child, fear of the consequences
of bad company

fear of loss of control or influence over the child

strong reaction -~ explosion

no show of concern for child's feelings vs, the others

Seventh Situation

You bought your 7 year old daughter a game for her birthday. After 5
minutes of attempting to play with it, she gets upset and takes apart
all that she did.
Permissive:

non=-intervention: nature of kids, OK to break

self-blaming: mistaken in cholice of present

no reaction to manner of play

support and help to play again

Authoritative:

relating to style - non-acceptance of destructiveness

alongside consoling over frustration but urging to try again
suggest cooperation - let's try it together, next time easier



120

Authoritarian:

anger at disorder, strong reaction to destruction of property
threats of never giving more presents
hurt respect

intervention in direction of solving situation for child

Eighth Situation

You are looking out the window and notice the parent of a nelghboring
child to be yelling rather loudly at your son and then even to begin to
strike him,

Permissive:

non=-intervention

expression of concern or dismay but helplessness or fear of
confrontation with the neighbors

relating just to soen, not to neighbor

Authoritative:

clear anger and concern; firm expression of disapproval of
neighbor's behavior
emphasis on tell me and I'll handle my own son.

exploration of reasons for the nelghbor's action

Authoritarian:

Indignation

direct confrontation with the neighbor (physical, loss of
control)

extreme reprimanding of child

ignoring of neighbtor - displacement of authoritarian reaction

to son
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General scoring guidelines

Each section of the parent's answer 13 to be rated for style (N,V or P)
in proper sequence (i.,e,: Py Ny P3). Following the sequence, an
overall rating must be given to reflect the overall tone of the answer
(L.e.: Py No P3). Scores in red indicate the global rating for the
situation, sScoras in blue the ¢trend ratings.
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APPENDIX D

Inter=Judge Agreement, Overall Scores for six famllies.

Adj  Dis  Ret  Ret Dis  Adj
Situation Boy 1 Girl 3 Boy 3 Girl 5 Boy 4 Girl &

Agree=

ment
scores

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

1 Fa pa p vo v v VvV VvV v v v vV Vv 1.0
.15

Mo VvV N p P v P VvV ¥ N N vV N 5

2 Fa Vv v v N N N Vv V v v vV v .B3
.92

Mo vV v Vv v v vV VvV Vv v v v VvV 1.0

3 Fa v ] v Vv N N P p p P v ) 1.0
.92

Mo v N P P P P V ¥ P P v v .83

4 Fa P P '} v N N 4 P N N v P .83
.83

Mo P P v v N N P P N N ¥y P .83

S F» v v v N vy v Vv v v v v Vv .83
15

Mo N N N N Vv v N N v N v N 57

6 Fa v P v v vV Vv Vv ¥ v v vV P .67
.83

Mo P P P P v v P P v '} v v 1.0

T Fa P P P P v v N N P P '} '} 1.0
92

Mo v Vv P N v v ¢ P P P P P .83
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Adj Dis Ret  Ret Dis Adj
Situation Boy 1 Girl 3 Boy 3 Girl S Boy 4 Girl
Agree-
ment
scores
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
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
F. .88 075 .BB 1 00 1.0 09 09
Mo .15 .88 75 1.0 .88 .63 .81
M .81 .81 .81 1.0 94 15 .85
Note

a) P - permissive
b) V = authoritative
¢) N = authoritarian
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Means of fathers, mothers and children of Adj, Ret

and Dis groups for background variables,
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F Education

M Education

Birth Order

No, Siblings

Adj
Boys & Girls 8.6 9.3 2.9 3.5
Boys 8.4 8.0 3.4 3.8
Girls 8.8 10.6 2.4 3.2
Ret
Boys & Girls 8.6 B.6 3.0 3.2
Boys 9.0 10,4 4.0 4.2
Girls 8.2 | 7.0 2.0 2.2
Dis
Boys & Girls 10.8 8.7 3.9 3.7
Boys 1.0 9.0 4.2 4.0
Girls 10.6 8.4 3.6 3.4
ANOVAS: Father Ed. F = 2,24 ns
Mot her Ed. F = .42 ns
Birth Order F = .59 ns
No. Siblings F = .147 ns



APPENDIX G

The number of parents choosing Permissive, Authoritstive snd
Authoritarisn solutions to ssch of the Problem Situations Task,
sted by perents sex of child and groups.

“Situstion

Number

Group

Pormianive

Authoritarian

Both Pacents

All Sroups
Ad)
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys A Girls
Beys
Girls
s
Boys L Girls
Boya
Girls
Fathers only
All Sroups
Ady
Beys 4 Girls
Boys
Girls
et
Boys & Girls
fSoyse
Girls
s
Soys & Girls
Soys
Girls
Mothers only
411 Sroups
Adt
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Tet
Soys 4 GCirls
Boys
Girls
2is
Bays & Girls
Boys
Girls

Both Parenta
All Groups
A4
Boys L Girla

Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
s
Boys L Girls
Boys
Girls
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APPENDIX G (econtinued)

