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(ABSTRACT ) 

A paper-and-pencil instrument measuring parenting 

behaviors in hypothetical childrearing Situations was 

developed, based on Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) fourfold 

classification of parenting typologies. Maccoby and 

Martin’s model was expanded and examined from a 

circumplex perspective; the dimension of warmth/hostilty 

was separated into categories reflecting various degrees 

of warmth/hostility (over-protective, responsive, 

hostile, and rejecting). Likewise, the dimension of 

control was separated into categories reflecting various 

degrees of control (restrictive, guiding, permissive, 

and uninvolved). 

The instrument developed, or the Parent Behaviors 

Instrument (PBI), consisted of 20 childrearing vignettes 

describing typical situations that parents of 

preschoolers might face, followed by four alternative 

actions that the parent might take in responding to the



vignette. The four alternative actions corresponded to 

each of the four categories of the degrees of parental 

warmth/hostility and the four categories of the degrees 

of parental control discussed previously. The Parent 

Behaviors Instrument was administered to 59 subjects, 

who were predominantly white and middle class. 

Reliability and factor analysis were assessed for the 

instrument. Validity of the instrument was determined 

by comparing the results obtained on the instrument to 

the results obtained from administering Emmerich’s 

(1969) version of the Parent Attitudes Research 

Instrument (PARI) and to results obtained from in-home 

observations of parent-child interactions. Results 

indicated that the reliabilities of the warmth/hostility 

and control scales of the PBI and were moderate; 

reliabilities of the eight component subscales tended to 

be low. Only items belonging to subscales with higher 

reliabilities had consistent factor loadings. The PBI 

subscale designed to measure uninvolved parental 

behaviors was significantly related to the PARI’s 

authoritarian control scale score. The PBI subscales 

measuring responsive and guiding parental behaviors were 

Significantly related to the authoritative style of 

parenting, assessed through home observations.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Most of the parent-child interaction research 

which has been conducted in the past three decades or 

so has been predicated on the assumption that there is 

a relationship between parental attitudes and 

behaviors toward childrearing and the child’s 

behavioral outcome, and on the recognition that this 

relationship is an important one. Two of the major 

areas which have been and continue to be studied are 

the development of a systematic measure of parental 

behaviors and the classification of these parental 

behaviors into systematic categories. Various methods 

have been utilized which have, to varying degrees, 

measured parental attitudes, or what parents think and 

feel toward childrearing. Researchers have presumed 

that these parental attitudes logically predict 

parental behaviors in childrearing, or what parents 

actually do in every day childrearing situations. 

Researchers have then taken the results obtained from 

these measures and have examined them in relation to 

the child’s behavioral outcomes, or the behaviors 

exhibited by the child, which are affected by the 

parental childrearing behaviors. However, various 

1



problems are associated with the existing methods of 

assessment, including the tendency of parents to 

respond in socially desirable ways (Becker & Krug, 

1965), and the existence of a weak correlation between 

parental attitudes toward childrearing and actual 

parenting behaviors in childrearing situations 

(Schwarz, Barton-Henry, & Pruzinsky, 1985). 

The purpose of this study was to develop a paper- 

and-pencil instrument based on Maccoby and Martin’s 

(1983) fourfold classification of parenting typologies 

which assesses parental behaviors in hypothetical 

childrearing situations. The content of this 

instrument, as well as the methodology used, was 

designed to reduce many of the problems which have 

eroded the validity and reliability of existing 

parenting instruments. It was thought that the 

development of such an instrument would, in turn, 

advance our understanding of how family interaction 

affects the behavior of individual family members, by 

allowing us to systematically categorize parenting 

behaviors ina more efficient and accurate manner.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Parenting Typologies 

The relationship between stable differences in 

behaviors exhibited by parents in childrearing and the 

corresponding stable differences in the 

behavioral outcomes of children has been extensively 

studied within the past three decades. Various methods 

of assessment have been used which yielded different yet 

frequently related results. Through factor analysis of 

several of these instruments, Schaefer (1959), Rohner 

and Rohner (1981) and Rohner (1986) separated the 

various parenting variables into two broad categories: 

parental control (permissive/strictness) and parental 

warmth (acceptance/rejection). Although these two 

dimensions are still widely accepted in the literature, 

additional research has been conducted which has 

expanded our knowledge of parenting behaviors. Baumrind 

(1967, 1971, 1977, 1979; Baumrind & Black, 1967) added 

to the pool of knowledge by developing a classification 

scheme based on the dimensions of parental demandingness 

(or parental expectations for mature behavior) and 

parental responsiveness (or parental consideration of 

the child’s needs and wants). Martin (1981) examined 

3
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the element of maternal involvement; Pulkkinen (1982) 

examined whether parents were child-centered or parent- 

centered in their interactions. In their review of the 

literature, Maccoby and Martin (1983) combined the 

results of these studies and developed a fourfold 

classification of parenting typologies, which remains 

the most comprehensive classification in the literature. 

In the classification system, Maccoby and Martin 

identified four parenting types: authoritarian, 

authoritative, indulgent-permissive, and indifferent- 

uninvolved. These four parenting types emerge from the 

intersection of two main axes, each reflecting the major 

factors which have emerged in the literature 

(warmth/hostility and control), but which Maccoby and 

Martin have expanded to include those other dimensions 

which have emerged in the literature previously 

discussed. The horizontal axis consists of the 

warmth/hostility dimension, which also includes such 

parental characteristics as acceptance-rejection, degree 

of parental demandingness and responsiveness, and 

parent- versus child-centeredness. The control 

dimension falls along the vertical axis and is composed 

of such characteristics as parental level of involvement 

with the child, degree of autonomy/independence given



the child, and the use of power assertive versus 

inductive discipline techniques. Thus, Maccoby and 

Martin’s fourfold model is a more comprehensive model 

than those previously found in the parenting literature. 

The relationship between these variables can be 

viewed as a curvilinear rather than a linear one by 

changing Maccoby and Martin’s fourfold classification 

into a circumplex model (see Figure 1). Rather than 

noting the presence or absence of a particular parental 

trait, as do Maccoby and Martin, one can examine the 

model in terms of the differing degrees of a particular 

characteristic exhibited by a parent at any given point 

in time. Thus, the warmth/hostility dimension can be 

viewed as a polar concept (a parent who is warm is not 

hostile) or as a gradual concept (a parent may display 

varying degrees of warmth and/or hostility, ona 

continuum from over-protective, or high warmth 

behaviors, to rejecting, or low warmth/high hostility 

behaviors), as in the circumplex model. Similarly, the 

control dimension can be viewed as a polar concept (a 

parent displays either high or low levels of control), 

or as a graduated one (a parent can display varying 

degrees of control, on a continuum from restrictive, or 

high control behaviors, to uninvolved, or low control
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behaviors). Obviously, the intersection of the two axes 

in the circumplex model produces a large number of 

parenting typologies, rather than the four absolute 

parenting types delineated by Maccoby and Martin. 

Viewing these dimensions in a circumplex relationship 

could be a more accurate and realistic view of different 

parenting types. Therefore, the model to be used in the 

proposed study will be based on Maccoby and Martin’s 

fourfold typology, but will look at this model from a 

circumplex perspective. A brief discussion of the 

parental characteristics associated with each of these 

types will follow. 

Authoritarian-autocratic parents were found to: 

strictly limit their children’s expression of needs; 

strongly value their own authority and the ideals of 

work, tradition, and preservation of order; attempt to 

control, shape, or judge children’s behavior and 

attitudes according to an absolute set of standards; 

administer severe punishment (often physical) when their 

children deviated from parental standards; discourage 

their children’s autonomy and independence; display high 

levels of demandingness for mature child behavior but 

low levels of responsiveness to the child’s needs; and 

display parent-centeredness when interacting with their



children. According to the circumplex model, these 

parents would be more likely to display hostile and 

controlling behaviors. Children of authoritarian 

parents were found to be unhappy, socially withdrawn, 

lack spontaneity, have an external moral orientation and 

locus of control, and low self-esteem. 

Maccoby and Martin labeled the second type of 

parenting indulgent-permissive. These parents accept 

their children’s impulses, allowing children to regulate 

their own behavior, and impose few rules, using little 

punishment and avoiding the assertion of their own 

authority. Viewed from a circumplex perspective, these 

parents would display extremely high levels of warmth 

(to the point of over-protectiveness) and extremely low 

levels of control (permissive or uninvolved behaviors). 

This pattern can be interrupted, however, by occasional 

use of punitive discipline when the child’s behavior 

becomes intolerable for the normally indulgent parent. 

The children of indulgent-permissive parents were found 

to lack impulse control, self-reliance, social 

responsibility, and independence, and were low in 

cognitive and social agency. 

Another parenting type identified by Maccoby and 

Martin was authoritative-reciprocal. These parents were



found to: expect mature behavior of their children and 

set clear limits for such behavior; firmly and 

consistently enforce rules and standards for behavior, 

using commands and sanctions if necessary; encourage 

children’s independence and individuality; encourage 

open communication between themselves and children; and 

recognize their own rights as well as the rights of 

their children. These parents would fall into the 

middle range (balanced) of the circumplex model, 

displaying moderate levels of warmth (responsive 

behaviors) and control (promoting autonomy within 

limits, or guiding behaviors). Children of 

authoritative parents were found to be competent, 

independent, socially responsible, self-confident, to 

have high self-esteem, and to be able to control 

aggression. 

The final parenting typology identified by Maccoby 

and Martin was that of the indifferent-uninvolved 

parent. These parents were characterized by the desire 

to keep the child at a distance, and to interact with 

children only to avoid inconvenience; thus, those 

parenting behaviors which contribute to the child’s 

optimal development are those that indifferent- 

uninvolved parents engage in the least. These parents
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were found to display low levels of both demandingness 

and responsiveness, were rejecting, and parent-centered. 

Again, according to the circumplex model, these parents 

would display extremely high levels of hostility 

(rejecting behaviors) and low levels of control 

(uninvolved behaviors). The children of these parents 

were found to have low self-esteem, to have cognitive 

deficiencies, and to be more likely to be involved in 

delinquent activities at an older age than were children 

of the other parenting groups. The major distinction 

between the low level of involvement of parents in the 

indifferent-uninvolved typology and in the indulgent- 

permissive typology was the reasoning behind the low 

level of parental authority; the indifferent parent did 

not interact with the child because she/he was not 

interested, whereas the indulgent parent displayed 

little authority because she/he saw the child’s 

misbehavior as "natural" and not to be stifled. 

Assessment Methods 

Many differing methods have been used to study 

parent-child interaction. These methods include 

questionnaires, the most popular method in the 

literature, Q-sorts, interviews, and direct 

observations. A review of the literature was conducted,
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and a list of the methods and specific instruments was 

compiled. A brief discussion of the most frequently 

used methods and instruments and the strengths and 

weaknesses of each will follow. 

Questionnaires 
  

The questionnaire remains the most popular tool for 

assessing parent-child interaction. The questionnaire 

is still perceived to be the quickest and most efficient 

method of assessment, as evidenced by the large number 

of paper-and-pencil instruments currently in existence. 

However, the literature reveals that (a) the scales in 

use measure parental attitudes toward childrearing, 

which can be very different from actual parental 

behaviors in childrearing situations (Zunich, 1971), and 

(b) questionnaires are subject to problems in 

reliability and validity due to the presence of response 

sets, or the tendency to respond to test 

items in terms of factors other than item content, and 

social desirability factors (Schludermann & 

Schludermann, 1971; 1974). 

The most widely known and used instrument in 

assessing parental attitudes is the Parent Attitude 

Research Instrument (PARI) (Schaefer & Bell, 1958). The 

original PARI was developed based on the premise that
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parental attitudes toward children and childrearing had 

a direct effect on children’s personality development. 

Schaefer and Bell’s version of the PARI consisted of 24 

subscales of five attitudinal statements each, which 

cluster around five independent factors: Suppression and 

Interpersonal Distance, Hostile Rejection of the 

Homemaking Role, Excessive Demand for Striving, Over- 

Possessiveness, and Hostile-Punitive Control (Schaefer & 

Bell, 1957). Schaefer and Bell reported low to moderate 

reliabilities in their initial study due to the 

homogeneity of the sample, and they recognized the 

tendency of subjects to respond in an acquiescent 

response set (agreeing with all statements). 

Numerous studies have been conducted regarding the 

reliability, validity, and applicability of the PARI. 

Becker and Krug (1965) conducted a comprehensive review 

of the PARI and concluded that subjects’ responses to 

the PARI are very sensitive to acquiescence response 

sets (agreeing with all statements), extremity response 

sets (consistently agreeing or disagreeing with all 

statements), social desirability factors, and 

differences in educational level of the respondents 

(scores only reflecting the subject’s ability to read, 

interpret, and answer the questionnaire items). They
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recommended the development of an instrument containing 

"More direct (first person) statements of attitudes and 

behaviors with respect to a particular child” that would 

better predict parental behaviors and child outcomes 

(Becker & Krug, 1965). 

Gerhart and Geismar (1969) tested the PARI’s 

effectiveness in predicting actual parenting behaviors, 

assessed through family self-report and limited 

observation of mother-child interactions. They 

concluded that there was not a significant correlation 

between the scaled attitudes derived from the PARI and 

the reported behaviors. They did recognize, however, 

the need for a more rigorous assessment of actual 

childrearing behaviors than the one used in this study. 