“Fituation

Nuab er

Group

Peruisaive

Authoritarisn

(a

Fathers only
G roupd
a94
Beys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys 4 Girls
Boys
Giris
Dis
Boys 4 Girls
Boys
Girla
Mothers anly
All Sroups
Ad]
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys & GCirla
Boys
Girls
Dis
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls

Soth parents
All groups

Ad
loyl-ilﬁtrlt
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys 4 Girls
Boys
Glrly
Dis
Soys 4 Girls
Boys
atris
Fathers only
AL, droups
LEP
Boys ) Girls
Boys
Giris
Re
Boys b Girls
Boys
Girls
Dis
Boys & Girls
boya
Girls

A [ = P

- D Ly

36

—~ O o .o

—
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APPENDIX G {continued)

“Eituation

Group

Parmisnive

Authoritarisn

3

Math2rs onl
ALl Jrocups
Ad
m.‘i"lctru
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boya )| Girls
Bays
Girls
Dis
Boys & Girls
Boys
airls
Both Parents
All Jroups
Ady
Boys L Girls
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys 1 Girls
foya
Girls
411 Sroups
4]
Boys & Girls
Boys
airls
LY
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
213
Boys 4 Girls
Boys
Girls

Both Parents
All droups
Ad
Boys L Girls
9ays
airls
Aot
Boys 4 Girle
fBoys
ai*ls
Ret
Boys 4 Girls
Boys
airls
s
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
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APPENDIX G (continued)

Zituation

Huaber

Group

Poraisaiwve

Authoritarisn

i.lfﬂ_w_m_u
1 groups
Ad
Boys L Girls
Bays
Girla
Aot
Soys & Girls
Boys
Girls
s
Boys & Girls
Bays
Giris
All Sroups
Add
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Ast
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Dis
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Methers only
All Sroups
Ad)
Boys 3 Girls
Boys
Girls
Rez
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
2y
Boys b Cirls
Boys
Girls

Soth Parents
Al Sroups
LE|
Soya L lirls
Boye
Zirls
Ret
Soys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Bis
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Fathers only
All Groups
Adj
Boys b Girls
Boys
Girls
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APPENDIX G (continued) 134

Iltuation Solutions
Nuaber Group Permiasive Authoritative Authoritarisn

{4 {Fathers Only)
Ret
Boys 4 Girls 3
Soys 1
Girls 2
Dis
Boys § Girls
Boys
uirls
Mothers only
All Sroups
Ag)
Boys 4 Girls
Boys
Glrls
Ret
Boys & Girls
foys
Giris
s
Boys L Girls
Boys
Girls

Ewl W ANl AW
w o N

-~ B O
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A = L IEE L P
Lo AT R B b

T Both Parents
11 Sroups
Agy
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girly
Rey
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Dis
Soys 4 Girly
Says
Girls
Fathers onl
Atl aroups
Adj
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys & Girla
Scys
Sirls
Us
Boys § Ciris
Boys
airls
Mothers anly
4Ll Jroups 15 n
Adg
Boys b Girls
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Bis
Soys & Girls
Boys
Girls
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APPENDIX G (continued)

Situation

Nusber

Group

Parmissive

¥olutions

Authoritative

Aathoriteriasn

Both Parsnty
2roups
Ag)
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
Ret
Boys & Girls
Boys
airls
Dis
Boys & dirls
Boys
Girls
fathers only
&ll Zroupa
Agl
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
1T}
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
243
Boys | Girls
Boys
Girls
Mathers only
All Zroupa
ags
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
fet
Boys & Girls
Boys
Girls
s
Bboys & Girls
Boya
Girls
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Appendix H

Distribution of Trend Scores by groups.

Trend Scores?

Groups
t ] 3 LI & T ] 9 10

Both parents
All groups s 8 29 n 13 3% ] L 1 1

Ad
E&. s Girls 2 3 - 9 3 9 9 2 0 1

Boys 8 k 7 4 1 5 ¢ F 9 1
Girls 1% 2 ¢ % 2 L] ] 0 ] 0
Rey

Boys & Girls 21 2 L) & L] 1t 0 2 1 9
Boys 17 1 L} s 1 5 q 0 1 c
Girls L 1 10 1 3 ] @ 2 ] 0
%%es & Girls 1" 3 8 18 6 L] 1 0 0 0
Bovs 3 1 L} 9 L] 9 1 0 i+ ]
Girls ] 2 L] 9 2 T o 0 0 0

Fathers only
All groups » 3 1% 20 L] w 1 2 ¥ [+

Ad
'B}l- & Girle 18 2 5 8 2 4 0 ] o 1

Boys ] 1 ] 2 1 1 0 1 0 1
Girle n 1 v} 6 1 3 v} 1} ] -]
Ret

Boys & Girls 12 t 8 3 1 i o 1 1 o
Boys 10 0 ] 2 1 5 0 [} 1 4]
Girls 2 1 T 1 0 2 0 1 0 0