Zuckermann, Riback, Monashkin, and Norton (1958) 

used the PARI to assess the parenting attitudes of 

"normal" mothers and mothers who were receiving 

psychiatric treatment. The results from this study 

revealed that three major factors emerged from the PARI: 

authoritarian control, hostility-rejection, and 

democratic attitudes, a finding that has since been 

replicated. Zuckermann and colleagues (1958) were the 

first to reverse the content of some of the items in 

order to minimize the effects of the response sets.
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Emmerich (1969) modified the PARI in order to use 

the PARI to validate his own parenting instrument, the 

Parental Role Questionnaire (PRQ). Emmerich’s version 

of the PARI contains eleven of the original 24 subscales 

which had substantial loadings on one of the three 

factors isolated by Zuckermann et al. (1958). In 

addition, Emmerich reversed half of the items, so that 

in half of them, agreement with the item signified the 

presence of the attribute, and in the other half, 

agreement with the item signified the absence of the 

attribute, in order to minimize subject responses in 

acquiescent response sets. 

Schludermann and Schludermann (1971; 1974) further 

examined the response set tendencies of the mother’s and 

father’s forms of the PARI and determined to what extent 

these response sets affected the results obtained from 

the PARI. These researchers administered both the 

original unreversed PARI and their shortened reversed 

version to a sample of male college students. They 

found that the original PARI was highly affected by 

acquiescence sets (the "tendency to agree with mutually 

contradictory items”) and opposition sets (the "tendency 

to disagree with mutually contradictory items"). The 

original PARI was also minimally affected by an extreme
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response set (the "tendency to check off the extreme 

ends of the choice points"). When compared to the 

original PARI, they found that their version of the PARI 

minimized the effect of the acquiescence and opposition 

response sets while increasing the effect of the extreme 

response sets, a more desirable effect than inflating 

scores due to the acquiescence response set. 

DeBoeck (1976) studied a sample of Belgian mothers 

using the PARI to determine if the dimensions of a 

circumplex model could be found in the instrument, and 

if susceptibility to acquiescence response sets and 

social desirability factors were affecting respondents’ 

answers. He found that the authoritarian control factor 

was most affected by an acquiescence response set and 

that the dimensions of a circumplex model could be found 

by placing the Democratic Attitudes scale opposite 

Authoritarian Attitudes, and Encouraging Verbalization, 

Equalitarianism, Sharing, and Comradeship opposite 

Rejection of the Homemaking Role and Irritability. He 

also found that the authoritarian control scores were 

negatively correlated with maternal social class, with 

lower class mothers being less giving of autonomy and 

less loving than the sample of higher class mothers. 

Finally, none of the PARI factors was identified as a
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social desirability factor in this particular study, 

Since similar factor patterns emerged in the Belgian and 

the American samples. 

Despite the flaws in its design, the PARI has been 

used in several studies to examine parental attitudes. 

Zunich (1971) examined the relationship between 40 

women’s maternal attitudes assessed by 22 subscales of 

the PARI and 17 categories of these mothers’ parenting 

behaviors when interacting with their children. Of the 

374 comparisons made between the frequencies in the 

behavior categories and the 22 PARI subscales uSing a 

Spearman r correlation, eight comparisons were found to 

be significant, with only three of the relationships 

being logically related (avoidance of communication-- 

restricting; breaking of the will--directing, 

restricting; encouraging verbalization--lending 

cooperation). Thus, the author concluded that the PARI 

is not a valid predictor of actual maternal behavior in 

familial relationships. Zunich recognized the 

possibility that this lack of significance may have been 

due to an inadequate sampling of actual maternal 

behaviors, since the observer was present and may have 

affected the subjects’ behaviors. The author thus 

recommended replication of the study and the further
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development of the direct observation method of 

assessing parenting behaviors. 

Kriger and Kroes (1972) compared the childrearing 

attitudes of Chinese, Jewish, and Protestant mothers 

using the PARI, hypothesizing that, due to the 

respective differences in cultural values, the PARI 

scores of the Jewish and Protestant mothers would be 

Similar and that these scores would differ from the PARI 

scores of Chinese mothers. Their hypothesis was 

supported; they concluded that the Chinese mother was 

likely to retain her cultural childrearing values, even 

though these values differed from the more liberal and 

permissive Protestant-Jewish values which comprised the 

cultural norm. 

Ramey and Campbell (1976) used Emmerich’s (1969) 

version of the PARI to examine the relationship between 

the maternal attitudes of lower class black mothers and 

their perceived locus of control. They found that lower 

class mothers were more authoritarian, less hostile- 

rejecting, and less democratic in their childrearing 

attitudes than were the control group, and they had a 

more external locus of control than did the control 

group.
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Tolor (1976) used a modified version of the PARI to 

assess the relationship between children’s reports of 

their parents’ childrearing practices and children’s 

attitudinal patterns. Adolescent subjects responded to 

the PARI as they thought their parents would; these 

results were then correlated with the adolescents’ 

scores on a measure of traditional attitudes. He found 

that high school (as opposed to college age) students 

displayed fewer differences in their traditionality of 

attitudes from the traditionality of their parents. He 

also found that perceived hostile-rejecting parenting 

was modestly correlated with low traditionality, and 

authoritarian maternal control was modestly associated 

With high traditionality. Perceived democratic maternal 

practices were not significantly correlated with 

respondents’ traditionality of attitudes. 

Filsinger (1981) examined the relationship between 

authoritarian parental attitudes and simplicity of 

cognitive style in children. He administered a short 

form of the PARI to the mothers of male and female 

undergraduate students. He concluded that rather than 

equalitarianism in parental attitudes, an environment 

open to cognitive stimulation was related to higher 

levels of cognitive complexity.
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The final study to be discussed which utilized the 

PARI was conducted by Nystul (1982). Nystul 

administered Schludermann and Schludermann’s (1971, 

1974) version of the PARI to assess the effect of a 

parent education course (STEP: Systematic Training for 

Effective Parenting) on maternal childrearing attitudes. 

He found that the mothers who participated in the nine- 

week STEP course were more democratic, had a higher 

tendency to encourage verbalization, and were less 

likely to be strict with their children than were the 

control group mothers. Nystul did not, however, 

consider the fact that these differences in scores may 

have been a result of the increase in social 

desirability in the parents’ responses. Nor did he 

assess whether these attitudinal changes were reflected 

in mothers’ actual parenting behaviors. 

Many other paper-and-pencil instruments have been 

utilized in assessing parental attitudes toward 

childrearing. Hurley and Hohn (1971) developed a 179- 

item instrument called the Child Behavior Inventory 

which contained elements from other attitudinal measures 

as well as original items by the authors. Questionnaire 

items measured three factors of parenting: acceptance- 

rejection, overprotection, and achievement pressure. No
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validity or reliability studies have been reported in 

the literature. 

Cohler, Weiss, and Grunebaum (1970) developed the 

Maternal Attitude Scale. The authors recognized the 

need to study a broad range of parental attitudes in 

relation to parental behaviors, rather than simply 

authoritarian control or a related variable on which 

most studies have concentrated. In addition, they 

recognized the need to assess attitudes and behaviors 

related to age-specific childrearing situations. 

Cohler, Weiss, and Grunebaum developed the instrument in 

order to assess maternal attitudes (not behaviors) 

toward a wide range of developmental issues in the 

mother-infant relationship. The instrument isolates 

five major factors: appropriate vs. inappropriate 

closeness; appropriate control of the child’s aggressive 

impulses; discouragement vs. encouragement of 

reciprocity; acceptance vs. denial of emotional 

complexity in childrearing; and comfort vs. discomfort 

in perceiving and meeting the child’s physical needs. 

Tulkin and Cohler (1973) compared the results of the MAS 

to in-home behavioral observations of mother-infant 

interaction. They concluded that maternal attitudes as 

assessed by the MAS were significantly related to
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various maternal child care behaviors, with the major 

loadings on the relationship between the encouragement 

of reciprocity and face-to-face interaction between 

mother and child. Hock and Lindamood (1981) used the 

MAS to assess the long term stability of childrearing 

attitudes by correlating overall and individual factor 

scores of mothers with children at eight months and at 

three years-five months. They found that the 

childrearing attitudes assessed by the MAS were 

Significantly stable. Thus, the MAS made an advancement 

in the parenting literature in that it (a) examined a 

broad range of developmentally appropriate issues in 

relation to childrearing attitudes and behavior, and (b) 

Significantly predicted maternal childrearing behaviors 

in one study. However, its use is limited, since its 

target population consists of mothers of infants and 

toddlers; it does not take into account the role of the 

father in family interaction; and its reliability and 

validity need to be examined through further study. 

Simonds and Simonds (1981) developed the Parent 

Report Questionnaire, a 20-item self-report behavioral 

inventory, which factors into five dimensions: respect 

for autonomy, consistency, control through guilt and 

anxiety, child-centeredness, and parental temper
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detachment. In examining test-retest reliability, 

Significant differences were evident in 14 of 16 

behavioral categories. Validity of the PRQ was 

established using face validity measures, for which no 

values were reported. Problems associated with the use 

of this instrument are that (a) although its short 

length may make it easy to administer, it may not 

provide adequate discrimination among subjects; and (b) 

additional reliability and validity measures need to be 

conducted in order to determine the usefulness of the 

instrument. 

Camp, Swift, and Swift (1982) used Ernhart and 

Loevinger’s (1969) Authoritarian Family Ideology Scale 

to examine the relationship between maternal 

authoritarian attitudes and the cognitive competence of 

preschoolers, measured by the children’s performance on 

a nonverbal cognitive test. Although the scale has been 

demonstrated to be reliable across age groups and levels 

of socioeconomic status, the authors recognized that the 

applicability of the scale to aspects of child 

development other than cognitive performance has not 

been examined. Use of the scale is further limited 

since it was developed to specifically examine the
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family’s authoritarian ideological stance in relation to 

limited measures of children’s cognitive performance. 

The final three paper-and-pencil instruments to be 

discussed were designed to indirectly assess parental 

attitudes and behaviors toward childrearing through 

Systematic observation of the home environment. Sines, 

Clarke, and Lauer (1984) presented psychometric and 

normative properties of Laing and Sines’ (1982) Home 

Environment Questionnaire. The HEQ measures ten 

variables that comprise the psychosocial environments of 

children, several of which are related to parental 

attitudes toward childrearing. There are two forms of 

the HEQ, one for use with two-parent families and one 

for use with single-parent families. 

Frankenburg and Coons (1986) developed the Home 

Screening Questionnaire to assess the ability of home 

environments to meet children’s cognitive needs. The 

HSQ was designed to be a valid and more easily 

administered tool than its predecessor, the Home 

Observation for Measurement of the Environment Inventory 

(Caldwell & Bradley, 1979). Although the HOME Inventory 

has been well validated, Frankenburg and Coons cited 

several difficulties associated with the use of the 

instrument, including the need for extensive training to
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administer and interpret the inventory; the requirement 

that the inventory must be administered in the subject’s 

home; and the amount of time required to administer the 

HOME. Frankenburg and Coons developed the HSQ to be a 

paper-and-pencil instrument that can be administered and 

scored in approximately 20 minutes. Thus, the HEQ, the 

HOME Inventory and the HSQ provide an accurate picture 

of the effectiveness of the home environment in 

promoting optimal child development, and may be useful 

in assessing actual parenting attitudes and behaviors. 

The Q-sort 

Although the questionnaire method is still the most 

frequently used method in assessing parenting attitudes 

and behaviors, other methods have been used as well. 

Block, Block, and Morrison (1981) and Lawton, Schuler, 

Fowell, and Madsen (1984) used the Q-sort method in 

studying parenting. Block, Block, and Morrison had 

their subjects complete the Child Rearing Practices 

Report (CRPR), a 9l-item Q-sort, to examine the 

relationship between parental agreement regarding 

childrearing issues and the continuity of the parents’ 

marriage and components of the home environment. 

Although no reliability studies were reported, the 

authors did find that parental agreement regarding
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childrearing as assessed by the CRPR was related to 

child outcome. 

Lawton, Schuler, Fowell, and Madsen (1984) used the 

Q-sort technique to reveal subjects’ perceptions of 

actual and ideal parenting practices. The Q-sort 

required respondents to rank-order attitudinal 

statements regarding childrearing in the areas of 

physical, intellectual, and social development of the 

child. No reliability or validity studies were 

reported, but the authors found that perceptions of 

actual versus ideal parenting did not significantly 

differ in relation to the most highly and least highly 

endorsed statements, and that parents were most certain 

of their actual parenting behaviors in relation to the 

child’s social development, followed by their skills 

promoting the child’s intellectual development, and were 

least certain of their parenting skills in relation to 

children’s physical development. 

The interview 
  

A method in studying parent-child interaction which 

is not commonly used is that of the interview. Portes, 

Dunham, and Williams (1985) conducted semistructured 

interviews in the subjects’ homes in which subjects 

(mother and child) responded to various hypothetical
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childrearing situations. Observers then evaluated the 

communication characteristics of the mother-child dyads. 

The average inter-rater reliability reported was 0.89. 

No validity studies were reported. 

Direct Observation 

The final method to be discussed is that of direct 

observation of parenting behaviors. The very nature of 

direct observation would logically prove itself to be 

the most valid method of assessing parenting behaviors, 

since parent-child interaction is directly observed. 

Direct observation can be prone to social desirability 

factors, since subjects will probably not act normally 

in the presence of an observer, but Bronstein-Burrows 

(1981) has suggested that these very social desirability 

factors can be treated as an independent variable, 

because families will overcompensate in behaviors the 

families themselves value and that the families think 

society values. Also, direct observation is not as 

prone as are written instruments to such difficulties as 

response sets or educational level/SES influences. 

Direct observation has been conducted in one of two 

ways: observation of a task involving the parent and 

child which is specified by the examiner and which is 

designed to elicit the desired behaviors, or observation
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of natural family interaction in the subjects’ home. 

McLaughlin (1983), Bronstein (1984) and Bronstein- 

Burrows (1981) observed families interacting within 

their own homes; McLaughlin videotaped the episodes for 

later viewing, whereas Bronstein simply tape-recorded 

the episodes. They cited assets of this particular 

method as the increase in ecological validity, a greater 

accuracy in categorizing parental behavior and the 

opportunity to examine both maternal and paternal 

behaviors in the home setting. They also recognized the 

difficulties associated with the method, including the 

decrease in validity due to the observer’s presence and 

the amount of time required to collect data. 

Davis and Hathaway (1982) and Brody, Pellegrini, 

and Sigel (1986) developed laboratory tasks to assess 

parent-child interaction. The study conducted by Davis 

and Hathaway consisted of a structured (block sorting) 

and unstructured (storytelling) task; Brody et al.’s 

(1986) study also included an unstructured task (story 

telling) and a structured teaching task (origami). Both 

of these studies, in providing an unstructured and a 

structured task, were able to observe fairly natural 

parent-child interaction as well a specific parenting 

behaviors. Although the ecological validity of this
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method may be lower than that of in-home observations, 

it is still probably higher than that of written 

instruments or interviews, and it may be more efficient 

in eliciting those behaviors that the examiner is 

seeking. Finally, both in-home and laboratory 

observational methods enable the researcher to examine 

family interaction in a bidirectional framework, and not 

Simply the communication from parents to children. 

Multiple Methods 

Power and Chapieski (1986) emphasized the 

importance of using multiple methods in assessing 

parental behaviors. Through the use of maternal 

interviews, direct observation of mother-child 

interaction, and the examination of the structure of the 

home environment, the authors were able to obtain more 

valid, reliable and comprehensive results. 

Thus, the review of the literature indicates that 

all of the methods discussed have strengths and 

weaknesses which make certain methods more acceptable 

than others in examining parenting behaviors. Paper- 

and-pencil instruments are time-efficient, but those 

that are currently in existence are limited in use due 

to their vulnerability to social desirability and 

response sets and their low ability to predict parenting
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behaviors. The Q-sort can be cumbersome to administer, 

and interviews are very time consuming. Direct 

observation appears to be the most valid method of 

assessment, but it, too, can be prone to social 

desirabilty factors, and data collection is very time 

consuming. 

| The purposes of this study were to (a) develop an 

instrument which differentiates parenting behaviors and 

enables the researcher to classify subjects according to 

Maccoby and Martin’s four parenting typologies; (b) 

develop an instrument that assesses actual parenting 

behaviors rather than parental attitudes; (c) examine 

the relationship between parental behaviors as assessed 

by the Parent Behaviors Instrument and parental 

attitudes as assessed by the Parent Attitudes Research 

Instrument; (d) examine the relationship between 

parental behaviors as assessed by the Parent Behaviors 

Instrument and behaviors as assessed by direct 

observations; and (e) develop an instrument that 

minimizes the effect of social desirability factors. In 

doing so, many of the flaws associated with the methods 

currently in use would be reduced, thus giving us a more 

accurate measure of parental behaviors in childrearing,
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and help us to better understand the multi-directional 

relationship between parental behaviors and child 

outcomes.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Subjects 

Description 

The sample used in this study was composed of 59 

parents (27 couples, one single father, and one father 

and three mothers whose spouses did not participate in 

the study). All of the subjects had a child of 

preschool age (the mean age of the target child was 3.96 

years), and resided in Blacksburg, VA or surrounding 

areas (see Table 1). 

Selection 

The sample of subjects was chosen from ten child 

care centers, Head Start programs, preschools and 

university laboratory school programs in the Blacksburg, 

VA area. Subjects were solicited through the 

distribution of a letter describing the study and asking 

for subject participation, and included a stamped 

postcard for subjects to return to indicate interest in 

participation. This was followed by a telephone call 

from the researcher in which the subjects selected a 

31
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Table 1 

Demographics of Sample Families 

  

Trait n % of sample 

Sex of parent: 
Male 24 Al 

Female 35 59 

Total 59 100 

  

Marital status of parent: 

Intact couple 54 91.5 
Single parent 1 1.7 

Intact couple in which only 
one spouse participated 
in the study 4 6.8 

  

Sex of target child: 

Male 20 54 

Female 17 46 

Total 37 100 

  

Age of target child: 

Three years 0 months to 
three years 11 months 11 29.7 

Four years O months to 

four years 11 months 17 46.0 

Five years and up 9 24.3 
Mean 3.96 years 

  

Birth order of target child: 

Oldest child 17 46.0 

Middle child 4 10.8 

Youngest child 7 18.9 

Only child 8 21.6 

Step child 1 2.7 
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Table 1 (cont.) 

  

Number of siblings of target 

child: 

  

None 9 24.3 

One sibling 20 54.1 

Two siblings 5 13.5 

Three siblings 3 8.1 

Type of center in which target 

child is enrolled: 

Full time day care 7 18.9 

Half-day nursery school 4 10.8 

University laboratory program 18 48.7 

Head Start program 7 18.9 
Other 1 2.7 
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date and time to take the Parent Behaviors Instrument 

and the Parent Attitudes Research Instrument (Emmerich, 

1969), which were group administered. Demographic data 

was also collected at this time. Subjects who 

participated were given the chance of winning one of 

five $25 gift certificates to Wade’s grocery stores. 

Instrumentation 

Parent Behaviors Instrument 

The method used in constructing this instrument was 

one similar to that used by McNergy, Aylesworth, and 

Innes (1983) and Innes (1985). The items on the 

instrument assessing parenting behaviors consisted of 

two main components: a vignette describing a "typical" 

childrearing situation in which parents of preschoolers 

might find themselves and which would require immediate 

parental action, followed by a list of four alternative 

actions which the subject might take in response to the 

childrearing vignette. The 20 vignettes reflected 

typical daily hassles which parents of preschool 

children experience (Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1982; Forehand, 

1987; Lookabaugh, 1986). Half of the vignettes were 

designed to describe situations which elicited parental 

behaviors exhibiting warmth/hostility and half of the 

vignettes described situations which elicited parental
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behaviors exhibiting control. Each one of the four 

alternative responses illustrated typical actions taken 

by individuals characterized by Maccoby and Martin’s 

(1983) four parenting typologies (taken from a 

circumplex perspective): authoritarian, authoritative, 

indulgent-permissive and indifferent-uninvolved. When 

the scale was administered, each vignette and the 

corresponding alternatives of parental action were read 

orally via cassette tape. Simultaneously, 35mm slides 

of the situation described in the vignette were 

projected onto a screen in the front of the room. After 

each vignette was read, the subject was given three 

seconds to decide whether each course of action is one 

that she/he always, frequently, sometimes, or never uses 

in responding to her/his child’s actions. This time 

limit was placed on the subjects with the intent that 

the parent would be required to make a split-second 

decision regarding the course of action that she/he 

would take in responding to the situation described. 

This method would logically replicate the decision- 

making process used by a parent in actual childrearing 

Situations. 

The vignettes were presented one at a time and were 

not repeated. Twenty vignettes were presented within
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approximately thirty minutes. 

Subjects received an overall warmth/hostility score 

and an overall control score, which was obtained by 

assigning values to the subjects’ responses, as follows: 

always=4, frequently=3, sometimes=2, never=1 (see 

Appendix C). This value was then multiplied by the 

frequency with which each response occurred in each 

subscale (a listing of the items comprising each 

subscale can be found in Figure 2). ‘The subscales 

measuring the presence of warmth and control (the over- 

protective and responsive subscales of the 

warmth/hostility scale and the restrictive and guiding 

subscales of the control scale) were assigned a positive 

value and then added together. The subscales measuring 

the absence of warmth and control (the hostile and 

rejecting subscales of the warmth/hostility scale and 

the permissive and uninvolved subscales of the control 

scale) were assigned a negative value and added 

together. This positive and negative value for both the 

warmth/hostility and control scales were added together, 

respectively, and an overall warmth/hostility score and 

control score was obtained. These scores were then 

plotted on a graph similar to that found in Figure 1 in
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PBI Items in Subscale 

  

Warmth/hostility scale: 

  

Over-protective 31 5) 15, 29, 34, 43, 45, 50, 
5, 71 

Responsive 1, 8, 16, 30, 33, 42, 47, 49, 
68, 72 

Hostile 2, 6, 13, 31, 36, 4A, 46, 51, 

66, 69 
Rejecting 4, 7, 14, 32, 35, 41, 48, be, 

67, 70 

Control scale: 

Restrictive 10, 19, 22, 28, 38, 55, 58, 61, 

76, 79 
Guiding 11, 17, 24, 27, 39, 56, 60, 62, 

74, 78 
Permissive 9, 20, 21, 26, 40, 54, 59, 63, 

73, 80 
Uninvolved 12, 18, 23, 25, 37; 53; 57> 64, 

75, 77. 

  

Figure 2. 

and corresponding item numbers. 

Parent Behaviors Instrument (PBI) subscales
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order to obtain a classification of that subject into 

one of Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) four parenting types. 

Parent Attitude Research Instrument 

Once the proposed instrument was administered, a 

modified version of the Parent Attitude Research 

Instrument (PARI) (Emmerich, 1969) was administered. 

The scale, which has separate forms for the mother and 

the father, consists of 55 statements regarding 

attitudes toward childrearing, to which subjects 

responded whether they strongly agree, agree, disagree, 

or strongly disagree. The items load heavily on three   

major factors isolated in much of the current parenting 

literature (Zunich, 1969; Schaefer, 1959): authoritarian 

control, hostility-rejection, and democratic attitudes. 

In order to minimize the acquiescence-response sets, 

half of the items were reversed so that a tendency to 

agree with all items would resuit in a nonextreme 

overall score. Subjects again received an overall score 

for the hostility-rejection scale and the authoritarian 

control scale of the PARI (the democratic attitudes 

scale was not used in this study since this scale was 

defined as a measure of social desirability by Emmerich 

(1969), and since there was no corresponding scale on 

the PBI to the PARI’s democratic attitudes scale). The
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items comprising the subscales of the PARI can be found 

in Figure 3. The PARI was scored in the manner defined 

by Emmerich (1969): odd-numbered items of each subscale 

measured the presence of the attribute in question when 

parents agreed with it, and so the following values were 

assigned to the subjects’ responses: strongly agree=2, 

agree=1, disagree=-1, strongly disagree=-2. Even- 

numbered items of each subscale measured the absence of 

the attribute in question when parents agreed, and so 

the following values were assigned to subjects’ 

responses: strongly agree=-2, agree=-l1, disagree=l, 

strongly disagree=2. The values for each item ina 

subscale were then added up to obtain a subscale score, 

and the component subscale scores were then added up to 

obtain an overall hostility-rejection score and 

authoritarian control score, respectively. These 

scores, again, were plotted on a graph to obtain an 

overall classification of subjects into one of the four 

parenting types identified by Maccoby and Martin (1983). 

Home Observations 

As a part of a separate but related research study, 

the families who participated were asked to participate 

in a second, supplementary phase of the study. Families 

(thirteen couples and one father and two mothers whose
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PARI Items in Subscale 

  

Hostility-rejection scale: 

Marital Conflict 3, 14, 25, 36, 47 

Rejection of Homemaking Role 6, 17, 28, 39, 50 

Irritability 10, 21, 32, 43, 54 

  

Authoritarian Control scale: 

Fostering Dependency 1, 12, 23, 34, 45 

Seclusiveness of the Parent 5, 16, 27, 38, 49 

Suppression of Aggression 9, 20, 31, 42, 53 

Excluding Outside Influences 8, 19, 30, 41, 52 

  

Suppression of Sex 2, 13, 24, 35, 46 

Figure 3. Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI) 

subscales and corresponding item numbers.
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spouses did not participate in the study) were 

informally observed during both unstructured interaction 

and structured family tasks. As a result of the 

researcher’s observations recorded using a behavioral 

checklist (developed based on checklists used by Brody, 

Pellegrini and Sigel (1986), Bronstein (1984), 

Bronstein-Burrows (1981), and Tulkin and Cohler (1973)), 

anecdotal records, and consultation with another 

researcher, each subject was assigned a global rating 

corresponding to one of Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) four 

parenting types: l=zauthoritarian, 2=authoritative, 

3=permissive, and 4=uninvolved (see Appendix E). 

Although the researcher was unaware of the scores 

obtained by the subjects’ on the Parent Behaviors 

Instrument at the time that the home observations were 

conducted, the results obtained from this portion of the 

study should nevertheless be interpreted with caution, 

Since this phase of the study was conducted to 

supplement the first phase of the study. The techniques 

used in conducting the observations were not 

methodologically sound; thus, researcher bias and the 

lack of inter-rater reliability could have affected the 

results obtained during this portion of the study.



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

In conducting this study, an instrument assessing 

parenting behaviors in every day childrearing situations 

was developed. The instrument consisted of 20 vignettes 

which presented subjects with typical childrearing 

situations that they as the parents of preschoolers 

might face. The vignettes were followed by four 

possible responses to the situation that these parents 

could take. Each of the four responses was typical of 

the behaviors exhibited by a parent characterized by 

Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) fourfold classification of 

parenting typologies taken from a circumplex perspective 

(as in Figure 1). The instrument was administered to 59 

subjects and then exposed to a rigorous examination of 

its psychometric properties. 

Parent Behaviors Instrument 

Classification of Subjects 

Results obtained from the classification of 

subjects into parenting types can be found in Table 2. 