is
%8;. 4 Girls 1" o 3 n 1 s 1 0 0 0
Boys 3 4] 1 5 1 ] 1 [+] 1) °
Girle [ 0 2 6 o 3 ¢ 0 [ o
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Trend Scores?
Groups
1 F k| ] 5 [ T ] 10 " 12 13
Mothers only
All groups % s 13 3 9 16 0 2 1 0 0 2
Au
oys & Girls T L] 2 3 1 s ¢ 1 0 1] 0 ¢
Boys 3 0 2 y 4] & ¢ ' 0 [+] o o
Girls L] 1 0 1 1 1 0 Q 0 1] o o
Ret
Boys & Girlas 9 1 [} k| 3 L] ) 1 h] +] 0 0
Boys T t 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 o 0 0
Girls 2 0 3 0 3 | 0 1 0 0 0 0
Dia
Boys & Girls 0 3 s 7 5 [] 0 0 0 0 0 2
Boys 0 1 3 | | s g 0 Q2 L] a L+
Girly Q 2 2 3 2 3 [+ 2} ¢ 0 0 F
Note
8 =~ Trend Score categories

1. permissive to authorititive

2. per™lss.ve to authorllarian

l. autho-ititive Lo pemmisslve

L sutma=itative to aythoritirian

5. MUtRo~itariIn to pe-missive

6. auta:matarian to autharititive

T. pe~missive Lo authoritative to authoritarian

8. permiasive to 3uthMIritirian to authorititive

9. #atno*itative to po=missive Lo authoritarian

10, permissive to gutharitative Lo permissive

1, suthoritstive to permissive to authoritstive

2. perzigssive to suthoritarisn to permissive

13. guthoritarisn to peralssive to suthoritative
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APPENDIX I

Comparison of responses to the Problem Situations Task
under individual and joint conditions for fathers
and mothers of Adj], Ret and Dis Groups.

Responses

Groups Permissive Authoritative Authoritarian
Both Parents
Adj
Boys & Girls
Individual 4y 95 21
Joint 36.5 109 14,5
Boys I23 us 12

J 16,5 55 8.5
Girls I2 50 9

J 20 54 6
Ret
Boys & Girls 165 65 30

J 48.5 ) 92 19.5
Boys I 34 26 20

J 26 u3 1}
Girls INn 39 10

J 22.5 49 8.5
Dis

oys & Girls I &2 63 35

J 59 64 37
Boys I29 30 21

J 28 29 23
Girls I 33 33 13
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Responses

Groups Permissive Authoritative Authoritarian
Fathers only
Adj
Boys & Girls I 29 41 10

J 19.5 52 8.5
Boys I15 20 5

J 10,5 25 4.5
Girls I W 21 5

J 9 27 4
Ret
Boys & Girls I33 29 18

J 28.5 U1 10.5
Boys I 15 14 "

J 15 20 5
Girls I 18 15 T

J 13.5 21 5.5
Dis
Boys & Girls I32 30 18

J 35 14
Boys I19 14 11

J 17 14 9
Girls I 17 16 T

J 14 21 5
Mothers only
Adj
Boys & Girls 115 54 11

J 17 14 6
Boys I 8 25 7

J 6 30 4
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Responses
Groups Permisalve Authoritative Authoritarian
Girls I 7 29 4
J 1 27 2
Ret
Boys & Girls I32 36 12
J 20 51 9
Boys I19 12 9
J N 23 6
Girls I3 24 3
J 9 28 3
Dis
Boys & Girls I 30 33 17
J 28 29 23
Boys I 16 10
J 1 15 14
Girls 116 17 7
J 17 14 9



Intercorrelations of F Scale and PARI subsocales

APPENDIX J

for mothers and fathers,

1

Egalitarianism

Fathers
F_Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9_
F Scale +39 .20 AT «39 A2 U1 42 51 21
1 «39 —— .10 A2 57 29 95 AT A9 -,06
2 .20 10 —= .09 21 .34 .15 26 27 L6
3 AT 42 09 —- «39 .08 A .50 AT =30
4 .39 .67 21 .39 —-— .26 M7 .39 53 .02
5 12 .29 34 .08 .26 —— A .39 .30 +34
6 uu1 .55 015 071 .47 -31 —— .IN .35 --06
7 .'“'2 |n7 .26 .50 039 039 .I'“‘ A 2 .us 019
8 05 oq9 -27 ouT 053 030 ous .'IS T 006
9 -2 -.06 M6 =30 02 34 =06 19 06 —
Mothers
F Scale 1 2 3 y 5 6 T 8 9
F Scale M6 H0 b2 A 34 .60 57 .58 .37
1 L6 — 07 A48 A2 .12 22 24 S0 =,19
2 50 07 —— 55 06 .26 6 JH2 29 LSl
3 b2 8 55 e »37 9 43 67 55 .36
4 L1 U2 06 .37 —_— 22 »30 37 .39 =17
5 .34 .12 .26 29 22 — .22 .55 25 .20
6 160 -22 .16 .ua -30 .22 - -52 -57 .10
7 ST L2U A2 .67 37 2955 o2 — <34 34
8 .58 .50 29 55 .39 .25 57 I —— .16
9 »37 -,19 Sl =36 =17 .20 .10 34 S [
Note
a - PARI Subacales
1 Dependence
2 Independence
3 Punitiveness
4 Strictness
5 Acceptance
6 Defication
7 Authoritarian
8 Suppression of Aggression
9
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