The vast majority of the parents fell into the moderate 

warmth/moderate control quadrant of the model, 

corresponding to Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) 

authoritative category of parenting. Various 

42
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Classification of Subjects Using the Parent Behaviors 
  

Instrument (PBI), Parent Attitude Research Instrument 
(PART), and Home Observation Ratings (HOR) 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Parenting PBI PARI HOR 

type n Tp n Jo n I 

Authoritarian 
Fathers 0 0 0 QO. 8 27.59 
Mothers 1 1.72 0 0 4% 13.79 

Authoritative 
Fathers 18 31.04 1 1.85 5 17.24 
Mothers 30 51.72 1 1.85 10 «34.48 

Permissive 
Fathers 6 10.35 10 18.52 1 3.45 

Mothers 3 5.17 5 9.26 1 3.45 

Uninvolved 

Fathers 0 0 9 16.67 0 0 

Mothers OQ 0 28 51.85 0 0 

a D c 
Total 58°100.00 54°100,.00 29°~100.00 

  

“One test form was incomplete and therefore unusable. 

Ono test forms were incomplete and therefore unusable; 
three of the subjects' scores fell on the axis, and 

therefore these subjects could not be classified. 

“Twenty-nine subjects chose to participate in this 
portion of the study.
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descriptive statistics indicated a limited range of 

differentiation between subjects. Of a possible range 

of scores on both the warmth/hostility scale and the 

control scale of the instrument of -80 to +80, the 

actual ranges of scores for this sample were a low of -1 

to a high of 40 on the warmth/hostility scale, witha 

mean of 18.57 and standard deviation of 8.48, and a low 

of -9 to a high of 21 on the control dimension, with a 

mean of 6.33 and a standard deviation of 6.83. 

Reliability 

The internal reliability of both the 

warmth/hostility and the control scale of the PBI was 

assessed, as well as the reliability of each of the four 

subscales of the warmth/hostility scale and the four 

subscales of the control scale. The statistic used in 

determining reliability was Cronbach’s alpha, which 

reflects the average of all of the possible split-half 

reliabilities of each subscale being examined. 

Reliabilities of each scale and their corresponding 

subscales are reported in Table 3 (see Figure 2 for a 

listing of the item numbers comprising each subscale). 

Assuming that the minimum value for reporting a 

reliable subscale is 0.60 (r > 0.60), it is evident that 

the scales measuring the general dimensions of
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Table 3 

Reliabilities of the Subscales of the Parent Behaviors 
Instrument (PBI), Measured Using Gronbach's Alpha 

  

PBI Lyx 

  

Warmth/hostility scale 0.71% 

  

Over-protective 0.66* 

Responsive 0.67% 

' Hostile 0.49 

Rejecting 0.39 

Control scale 0.61% 

Restrictive 0.74% 

Guiding : 0.49 

Permissive 0.48 

Uninvolved 0.55 
  

*Reliabilities exceed the minimum of 0.60.
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warmth/hostility and control exceed this minimum, with 

the warmth/hostility scale being more reliable, ora 

more consistent measure, than the control scale. 

However, each of the warmth/hostility and control 

scales’ component subscales vary widely in their 

reliability values. 

In the warmth/hostility scale, it appears that the 

subscales tapping behaviors characterizing parental 

warmth (over-protective and responsive behaviors) were 

more consistently measured than were the subscales 

tapping behaviors characterizing hostility (hostile and 

rejecting behaviors). In the control scale, the items 

measuring restrictive (high control) behaviors were 

fairly consistently measured; those items measuring 

lower degrees of control (in the guiding, permissive, 

and uninvolved subscales) revealed reliabilities that 

were much lower. 

Correlations Among PBI Subscales 

The relationships among the eight subscales of the 

PBI were examined in order to further establish the 

reliabilty of the instrument. Pearson product-moment 

correlations were conducted; results are reported in 

Tables and 4 and 5.
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Warmth/hostility Scale 
  

In examining the relationships among the 

warmth/hostility subscales, all but one of the 

correlations were significant (see Table 4). A 

Significant, negative correlation was obtained between 

the items measuring hostility and the items measuring 

over-protectiveness. Significant, positive correlations 

were obtained between the items measuring responsive and 

over-protective behaviors, responsive and rejecting 

behaviors, hostile and rejecting behaviors, and over- 

protective and rejecting behaviors. 

Control Scale 

Table 5 presents the results obtained from 

examining the correlations among the control subscales. 

Only one of the correlations examined was significant, 

that positive correlation between the items measuring 

permissive behaviors and uninvolved behaviors. 

Negative, non-significant correlations were obtained 

between the items measuring permissive and restrictive 

behaviors, permissive and guiding behaviors, restrictive 

and guiding behaviors, and restrictive and uninvolved 

behaviors. Finally, a positive, non-significant 

correlation was obtained between the items measuring 

guiding and uninvolved behaviors.



Table 4 
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Inter-subscale Correlations of the Subscales of the Parent 

Behaviors Instrument--Warmth/hostility 

  

  

  

Warmth/ 
hostility Over- Responsive Hostile Rejecting 

scale protective 

Over- 
protective ---- 0.54* -0.29* 0.24% 

N . 

Responsive ---- ---- -0.05 0.23% 

Hostile ~--- ---- ---- 0.43* 

*Significant at p<0.05.
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Inter-subscale Correlations of the Subscales of the Parent 

Behaviors Instrument--Control 

  

  

  

Control 
scale Restrictive Guiding Permissive Uninvolved 

Restrictive ---- -0.06 -0.03 -0.14 

Guiding -=-- ---- -0.17 0.17 

Permissive ---- -~--- ---- 0.50* 

*Significant at p¢0.05.
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Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 

warmth/hostility and control scales of the PBI in order 

to determine how the items in each of the eight 

subscales of the PBI loaded on the eight factors defined 

in the factor analysis. The results obtained from the 

principle components analysis orthogonally rotated 

(using VARIMAX rotation) can be found in Tables 6 and 7. 

Warmth/hostility Scale 

As seen in Table 6, many of the items from the 

over-protective subscale of the PBI loaded heavily on 

Factor I. Thus, this factor could be termed "over- 

protective." Items which had lower loadings on Factor I 

(items 3, 5, 43, and 65) and which loaded more heavily 

on one of the other three factors would need to be 

examined more closely in order to obtain more consistent 

factor loadings of the items in the over-protective 

subscale. 

Many of the items in the responsive subscale loaded 

heavily on Factor II; thus, this factor could be termed 

"responsive." Again, the factor analysis enables the 

researcher to identify those items which do not 

consistently load on the factor the researcher is 

seeking to identify, and so items 16, 30, 33 and 72



Table 6 

Factor Analysis of the Warmth/hostility Scale of the 
Parent Behaviors Instrument   

  

Over-protective Subscale: 
Factor Loadings 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Item J II III IV 
3 0,24 0.44 0.45 0.10 

5 0.22 0.13 -O.,i1 -0.12 
15 0.43 -0.16 0.16 -0.54 

29 0.52 0.00 -0.05 0.03 

34 0.53 -0.05 0.00 0.13 

43 0.28 0.58 0.02 0.23 
45 0.58 -0.28 0.18 0.39 
50 0.49 0.36 0.14 0.18 
65 0.33 0.48 O.41 0.03 
71 0.52 -0,09 0.31 -0.26 

Responsive Subscale: 
1 0.15 0.59 0.14 0.17 

8 0.07 0.31 0.40 -0.46 

16 0.55 0.04 -0.05 -0.01 

30 -0.17 -0,01 0.56 0.03 
33 0.64 0.13 -0.14 -0.31 

42 0.47 0.40 -0.01 -0.15 
47 -0.05 0.27 0.21 -0.61 
Ag 0.62 0.32 0.15 -0.05 
68 0.28 0.69 -0.06 -~0.09 © 

72 0.57 0.16 -O.41 0.13 

Hostile Subscale: 
2 0.02 0.09 0.43 0.58 

6 -0.17 -0.13 -0.03 -0.07 
13 0.17 0.06 -0.05 -0.43 

31 O.,1i1 -0.50 0.68 0.05 
36 0.12 -0.40 0.27 -0.04 
dpdy 0.12 -0.33 0.35 0.14 
46 0.16 -0.01 0.15 0.67 

51 -0,22 -0.05 0.54 -0.03 

66 0.08 0.38 0.46 0.43 

69 0.08 -0.06 0.48 0. 38 

Rejecting Subscale: 
4, -0.45 -O.41 0.03 0.12 

7 0.21 -0.07 O.41 0.48 

14 -0.22 -0.10 0.10 0.16 
32 -0.04 -0.62 0.21 0.07 
35 -0.42 -0.09 0.58 0.15 
Ad -0.09 -0.06 0.20 0.40 

48 0,01 0.13 0.04 0.58 

52 0.00 -0.12 0.32 0.21 
67 0.01 -0.46 0.01 0.16 
70 -0.02 0.52 -0.19 ~0.20 
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would need to be examined more closely in order to 

obtain more consistent loadings for all of the 

“responsive subscale items. 

The majority of the items comprising the hostile 

subscale of the PBI had their heaviest loadings on both 

Factors III and IV. In addition, the factor loadings of 

the items comprising the rejecting subscale of the PBI 

were distributed among all four of the warmth/hostility 

factors defined by the factor analysis. Thus, although 

Factors III and IV both predominantly contain items 

designed to measure an absence of warmth and a presence 

of hostility, Factors III and IV can not be labeled as 

' "hostile" or "rejecting," respectively. All of the 

items comprising these two respective subscales will 

need to be further examined and consistent factor 

loadings of the subscale items obtained before these 

factors can be identified. 

Control Scale 

The results obtained from the factor analysis of 

the control scale of the PBI are displayed in Table 7. 

Eight of the ten items in the control scale measuring 

restrictive (high control) behaviors loaded heavily on 

Factor I, enabling the researcher to label this factor 

"restrictive." Those restrictive subscale items which
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Table 7 

Factor Analysis of the Control Scale of the Parent 
Behaviors Instrument 

  

Restrictive Subscale: 
Factor Loadings 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Item I If III IV 

10 0.79 0.02 0.00 -0O. 

19 0.40 -0.14 -0. 30 0.19 

22 0.45 -0.06 -~0.02 ~0.06 
28 0.69 0.00 0.17 0.04 

38 0.23 0.23 -0.36 0.13 

55 0.68 -0,15 0.03 -0.01 
58 0.47 -0.08 -0.20 -0.07 

61 0.02 0.14 -0.72 0.10 
76 0.58 0.10 -0.19 0.36 

279 0.81 0.07 0.16 -0.07. 

Guiding Subscale: 
11 -0.40 0.00 0. 38 0.35 
17 0. 38 -0,02 0.21 0.58 

24 0.08 -0. 38 -0.07 0.51 

27 0.05 -0.53 0.07 0.08 
39 -O.45 ~0.16 -0.07 0.10 

56 -O.11 0.01 -0.02 0.52 
60 -0.04 -0.52 0.19 0.22 

62 -0, 34 -0.16 0.15 0.34 

Ty 0.00 -0.21 -0.39 0.17 

78 0.28 -0.24 0.30 -0.08 
Permissive Subscale: 

9 -0,02 0.75 -0.04 0.08 

20 -0.12 0.07 -0.07 0.57 
21 -0.19 0.53 0.19 0.02 
26 -0.07 0.29 0.34 0.25 
40 -0.10 -0.20 0.18 0.47 

54 0.39 0.11 -0.02 0.52 

59 0.14 0.61 ~0.13 0.03 
63 0.01 0.01 0.81 0.11 

73 -0.03 O.11 -0.26 0.51 

80 0.02 0.05 -O0.01 0.25 

Uninvolved Subscale: 
12 -0.09 0.57 0.22 0.15 

18 -0.30 0.59 0.13 0.16 
23 0.06 0.40 0.02 ~0.06 

25 0.18 0.61 0.16 0.06 
37 0.13 -0.08 0.56 ~0.01 

53 0.15 -0.13 0.04 0.06 
57 0.08 0.54 -0.19 0.12 

64 0.12 0.20 0.76 0.13 

75 0.46 0.12 0.12 ~0.35 

77 -0.12 0. 34 0.06 0.44 
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had their highest loadings on one of the other three 

factors defined by the factor analysis (items 38 and 61) 

would need to be re-examined in order to obtain 

consistent factor loadings on the "restrictive" factor 

for all ten of the subscale’s items. 

In the control scale, Factors II, III, and IV can 

not be labeled as "guiding," "permissive," and 

"uninvolved," respectively, since the items from these 

three subscales of the PBI had loadings that were 

distributed throughout the four factors comprising the 

control scale of the PBI. As seen in Table 7, no 

consistent pattern is evident in the way that the items 

in the guiding, permissive, and uninvolved subscales 

load on the four factors. 

Parent Attitude Research Instrument 

Classification of Subjects 

The results obtained from the administration of 

Emmerich’s (1969) version of the PARI can be found in 

Table 2. The PARI classified most of the subjects as 

uninvolved, with most of the remainder of the subjects 

being classified as permissive. Only two of the 

subjects were classified as authoritative, a finding 

which is very different from the findings of both the 

PBI and the home observations. Most of the subjects’
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scores on the PARI, did, however, cluster close to the 

intersection of the authoritarian control and hostility- 

rejection axes (indicating a tendency toward middle-of- 

the-road responses). 

Reliability 

The reliability of the PARI subscales when used 

with this particular sample, found in Table 8, was 

determined using Cronbach’s alpha (see Figure 3 for a 

listing of the component items of the PARI subscales). 

The reliabilities of the hostility-rejection and 

authoritarian control scales were assessed, as well as 

the reliabilities of the eight subscales comprising 

each. As seen in Table 8, both the overall hostility- 

rejection scale and the authoritarian control scale had 

reliabilities exceeding 0.60. The reliabilities of the 

eight component subscales were, in general, very low, 

with the exception of the suppression of sex subscale. 

Home Observations 

Classification of Subjects 

Twenty-nine of the 59 subjects participated in the 

home visit portion of the study. Subjects were observed 

during both unstructured family interaction and 

structured family tasks. Their behaviors were recorded 

using a behavioral checklist and anecdotal records. A
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Table 8 

Reliabilities of the Subscales of the Parent Attitude 
Research Instrument (PARI), Measured Using Cronbach's 

Alpha 

  

PARI 

  

Exx 

Hostility-rejection scale 0.68* 

Marital Conflict 0.54 

Rejection of Homemaking Role 0.38 

  

Irritability 0.34 

Authoritarian Control scale 0.79* 

Fostering Dependency 0.23 

Seclusiveness~-of Parent 0.46 

Suppression of Aggression 0.00 

Excluding Outside Influences 0.46 

Suppression of Sex 0.72* 

  

*Reliabilities exceed the minimum of 0.60.
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global rating corresponding to one of Maccoby and 

Martin’s parenting typologies was then assigned to each 

subject based on the researcher’s observations and 

consultation with another child development professional 

(see Appendix E). As revealed in Table 2, most of the 

parents were classified as either authoritative or 

authoritarian. No cluster of behaviors revealing an 

uninvolved parenting type was observed among this 

particular set of subjects. 

Relationships Between Variables 

The statistical methods of correlation, 

multivariate analysis of variance, and chi-square were 

used to test the relationships between parental 

behaviors and attitudes assessed by the Parent Behaviors 

Instrument, the Parent Attitude Research Instrument, and. 

the home observation ratings. This wide range of 

statistical analysis was used to thoroughly assess 

whether the PBI actually measures what it was designed 

to measure. 

Correlation 

Pearson product-moment correlations were used to 

determine if there was a relationship between the scores 

obtained on the various subscales of the PBI and the 

corresponding scores obtained on the scales of the PARI,
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as well as with the global ratings of each subject into 

parenting types during the home observations. Tables 

9 and 10 present the results of these various 

correlations. 

First, the relationship between the overall 

warmth/hostility scores, the scores obtained on the four 

component warmth/hostility subscales of the PBI, and the 

corresponding scores obtained on the PARI’s hostility- 

rejection scale were examined (Table 9). None of the 

correlations between these scores measuring parental 

warmth and hostility on the PBI and PARI were 

significant. 

The next relationship examined was that between the 

PBI’s warmth/hostility scale and component subscales and 

the global ratings of subjects’ parenting behaviors 

obtained during the home visits. As seen in Table 9, 

the overall warmth/hostility score obtained on the PBI 

was Significantly related to the behavioral rating 

obtained during the home observation. In addition, the 

scores obtained on the PBI subscale measuring responsive 

behaviors were significantly correlated with the 

behavioral observation ratings. 

The next set of correlations (Table 10) examined 

the relationships between the scores obtained on the



Table 9 

Correlations Between Subscales Measuring Warmth/hostility 
on the Parent Behaviors Instrument (PBI), Hostility-rejec- 
tion on the Parent Attitudes Research Instrument (PART), 
and the Home Observation Ratings (HOR) 

  

PBI PARI HOR 
Hostility-rejection score 

  

Wlarmth/hostility 
scale score -0.02 0. 38* 

Over-protective -0.08 0.22 

Responsive -0.07 0. 38* 

Hostile 0.14 0.15 

Rejecting -0.02 0.25 

  

*Significant at p<0.05.
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Table 10 

Correlations Between Subscales Measuring Control on the 
Parent Behaviors Instrument (PBI), Authoritarian Control 
on the Parent Attitudes Research Instrument (PARI), and 

the Home Observation Ratings (HOR) 

  

PBI PARI HOR 
Authoritarian Control score 

  

Control scale 

score . -~O.11 0.35 

Restrictive 0.33% -0.03 

Guiding -0.18 0.40% 

Permissive -0.22 0.09 

Uninvolved -0,31* 0.27 

  

*Significant at p¢0.05.
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PBI’s control scale, its four component subscales, the 

authoritarian control scores obtained on the PARI, and 

the global ratings of parental behaviors obtained during 

the home visits. Although the overall PBI control score 

was not significantly related to either the PARI’s 

authoritarian control score or the home observation 

rating, several of its subscales were related to them. 

Both the subscale measuring uninvolved behaviors and the 

subscale measuring restrictive behaviors were 

Significantly related to the authoritarian control score 

of the PARI; the guiding subscale on the PBI was 

significantly related to the home observation ratings. 

Multi-variate Analysis of Variance 

The next statistic used to examine the 

relationships between the variables in this study was 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Wilks’ 

lambda was the value used to examine the abilities of 

the various methods of classifying parents into one of 

the four parenting typologies outlined by Maccoby and 

Martin (1983) (PBI quadrant, PARI quadrant, or home 

observation ratings) to differentiate among the specific 

scores obtained on the various scales of the PARI and 

the various scales and subscales of the PBI. Results
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are displayed in Tables 11 through 16. Homogeneity of 

variance was achieved for all tests. 

The first set of variables examined was the 

relationship between the classification of subjects into 

parenting types using the PARI and the home observation 

ratings on the warmth/hostility and control scores 

obtained on the PBI. As evident in Table 11, the 

classification of subjects using the PARI was not 

significantly able to differentiate among the subjects’ 

scores on the warmth/hostility and control scales of the 

PBI in either the multi-variate or univariate tests. 

The home observation ratings were, on the other hand, 

significantly able to differentiate among the subjects’ 

scores on the individual warmth/hostility scale of the 

PBI as well as among the subjects’ scores on both the 

warmth/hostility and control scales of the PBI (Table 

12). 

Next to be examined was the relationship between 

the classification of subjects into parenting typologies 

using the PARI and the home observation ratings and the 

specific subscales of the PBI. Using the PARI to 

classify subjects, only the scores obtained on the 

subscales tapping uninvolved behaviors were 

Significantly differentiated by the PARI classifications
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The Relationship Between the Classification of Subjects 
Using the Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI 
Quadrant) and the Parent Behaviors Instrument's (PBI's) 
Warmth/hostility and Control scores, measured using 

  

  

  

  

MANOVA 

source af Approx. F Prob. \F 

PARI Quadrant 1 0.86 0.53 
Error 102 

Univariate Tests: 

Warmth/hostility 
score 3 0.72 0.54 
Error 52 

Control score 3 0.99 O.41 
Error 52 , 

*Significant at p<0.05.
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Table 12 

The Relationship Between the Classification of Subjects 
Using Home Observation Ratings and the Parent Behaviors 
Instrument's (PBI's) Warmth/hostility and Control Scores, 
Measured Using MANOVA 

  

  

source df Approx. F Prob.>F 

Home Cbservation Rating 1 3.66 0.01* 
Error 50 

  

Univariate Tests: 

Warmth/hostility score 2 5.61 0.01% 
Error 26 

Control score 2 2.03 0.15 
Error 26 

  

*Significant at p<0.05.
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(Table 13). Likewise, only the subscale 

assessing responsive behaviors on the PBI was 

significantly differentiated by the classifications of 

subjects using the home observation ratings (Table 14). 

Neither the PARI nor the home observation 

classifications were able to differentiate among 

subjects based on all of the subscale scores of the PBI 

when examined as a whole in the multi-variate tests. 

The final set of relationships examined using 

MANOVA was that between the classification of parents 

into parenting types using the PBI and the home 

observation ratings on the individual scores obtained on 

the hostility-rejection and authoritarian control scores 

on the PARI. Results (Table 15) indicate that the 

classification of subjects using the PBI significantly 

differentiated among subjects based on the scores 

obtained on the hostility-rejection scale of the PARI as 

well as the interaction effects of the hostility- 

rejection and authoritarian control scores of the PARI. 

The classification of subjects using the home 

observation ratings (Table 16) did not, however, 

Significantly differentiate among subjects based on the 

scores they obtained on the PARI’s hostility-rejection
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Table 13 

The Relationship Between the Classification of Subjects 
Using the Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI 
Quadrant) and the Parent Behaviors Instrument's (PBI's) 
Subscale Scores, Measured Using MANOVA 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Source af Approx. F Prob.>F 

PARI Quadrant 1 1.15 0. 30 
Error 131.11 

  

Univariate Tests: 

  

Over-protective score 3 0.25 0.86 
Brror 52 

Responsive score 3 0.62 0.61 
Error 52 

Hostile score 3 1.74 0.17 
Error 52 

Rejecting score 3 1.48 0.23 
Error 52 

Restrictive score 3 1.78 0.16 
Error S2 

Guiding score 3 0.71 0.55 
Error 52 . 

Permissive score 3 1.09 0.36 
Error 52 

Uninvolved score 3 3.80 0.02* 
Error 52 

  

*Sisnificant at p<0.05.
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The Relationship Between the Classification of Subjects 
Using Home Observation Ratings and the Parent Behaviors 
Instrument's (PBI's) Subscale Scores, Measured Using 
  

  

  

  

  

MANOVA 

Source af Approx. F  Prob.>F 

Home Observation Ratings 1 0.93 0.54 
Error 38 

Univariate Tests: 

Over-protective score 2 2.50 0.10 
Error 26 

Responsive score 2 4.99 0,02* 
Error 26 

Hostile score 2 0.33 0.72 
Error 26 

Rejecting score 2 1.58 0.23 
Error 26 

Restrictive score 2 0.01 0.99 
Error 26 

Guiding score 2 3.06 0.06 
Error 26 

Permissive score 2 0.13 0. 37 
Error 26 

Uninvolved score 2 1.03 0.37 
Error 26 

  

*Significant at p¢0.05.
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The Relationship Between the Classification of Subjects 
Using the Parent Behaviors Instrument (PBI Quadrant) and 
the Hostility-rejection and Authoritarian Control Scores 
of the Parent Attitudes Research Instrument, Measured 

Using MANOVA 

  

  

  

Source df Approx. F Prob.>F 

PBI Quadrant 1 2.75 0.03* 

Error 104 

Univariate Tests: 

Hostility-rejection 
score 2 3.87 0.03* 

Error 53 
Authoritarian Control 
score 2 0.32 0.73 

Error 53 

  

*Significant at p<o.05.
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Table 16 

The Relationship Between the Classification of Subjects 
Using the Home Observation Ratings and the Hostility- 
rejection and Authoritarian Control Scores of the Parent 
Attitudes Research Instrument, Measured Using MANOVA 
  

  

Source af Approx. F Prob.>F 

  

Home Observation 

Ratings 1 0.13 0.97 
Error L6G 

  

Univariate Tests: 

Hostility-rejection 
score 2 0.02 0.98 
Error 24 

Authoritarian Control 
score 2 0.22 0.80 
Error 24 

  

*Slgnificant at p<0.05.
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or authoritarian control scales, either examined 

separately or together. 

Chi-square 

The final statistic used to examine the validity of 

the PBI was that of chi-square (Table 17). Results 

indicate that the various methods used to 

classify subjects into parenting types (PBI quadrant, 

PARI quadrant, or home observations) did not 

Significantly differentiate among subjects based on the 

classifications they obtained using the other respective 

methods of classification.
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Table 17 

The Relationships Between Methods of Classifying Parents 
Into Parenting Types Using the Parent Behaviors Instru- 
ment (PBI Quadrant), Parent Attitudes Research Instrument 
(PARI Quadrant), and Home Observation Ratings (HOR), 
Measured Using Chi-square 

  

  

  

  

  

Method of PARI HOR 

Classification Quadrant 

PBI Quadrant 3.90 3.61 

PARI Quadrant ---- 515 

  

*Significant at p<0.05.



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

A need for a systematic measure of parenting 

behaviors rather than parental attitudes toward 

childrearing has been identified within the parenting 

literature. Results of this study indicate that a solid 

foundation for a potentially effective tool in assessing 

parenting behaviors has been laid in the development of 

the Parent Behaviors Instrument. Although additional 

refinement of the instrument is necessary in order to 

strengthen its reliability, validity, and factor 

loadings, the implications of the results of the 

examination of the instrument’s psychometric properties 

indicate that this methodology could be an effective 

tool in assessing the actual behaviors of parents when 

dealing with their preschool children. 

The purposes of this study, as discussed 

previously, were to (a) develop an instrument that would 

accurately classify subjects into one of Maccoby and 

Martin’s (1983) four parenting typologies; (b) develop 

an instrument that would measure actual parental 

behaviors rather than parental attitudes toward 

childrearing; (c) examine the relationship between the 

parental behaviors measured by the Parent Behaviors 

72
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Instrument and parental attitudes measured by the Parent 

Attitudes Research Instrument (Emmerich, 1969); (d) 

examine the relationship between parental behaviors 

measured by the PBI and parental behaviors measured by 

the home observations; and (e) develop an instrument in 

which the effect of social desirability factors would be 

minimized. Various statistical procedures were utilized 

to achieve these ends. 

Psychometric Properties of Instruments Used 

The psychometric properties of the instruments used 

in this study (the PBI, the PARI, and home observations) 

were examined in order to assess the ability of each 

instrument to classify subjects into the four parenting 

typologies outlined previously. 

Parent Behaviors Instrument 

Classification of Subjects 

Results of the study of the PBI indicate that the 

instrument modestly differentiated among the 59 subjects 

according to Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) fourfold 

classification of parenting typologies (see Table 2) 

The most probable explanation of this result is a 

twofold one. First, subjects may have been aware of 

which response to each parenting situation presented in 

the vignettes was the most socially desirable response,
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a problem defined by Schwarz, Barton-Henry, and 

Pruzinsky (1985) (see Appendix D). This explanation is 

further supported by the relatively limited range of 

scores obtained on both the warmth/hostility and control 

scales of the PBI. In addition, the relatively small 

sample size and the relative homogeneity of the sample 

may further explain the limited results obtained in this 

study, problems also identified by Schaefer and Bell 

(1957; 1958) and others in scale development. 

Reliability 

  

As seen in Table 3, a pattern seems to emerge in 

examining the results obtained regarding the PBI’s 

reliability. The items included in the subscales 

measuring lower degrees of both warmth and control (the 

hostile and rejecting subscales of the warmth/hostility 

scale and the guiding, permissive, and uninvolved 

subscales of the control scale) were less reliable than 

were the items included in the subscales measuring 

higher levels of both warmth and control (the over- 

protective, responsive, and restrictive subscales). 

Thus, the subscales measuring what parents may have been 

perceiving as socially desirable--high warmth and high 

control--behaviors were more consistently measured than 

the subscales measuring less socially acceptable
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behaviors. In light of this finding, it might be useful 

to present the 20 vignettes to a larger, more diverse 

(including parents displaying dysfunctional parenting 

behaviors) sample of parents than the one used in this 

study. In addition, a more accurate picture of how 

parents actually behave in childrearing situations might 

be obtained by allowing the parents to write open-ended 

responses to each vignette. It is possible, of course, 

that this technique would be just as prone to social 

desirability factors as are the other types of paper- 

and-pencil parenting instruments. 

Correlations Among PBI Subscales 
  

The correlations between the PBI subscales were 

also examined to establish the reliability of the Parent 

Behaviors Instrument. 

Warmth/hostility scale. Results in Table 4 

indicate that the PBI’s warmth/hostility scale was more 

internally valid than was the control scale. Five of 

the six correlations were significant. Special 

attention should be paid to the subscales in which a 

significant relationship was not found (between the 

responsive and hostile subscales) and in which the 

actual values of the correlations were extremely low 

(between the over-protective and rejecting subscales and
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between the responsive and rejecting subscales). 

Control scale. As seen in Table 5, the control 
  

subscales were much less internally valid than were the 

warmth/hostility subscales. Only the positive 

correlation between the items measuring permissive and 

uninvolved behaviors was significant. None of the other 

correlations were significant. 

The lack of significance of the correlations among 

some of the subscales, the lack of strength of the r 

values (no correlation was higher than r=0.54), and the 

unexpected direction of some of the correlations can be 

explained, in large part, by the low reliabilities 

obtained on the subscales. Additional revision of 

subscale items needs to be performed in order to 

increase the internal validity of all of the subscales. 

In doing so, significant, negative correlations will be 

obtained between the subscales found on the opposite 

sides of the continuum (responsive and over-protective 

behaviors versus hostile and rejecting behaviors, and 

restrictive and guiding behaviors versus permissive and 

uninvolved behaviors). Likewise, significant, positive 

correlations will be obtained between the subscales 

found on the same sides of the continuum (over- 

protective and responsive behaviors, restrictive and
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guiding behaviors, hostile and rejecting behaviors, and 

permissive and uninvolved behaviors). This would also 

result in an increase in the reliabilities of both the 

individual subscales and the overall warmth/hostility 

and control scales, and in the effectiveness of the 

instrument as a whole. 

Factor Analysis of the PBI 
  

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed in order 

to determine how the items in each of the eight PBI 

subscales loaded on the eight factors identified in the 

circumplex model of the warmth and control dimensions 

identified by Schaefer (1959), Rohner and Rohner (1981), 

and Rohner (1986). The results obtained from the 

confirmatory factor analysis conducted on the 

warmth/hostility and control scales of the Parent 

Behaviors Instrument were expected, considering the 

variations in the reliabilities obtained on the eight 

component subscales of this instrument. 

Warmth/hostility scale. For the warmth/hostility   

scale, Factors I and II tended to contain items 

measuring warmth, and Factors III and IV tended to 

contain items measuring hostility (see Table 6). 

However, only the items measuring over-protective and 

responsive behaviors showed any kind of defined pattern
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in the way that they loaded on the different factors. 

In general, the items from the over-protective subscale 

loaded heavily on Factor I, and the items from the 

responsive subscale loaded heavily on Factor II. This 

finding was not surprising, since the over-protective 

and responsive subscales had significantly higher 

reliabilities than did the hostile and rejecting 

subscales. Items designed to measure hostile and 

rejecting behaviors were much more dispersed among the 

factors; had less of a tendency to cluster on one 

factor; were more likely to have negative loadings on 

Factors I and II; and were more likely to have 

unexpected factor loadings (i.e. when an item supposed 

to be measuring hostile behaviors loaded positively on 

factor in which most of the other items measuring warm 

behaviors loaded positively on this factor). 

Control scale. Again, only the items contained in 
  

the subscale with the highest reliability (the 

restrictive subscale) showed any tendency to cluster on 

one particular factor (Factor I) (see Table 7). Items 

from the other three control subscales (guiding, 

permissive and uninvolved) were distributed throughout 

the other three factors. In addition, the items from 

these other three subscales were more likely to have
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negative loadings on any of the four factors or to have 

unexpected factor loadings (i.e. when an uninvolved item 

(no control) loaded positively on a factor 

containing positive loadings of items measuring mostly 

high control behaviors). 

It is evident, then, that the instrument items need 

to be further refined in order to increase the 

reliability of all eight subscales; especially needing 

revision are those subscales with exceptionally low 

reliabilities. In doing so, the instrument items should 

be more likely to cluster into the appropriate factors 

defined by the circumplex model. In addition, special 

attention should be paid to those items identified 

through factor analysis which did not factor as 

expected. This would strengthen the ability of each of 

the eight component subscales to consistently measure 

what they were designed to measure, and thus the 

reliability and validity of the instrument as a whole 

would be strengthened. 

The Parent Attitudes Research Instrument 

Classification of Subjects 

The surprising results (Table 2) obtained from the 

administration of Emmerich’s (1969) version of the 

Parent Attitudes Research Instrument are very different
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from the results obtained on the PBI. One possible 

explanation for this finding is the era in which the 

PARI was developed. The instrument was developed in 

1957 by Schaefer and Bell, and the version used in this 

study (Emmerich, 1969) was revised in structure rather 

than content, in order to reduce its vulnerability to 

social desirability factors and response sets. Thus, 

some of the items on this version of the PARI may not 

have been appropriate for measuring attitudes of today’s 

parents (especially items included in the rejection of 

the homemaking role and the seclusiveness of the parent 

subscales). Another possible explanation for this 

discrepancy would be that the items on the PARI designed 

to measure hostility-rejection or authoritarian control 

are measuring different things than are the items on the 

PBI designed to measure warmth/hostility or control. 

Finally, some of the PARI items dealt with issues that 

some parents of preschoolers claimed that they had not 

yet encountered with their children. 

Reliability 

As seen in Table 8, the reliabilities of the 

hostility-rejection and authoritarian control scales 

were slightly higher than the reliabilities of the 

corresponding warmth/hostility and control scales of the
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PBI. The relatively low reliabilities of the subscales 

could be explained by a number of factors, some of which 

were cited by Schaefer and Bell (1957). These included 

the small number of items comprising each subscale 

(there were five items per subscale), the relative 

homogeneity of the sample, and the fact that several of 

the questionnaire items were outdated. Thus, the 

results indicate that the PARI more consistently 

measures the broad parental traits of hostility- 

rejection and authoritarian control than it measures the 

specific traits targeted by each subscale. 

Home Observations 

Classification of Subjects 

As expected, -based on the results obtained by 

McLaughlin (1981), Bronstein-Burrows (1981), and 

Bronstein (1984), the home observation ratings of 

parent-child interaction were the most effective means 

of differentiating among subjects (Table 2). None of 

the parents were classified as uninvolved, which is not 

surprising, since parents would be on their “best” 

behavior, an effect described by Bronstein-Burrows 

(1981). This would also be true since the tasks 

required by the researcher elicited the involvement of 

the parents with the child. Although these results need
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to be interpreted with caution due to the presence of 

possible researcher bias, it appears that the home 

observations were more effective in distributing the 

subjects among the three remaining parenting typologies 

than were the other instruments used in this study. 

Relationships Between Variables 

The relationships between (a) parental behaviors 

assessed using the PBI and parental attitudes using the 

PARI, and (b) parental behaviors assessed using the PBI 

and parental behaviors assessed using home observations, 

were examined using correlation, multi-variate analysis 

of variance (MANOVA), and chi-square. The relationships 

between each are described below. 

The PBI and the PARI   

When using correlation, the scores on the 

uninvolved and restrictive subscales of the PBI were 

Significantly related to the authoritarian control score 

of the PARI (Table 10); the lower the score the subject 

obtained on the uninvolved subscale of the PBI, the 

higher was that subject’s score on the authoritarian 

control scale of the PARI. In addition, the higher the 

subject’s score on the restrictive subscale of the PBI, 

the higher was the subject’s score on the authoritarian 

control score of the PARI. The uninvolved and
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restrictive subscales represent the two extremes of the 

control dimension of the PBI; thus, these extreme scores 

were significantly related to the very low and very high 

scores on the PARI. 

Again using a correlation matrix, no significant 

relationships were found between the warmth/hostility 

scale of the PBI, any of its subscales, and the 

hostility-rejection scores of the PARI (Table 9). There 

are two possible explanations for these results. First, 

it is possible that the PARI is measuring parental 

hostility differently than is the PBI, supporting the 

idea that the PARI, in measuring parental attitudes 

toward childrearing, measures different traits than does 

the PBI, in measuring parental behaviors in childrearing 

Situations. The second possible explanation is that the 

two instruments are not measuring what they were 

originally designed to measure. 

It is not clear from the results obtained which is the 

more accurate explanation. 

When examining the relationship between the 

classification of subjects using the PARI and the PBI 

(the PARI and the PBI quadrants), only one relationship 

was significant. Of the eight PBI subscales, the PARI 

quadrant was only able to differentiate among subjects’
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uninvolved subscale scores, examined using MANOVA (Table 

13). The PARI quadrant was not able to differentiate 

among subjects’ PBI warmth/hostility scores, control 

scores, or both using MANOVA (Table 11). However, the 

classification of subjects into parenting types using 

the PBI (PBI quadrant) was able to significantly 

differentiate among subjects’ PARI hostility~rejection 

scores and the combined scores of the hostility- 

rejection and authoritarian control scales of the PARI 

(Table 15). 

Finally, there was no significant difference in the 

ability of the instruments to differentiate among the 

classifications of subjects into parenting types using 

either the PBI (PBI quadrant) and the PARI (PARI 

quadrant), when examined using chi-square (Table 17). 

This finding was not surprising, considering the vast 

differences in the classifications of subjects into 

parenting types obtained by the two instruments. 

Thus, it appears from the results that the PARI was 

only able to differentiate between subjects on the PBI 

by examining attitudes and behaviors characterizing the 

uninvolved parent. This is not surprising, considering 

the classification of the majority of the subjects into 

the uninvolved category of parenting. However, this
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finding must be interpreted with caution, since the 

uninvolved subscale on the PBI only comprises one-eighth 

of its items, and since the reliability of the 

uninvolved subscale of the PBI was so low. The PBI was 

able to significantly differentiate among subjects’ 

hostility-rejection scores and the combined hostility- 

rejection and authoritarian control scores on the PARI. 

It is not clear, due to the relatively low reliabilities 

of both the PBI and the PARI scales, whether the results 

obtained by comparing the two are a result of a 

difference in how the two scales’ define 

warmth/hostility and control, or whether the instruments 

fail to measure what they were designed to measure. 

The PBI and Home Observations 

The relationship between the PBI and the home 

visits was a stronger one than that of the PBI and the 

PARI. When examining the relationship between the home 

observation ratings and the control scale of the PBI, 

along with the PBI’s four component control subscales, 

the guiding subscale of the PBI was found to be 

Significantly correlated with the home observation 

ratings (Table 10). In addition, the home observation 

ratings were significantly correlated with the overall 

warmth/hostility scale score and the responsive subscale
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score of the PBI (Table 9). These findings were 

substantiated by the findings derived from using MANOVA 

as the statistical procedure; the home observation 

ratings were able to differentiate among subjects’ 

scores on the warmth/hostility score, the responsive 

subscale score, and the combined warmth/hostility and 

control scores of the PBI (Tables 12 and 14). 

Again, although these results need to be 

interpreted with caution, it appears that the PBI did 

indeed measure the behaviors exhibited by the 

authoritative parents during the home observations, 

since high scores on the guiding and responsive 

subscales indicate an authoritative parenting style 

according to the circumplex model (Figure 1). This 

finding was supported by the fact that the majority of 

the parents were classified as authoritative on both the 

PBI and the home observation ratings, and by the fact 

that the reliability of the responsive subscale of the 

PBI was relatively high. 

Finally, no significant relationship was found 

between the classification of subjects into parenting 

types using the PBI (PBI quadrant) and the 

classification of subjects using the home observation 

ratings, when examined using chi-square (Table 17).
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The PARI and Home Observations 
  

A comparison between the scores obtained by the 

subjects on the PARI and the classification of these 

subjects into parenting types will aid the study of the 

validity of the PBI. There were no significant 

relationships between the PARI and the home observation 

ratings, a finding similar to those of Gerhart and 

Geismar (1969) and Zunich (1971), who found that the 

PARI was a poor predictor of actual parental behaviors 

in actual childrearing situations. The home observation 

ratings were not able to differentiate among subjects’ 

scores on either the hostility-rejection scale or the 

authoritarian control scale of the PARI, when examined 

using MANOVA (Table 16). In addition, no relationship 

was found between the classification of subjects into 

the four parenting types using the PARI (PARI quadrant) 

and the home observation ratings, when examined using 

chi-square (Table 17). This finding again is not 

surprising, since the PARI and the home observations 

yielded such differing results in classifying subjects 

into parenting types. 

Although it is not clear from the results, it is 

possible that this finding could be a result of the 

differences in what the PBI, the home observations, and
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the PARI measure. Since there were no correlations 

between the scores obtained on the PARI and the ratings 

obtained during the home observations, it is possible 

that the PARI only measures parental attitudes toward 

childrearing, which may not be related to the parental 

behaviors assessed during the informal home 

observations. Additional studies regarding the 

usefulness of the PBI need to be performed, in order to 

determine the exact cause for this finding. 

Social Desirability Factors 

It is evident from the results reported in Appendix 

D that parents were, in general, aware of which 

responses to the vignettes were the most socially 

desirable. Among the items comprising the 

warmth/hostility subscales, the majority of the parents 

were most likely to always or frequently use a 

responsive response to the vignette. Most of the 

parents frequently or sometimes used an over-protective 

response. Parents, in general, sometimes or never used 

a hostile or a rejecting response. 

Parents indicated that they used guiding or 

restrictive responses most often in response to the 

vignettes comprising the control subscales. Permissive



89 

and uninvolved responses were used sometimes or never by 

most of the parents in the sample. These patterns 

indicate that the items in the Parent Behaviors 

Instrument need to be further revised in order to make 

all of the possible choices equally feasible, and to 

make the socially desirable choice less evident. 

Thus, it appears that the Parent Behaviors 

Instrument (PBI) in its present form is moderately 

related to both actual parental behaviors assessed 

through home observations and to parental attitudes 

assessed by the Parent Attitude Research Instrument 

(PARI) (Emmerich, 1969). Additional refinement of the 

PBI is needed in order to improve the reliability, 

validity, and factor loadings of both the 

warmth/hostility and control scales and eight subscales 

comprising them, thus making the instrument a 

psychometrically sound assessment tool. 

It is encouraging to note that, based on the 

results obtained in this study, the more specific the 

instrument used in assessing parental attitudes and 

behaviors toward childrearing, the better the 

differentiation among subjects. This conclusion is 

supported by the results of this study indicating that,
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when using global ratings to classify subjects into 

parenting types (using the PBI, PARI, and the home 

observations), no significant relationships existed 

among them. The methods of classification that examined 

specific behaviors of differing degrees of warmth or 

control were better able to differentiate among 

subjects. In light of this finding, it is possible that 

Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) parenting typologies, 

examined from a circumplex perspective, could be further 

applied to the development of an accurate measure of 

parenting behaviors. Realistically, every interaction 

between a parent and child contains elements of both 

warmth and control; the two are not mutually exclusive. 

Instead of presenting parents with just four 

alternatives reflecting four degrees of either warmth or 

control, a more accurate measure might present parents 

with sixteen alternatives (corresponding to the sixteen 

combinations found in the circumplex model) reflecting 

various degrees of both warmth and control. This 

concept needs to be further explored in order to 

determine its methodological and theoretical soundness. 

Specific suggestions can be made in improving the 

Parent Behaviors Instrument. First, it would be 

necessary to examine the composition of each
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childrearing vignette, in order to improve the 

reliability, validity, and factor loadings of the 

instrument items, the eight subscales, and the 

instrument as a whole. Each vignette would need to be 

examined in order to ensure that the childrearing 

Situation presented in each vignette is realistic and 

commonly encountered in every day life. Also, each of 

the four alternative parental responses need to be 

examined to ensure that all are equally viable in 

responding to the situation described, so that parents 

can not easily identify which is the most socially 

acceptable. This process would especially need to be 

conducted on those items in the subscales with low 

reliabilities and inconsistent factor loadings. 

Finally, several suggestions can be made in 

improving the actual administration of the instrument. 

An additional example would be beneficial in increasing 

subjects’ understanding of the method used in taking the 

instrument; it was evident during the data collection 

phase of this study that the three-second time limit to 

respond to each item was adequate, except when the 

subjects did not understand what they were supposed to 

do. Also, the response sheet to the PBI could be 

improved by grouping the four items that pertain to each
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of the twenty vignettes together on the page, with 

divisions between the rows of the items applying to 

consecutive vignettes. 

Thus, although the Parent Behaviors Instrument 

would benefit from improvement in both its structure and 

its administration, the results of this study indicate 

that the instrument has the potential for becoming an 

effective and convenient tool for assessing both 

parental attitudes and behaviors toward childrearing. 

With refinement, the PBI could become a less time- 

consuming method of assessing parental behaviors than 

are home observations, and a more accurate and up-to- 

date method of assessing parental attitudes than the 

Parent Attitudes Research Instrument (Emmerich, 1969). 

The development of this instrument may have laid the 

groundwork for developing a tool that would aid 

clinicians and researchers in identifying patterns of 

family interaction, providing intervention to parents 

displaying dysfunctional parenting behaviors, and better 

understanding the complex inter-relationships between 

parental actions and child outcomes.
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Read each of the statements below and rate thom as tcllows: aa 

A a da D 
strongly mildly mildly strongly 

Or : , . }: - agree agree disagree disacree 

{>
 

Indicate vour opinion by Grawing a circle around the “A” if veu stranely 
gree, avvund the “a” if you mildly agree, around the “d” if vou mildly dis 

agree, and arcund the “D” if you strongly disagree. 
here are no right or wrong answers, so answer accerding to your 

own opinion. It is very important to the study that all questions be answered te , “fany of the statements will seem alike but all are necessary to show slight 
differences of opinion. 

* 

1.4 good father should shelter his child from hfe’s A a d D 

2. Children should be taught about sex as soon as pos- A a d D 
sible. 

J. People who think they can get along in marriage A a d D 
without arguments just don’t know the facts. 

4. Parents should not have to eam the respect of their A a d D 
children by the way they act. 

5. A man can't do a father’s job and have an active A a d D 
social life too. 

6& Most fathers are content to be with children in their A ad D 
spare time. | 

7. Achild has a right to his own point of view and ought A a d D 
to be allowed to express it. 

8. If a parent is wrong he should admit it to his child. A a od D 
9. A child should be taught to avoid fighting no matter A ad D 

what happens. . 
10. Most fathers could spend all day with the children A a d D 

and remain calm and even-tempered. 
ll. Parents who are interested in hearing about their A a od D 

children’s parties, dates, and fun help them grow 
up right. . 

12 A child should leam that he has to be disappointed A a d D 
sometimes. 

13. It is very important that young bows and girls not be A ai d 
allowed to sce each cther completely undressed. 

M4.-If a couple really loves each other there are very A a od D 
few arguments in their marricd life.
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15. Parents should adjust to the children some rather than 
always expecting the children to adjust to the 
parents. 

1@ A good father still has time for activities outside the 
job and home. 

I7. Settling down to family life is hard for a man because 
it means giving up so many other things. 

13. Children should not be allowed to disagree with their 
parents, even if they feel their own ideas are better. 

19. It’s best for the child if he never gets started wonder- 
ing whether his father’s views are right. 

2%. A child should be taught to fight his own battles. 
il. It's no wonder men reach the boiling point when they 

come home and run immediately into family prob- 
lems. 

© Children would be happier and better behaved if par- 
ents would show less interest in their affairs. 

3. A child should be protected from jobs which might 
_ be too tiring or hard for him. 

' Sex play is a normal thing in children. 
55. Sometimes it’s necessarv for a husband to tell off his 

wife in order to get his rights. 

26. Children should learn to compromise and adjust to 
the demands of their parents. 

27. Too many men forget that a father’s place is with his 
family. oo 

28. Most fathers don’t mind spending most of their spare 
time at home. “ 

29. A child’s ideas should be seriously considered in 
making family decisions. 

30. A child should be encouraged to look for answers to 
his questions from other people even if the answers 
contradict his parents. . 

31. Children should not be encouraged to box or wrestle 
because it often leads to trouble or injury. 

32. Raising children is an easy job. . - 
33. If parents would have fun with their children, the 

children would be more apt to take their advice. 
jt. 
35. 

36. 

Children have to face difficult situations on their own. 
Sex is one of the greatest problems to be contended 

with in children. 

Almost any problem can be settled by quietly talking 
it over. 

nr
 

m
o
 

> 
>
}
 be 

> 

“A 
A 

a 

d 

d 

d 

d 

Cu
 

Ou.
 

o
 
A
.
 

ce 
A.

 

O
G
 

UO 
UD 

U
G
 

OO
 

DGD
 

DU 
BD 

0 
ODO 

DU 
UD 

YS 
0 

O
U
D
.
 

O
O
 

GF



37. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

49 
ave 

43. 

44. 

105 

There is no reason parents should have their own way 
all the time, any more than that children should 
have their own way all the time. 

. A father can be a family man and still have plenty of 
time left over to visit with neighbors and friends. 

One of the bad things about raising children is that 
you aren't free enough of the time to do just as you 
ike. 

Children should be discouraged from telling their par- 
ents about it when they feel family rules are unrea- 
sonable. 

The child should not question the thinking of his 
parents. 

It’s quite natural for children to hit one another. 
There are times when a father feels he can’t stand his 

family a moment longer. 
T.aughing at children’s jokes and telling children jokes 

usually fail to make things go more smoothly. 
5. Children should be kept away from all hard jobs 

which might be discouraging. 
. Children are normally curious about sex. 
. It’s natural to have quarrels when two people who 

both have minds of their own get marricd. 

. It is rarely possible to treat a child as an equal. 
. A good father will find enough social life within the 

family. 

. Most fathers are pretty ccntent with home life. 

. When a child is in trouble he ought to know he 
won't be punished for talking about it with. his 
parents. 

2. A good father can tolerate criticism of himself, even 
when the children are around. 

Most parents prefer a quict child to a “scrappy” one. 
. A father should keep control of his temper even when 

children are demanding. . 
When you do things together, children feel close to 

you and can talk easier. 
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Read each of the statements below and rate them as [cllows: 

A a d 
strongly mildly mildly 
agree agree disagree 

D 
strongly 
disagree 

Indicate vour opinion by drawing a circle around the “A” if you strongly 
agree, arstind the “a” if you mildly agree, around the “d” if you miidly a 
agree, and around the “D” if you strongly disagree. 

There are no right or wrong answers, so answer according to your 
awn opinion, It is very important to the study that all questions be answered 
Many of the statements will seem alike but all are necessary to show slight 
differences of opinion. 

(MOTHER FORM) 

. A good mather should shelter her child from life’s 
little dificulties. 

. Children should be taught about sex as soon as pos- 
sible. 

. People who think they can get along in marriage 
ct without arguments just don’t know the facts. 

4. Parents should not have to earn the respect of their 

cnildren by the way they act. 
The women who vant lots of parties seldom make 

good mothers. 
Most mothers are content to be with children all the 

time. . 
. A child has a right to his own point of view and 

ought to be allowed to express it. 
_ If :. parent is wrong he should admit it to his child. 

A child should be taught to avoid fighting no matter 
what happens. 

Most mothers can spend all day with the children and 
remain calm and even-tempered. 

Parents who are interested in hearing about their chil- 
dren's parties, dates, and fun help them grow up 
right. 

A child should leam that he has to be disappointed 
sometimes. 

. It is very important that young boys and girls not be 
allowed to see each other completely undressed. 

. If a couple really loves each other there are very few 
arguments in their married life. 

. Parents should adjust to the children some rather than 
always expecting the children to adjust to the par- 
ents. 

Agree Disagrea 

Aa aD 

A a dD 

A a aD 

A a dD 

A a dD 

Aa dD 

Aa dD 

A a dD 

A oa dD 

A a dD 

A 1 d D 
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A good mother should develop interests outside the 
home. 

One of the worst things about taking care of 2 home 
isa woman feels that she can’t get out. 

Children should not be allowed to disagree with their 
parents, even if they feel their own ideas are bet- 
ter. 

. It’s. best for the child if he never gets started wonder- 
ing whether his mother’s views are right. 

A child should be taught to fight his own battles. 
. Children will get on any woman's nerves if she has 

to be with them all day. 
Children would be happier and better behaved if 

parents would show less interest in their affairs. 
A child should be protected from jobs which might 

be too tiring or hard for him. 
Sex play is a normal thing in children. 

. Sometimes it’s necessary for a wife to tell of her 
husband in order to get her rights. 

Children should lear to compromise and adjust to 
the demands of their parents. 

. Too many women forget that a mother’s place is in 
the home. 

Most young mothers don’t mind spending most of 
their time at home. 

. A child’s ideas should be seriously considered in mak- 
ing family decisions. 

. A child should be encouraged to look for answers to 
his questions from other people even if the answers 
contradict his parents. 

el. Children should not be encouraged to box or wrestle 
because it often leads to trouble or injury. 

Raising children is an easy job, 

If parents would have fun with their children, the 
children would be more apt to take their advice. 

. Children have to face difficult situations on their own. 
Sex is one of the greatest problems to be contended 

with in children. - 
. Almost any problem can be settled by quietly talking 

it over. . 

. There is no reason parents should have their own wav 
all the time, any more than that children should 
have their own way all the time. 

. A mother can keep a nice home and still have plenty 
of time left over to visit with neighbors and friends. 
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. One of the bad things about raising children is that 
you aren't free enough of the time to do just as 
you like. 

Children should be discouraged from telling their 
parents about it when they fecl family rules are 
unreasonable. 

The child should not question the thinking of his 
parents. 

It's quite natural for children to hit one another. 
Mothers very often feel that they can’t stand their 

children a moment longer. 
Laughing at children’s jokes and telling children jokes | 

usually fail to make things go more smoothly. 
. Children should be kept away from’ all hard jobs 

which might be discouraging. 
Children are normally curious about sex. 
It's natural to have quarrels when two people who 

both have minds of their own get married. 
It is rarely possible to treat a child as an equal. 
A good mother will find enough social life within the 

family. 
Most young mothers are pretty content with home 

life. 
When a child is in trouble he ought to know he won't 

be punished for talking about it with his parents. 
. A good mother can tolerate criticism of herself, even 

when the children are around. 
Most parents prefer a quiet child to a “scrappy” one. 
A mother should keep control of her temper even 

when children are ‘demanding. 
When you do things together, children feel close to 

you and can talk easier. 
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Appendix B 

Parent Behaviors Instrument 
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Directions 

On this tape, you will hear a typical childrearing 

Situation described that you as the parent of a 

preschooler might experience. Each situation is 

followed by four typical responses that a parent could 

take when responding to the child’s behavior described. 

Listen carefully to each situation. At the same 

time the situation is being read, it will be projected 

onto a screen in the front of the room. You will then 

hear the four alternative responses. You will have 

three seconds to mark on your answer sheet whether you 

always, frequently, sometimes or never use each of the 

four responses to the particular childrearing situation 

being described. Mark A for always, F for frequently, S 

for sometimes, and N for never to indicate how often you 

use each response. 

There are no right or wrong answers, so answer 

according to your own experience as a parent. 

We will begin with an example. Please mark your 

answer sheet as described above in the box marked 

"example." You may ask questions after the example 

Situation is completed.
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Farent Behavicrs Instrument 

  

Please indicate wnetner each respcnse is one that you always, 
srelientiy, scmetines or never use when responding ts your 
2nila's cehavisr. 

AsALways F=Frequently 2=Scmetimes N-Never 
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Example--Control 

When your child naps during the day, she/he often 

has trouble getting to sleep at night. What do you do? 

a. Send the child to bed at the regular time. 

restrictive 

b. Allow the child to decide when she/he is tired 

enough for bed. permissive 

c. Allow the child to read in bed for a little while. 

guiding 

d. Send the child to his/her room to play until she/he 

is tired. uninvolved
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Warmth/hostility 

Your four-year-old decides to share his/her toy 

with another child. What would you say? 

1. "I like the way you are sharing and working 

together." responsive 

2. "Why can’t you play so nicely all the time?" hostile 

3. "What a good girl/boy!" over protective 

4. Nothing. rejecting
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Warmth/hostility 

Your three-year-old clings to you and cries 

whenever you leave him/her with the babysitter. What do 

you do? 

5. Try to calm the child down before you leave. over- 

protective 

6. Give the child to the babysitter and leave. hostile 

7. Try to leave before the child realizes you are going. 

rejecting 

8. Give the child a hug and kiss goodbye, and tell 

him/her that you will be back soon. responsive
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Control 

Your four-year-old refuses to go to bed. You: 

9. Allow the child to stay up beyond his/her bedtime. 

permissive 

10. Telli the child he/she will get a spanking if she/he 

doesn’t comply. restrictive 

11. Ask the child whether or not the child would like to 

read a book before going to bed. guiding 

12. Allow the child to decide when she/he is tired 

enough for bed. uninvolved
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Warmth/hostility 

Your three-year-old falls down and skins his/her 

knee. What do you do? 

13. Bandage the child’s knee and send him/her off to 

play. hostile 

14. Give the child a band-aid to put on the knee. 

rejecting 

15. After bandaging the knee, hold the child until 

she/he stops crying. over-protective 

16. Tell the child that you know the knee hurts, and ask 

what you can do to make the child feel better. 

responsive
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Control 

Your three-year-old has just finished playing with 

play dough at the kitchen table. The play dough is now 

all over the floor and stuck to the table. What do you 

do? 

17. Tell the child that you will help him/her clean it 

up or he/she can clean it up by him/her self. guiding 

18. Clean up after the child. uninvolved 

19. Make the child pick up the play dough. restrictive 

20. Ask the child to help you clean up. permissive
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Control 

Your five-year-old refuses to eat her/his 

vegetables at the dinner table. What do you do? 

21. 

22. 

the 

23. 

you 

24. 

has 

Allow the child to not eat the vegetables. 

permissive 

Make the child sit at the table until she/he eats 

vegetables. restrictive 

Don’t give the child any vegetables the next time 

serve them. uninvolved 

Tell the child that if she/he wants dessert, she/he 

to taste everything on the plate. guiding
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Control 

Your four-year-old comes to you and asks you for a 

cookie before dinner. You say no, but the child 

persists and a tantrum results. You: 

25. Give the child a cookie. uninvolved 

26. Try and comfort the child. permissive 

27. Ignore the behavior until the child stops. guiding 

28. Spank the child. restrictive
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Warmth/hostility 

It is a rainy Saturday, and you are not feeling 

well. The children, ages four and five, have been 

fighting all morning, coming to you to settle their 

disputes. You: 

29. Sit down and play with the children. over- 

protective 

30. Tell the children that you are not feeling well and 

that their fighting is making you angry; suggest that 

the children find separate things to do. responsive 

31. Tell the children to stop fighting. hostile 

32. Tell the children to go to the other room. 

rejecting
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Warmth/hostility 

While you are busy working, your five-year-old 

comes to give you a hug. How do you respond? 

33. Return the child’s hug. responsive 

34. Cuddle with the child until the child pulls away. 

over-protective 

35. Tell the child to wait a few minutes until you are 

finished working. rejecting 

36. Pat the child on the back. hostile
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Control 

Your three-year-old insists on dressing him/her 

self in the mornings. You: 

37. Allow the child to choose his/her own clothes, so 

that the child doesn’t make a scene. uninvolved 

38. Insist that the child wear what you pick out. 

restrictive 

39. Give the child a choice of appropriate outfits each 

day. guiding 

40. Praise the child’s efforts to dress him/her self. 

permissive
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Warmth/hostility 

Your five-year-old is feeling bored. What do you 

say to the child? 

41. "Turn on the television and find something to 

watch." rejecting 

42. “Can I help you think of something you might like to 

do?" responsive : 

43. "Let’s play something together." 

over-protective 

44, "With a room full of toys, you can’t find something 

to do?" hostile
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Warmth/hostility 

Your three-year-old is very shy around other 

people; when meeting new people, she/he hides behind 

you. How do you feel? 

45. Concerned, since your child has never handled new 

Situations easily. over-protective 

46. Very frustrated with the child and yourself, 

wondering what you could do differently to make the 

child more outgoing. hostile 

47. Accept that this is the way the child is, and try to 

help the child feel more comfortable in the situation. 

responsive 

48. Frustrated and annoyed with the child’s behavior. 

rejecting
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Warmth/hostility 

Your five-year-old comes to you and says in an 

excited voice, "Look! I tied my own shoes!” 

You respond: 

49. "I can tell you worked hard on that! You must feel 

good about yourself!" responsive 

50. “Wonderful! You’re so smart! I’m so proud of you!” 

over-protective 

51. "It’s about time!" hostile 

52. "That’s nice." rejecting
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Control 

Your four-year-old has a friend over to play with. 

A conflict occurs and your child bites the other child. 

What do you do? 

53. Ignore the behavior. uninvolved 

54. Tell your child not to bite any more. permissive 

55. Spank your child. restrictive 

56. Tell your child that biting hurts; if she/he needs 

to bite, she/he may bite something that it will not 

hurt. guiding
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Control 

Your three-year-old wants to watch television. 

When you say no, your child starts to whine. What do 

you do? 

57. Allow the child to turn on the television. 

uninvolved 

58. Send the child to his/her room. restrictive 

59. Turn on the television for the child. permissive 

60. Ignore the behavior until the child stops. guiding
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Control 

The days are getting cooler. However, your five- 

year-old still refuses to wear a jacket when going 

outside to play. You: 

61. Make the child put on the jacket, since you know 

what’s best. restrictive 

62. Give the child a choice between a jacket or a 

sweater. guiding 

63. Allow the child to decide if she/he needs a jacket, 

suggesting that the child bring one along "just in 

case." permissive 

64. Allow the child to decide if she/he needs a jacket. 

uninvolved
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Warmth/hostility 

Your five-year-old has been acting grouchy today. 

How do you deal with this? 

65. Try to cheer the child up. over-protective 

66. Tell the child not to feel grouchy. hostile 

67. Ignore the child. rejecting 

68. Try to find out why the child feels grouchy 

responsive
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Warmth/hostility 

Your three-year-old has spent a great deal of time 

drawing a picture. After finishing, the child 

accidentally rips the picture. The child starts to cry. 

How do you respond? 

69. Tell the child not to cry and to draw another 

picture. hostile 

70. Give the child some tape to repair the picture. 

rejecting 

71. Hold the child until she/he stops crying. 

over-protective 

72. Tell the child that you know she/he is feeling 

upset, and ask what the child could do to feel better. 

responsive
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Control 

Your three-year-old is taking increasing amounts of 

.ztime getting ready in the mornings. Often, if you need 

to be somewhere in the morning, you are late because of 

your child. How do you deal with this? 

73. Help the child get ready in the morning. permissive 

74. Prepare the child’s things the night before. 

guiding 

75. Tell the child you will leave without him/her. 

uninvolved 

76. Constantly remind the child what time you have to 

leave. restrictive
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Control 

You are ina toy store, and your three-year-old 

keeps grabbing toys off of the shelves. You: 

77. Replace the toys without comment. uninvolved 

78. Take the child home. guiding 

79. Spank the child. restrictive 

80. Ignore the behavior. permissive
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An example of an actual PBI test protocol and code 

sheet follow. Each subject was given a test protocol on 

which brief directions were written, in addition to the 

oral administration of the directions by the test 

examiner. Subjects responded to each of the alternative 

responses to the 20 vignettes, numbered 1 through 80 on 

the test protocol. 

After the instrument was administered, each item 

was categorized by subscale (see Figure 2), and the 

response (always, frequently, sometimes, or never) to 

each of the items in the subscale was recorded. Thus, 

if the subject responded to every question in each 

subscale, as did the subject used in this example, each 

section of the code sheet should have had ten 

frequencies of responses recorded. 

Once the frequencies of the responses to each item 

in each subscale were recorded, the responses were 

weighted in order to obtain some differentiation among 

scores. The following values were assigned to each 

response: always=4, frequently=3, sometimes=2, never=l1. 

Then, this value was multiplied by the frequency with 

each respouse occurred in each subscale. The subscales 

measuring the presence of warmth and the presence of 

control (the over-protective and responsive subscales of
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the warmth/hostility scale and the restrictive and 

guiding subscales of the control scale) were then each 

assigned a positive value. The subscales measuring the 

absence of warmth and the absence of control (the 

hostile and rejecting subscales of the warmth/hostility 

scale and the permissive and uninvolved subscales of the 

control scale) were each assigned a negative value. 

Thus, this subject obtained a rejecting subscale score 

in the following manner: the frequencies of responses to 

each item in the rejecting subscale (items 4, 7, 14, 32, 

35, 41, 48, 52, 67, and 70) were transferred from the 

test protocol to the code sheet; all of the questions 

were answered, so the total number of frequencies 

reported is ten. Then, the weighted scores were 

obtained by multiplying the frequencies of each response 

by their respective weights: the subject did not respond 

that he always used a particular behavior, so the value 

for the "always" category is 0. The subject frequently 

used a rejecting behavior measured by one of the 

subscale items, and so the value for the "frequently" 

category is 3 (1x3). The subject responded sometimes to 

seven of the rejecting subscale items, and so the value 

for the "sometimes" category is 14 (7x2). The subject 

never used two of the behaviors defined by two of the
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rejecting subscale items on the PBI, and so the value 

obtained for the "never" category is 2 (2x1). Finally, 

Since the rejecting subscale measures a relative absence 

of warmth on the PBI, the overall score for the 

rejecting subscale was assigned a negative value. The 

total score for the rejecting subscale, therefore, was 

~19 (the negative of 04+34+14+2). 

The score for the hostile subscale in the 

warmth/hostility scale was obtained in the same way (the 

hostile subscale score was -17). The same procedure was 

used in obtaining scores for the responsive and over- 

protective subscales, except that these scores were 

assigned a positive value, since they measured the 

relative presence of warmth on the PBI (the responsive 

subscale score was +20, and the over-protective subscale 

score was +23). An overall warmth/hostility score was 

then obtained by adding the four component subscale 

scores together; this subject obtained an overall 

warmth/hostility score of +7 (-19 + -17 + 20 + 23). The 

same procedure was used in obtaining the four subscale 

scores of the control score, and in obtaining an overall 

control scale score (this subject obtained a control 

scale score of -1l1).
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To classify a subject into a parenting type, the 

subject’s overall warmth/hostility score and overall 

control score were plotted on a graph similar to that in 

Figure 1. Our example subject, by obtaining a positive 

warmth/hostility score and a negative control score, 

would fall into the quadrant of the graph assigned to 

"permissive" parents according to Maccoby and Martin 

(1983), or into the "balanced" section of the circumplex 

model.
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Parent 3enavicrs Instrument 

Please indicate wnether each respcnse is cne that 
Yrequently, sometimes cr never use when ress : 
snila's denavior. 

AtAlways F+Frequently S=Scmetimes N-=Never 
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Warmth /hastility scale: 

Rejecting subscale 

ake qunee SAtRe GEER SEMD SORE CORED MONI COREE STRIN SED MELD GOEEH HANES SERED GUNES COSHT CULES GEOL OER Lape: compl gates epens 

ont Sees erent ates seeam coneg Somat menos SObE Mined eemee antes antes aayes Cotet atin eaten Sense eamue SOESe Nenee eonmE 

Seis amigs coset Mim nenep cutee comme 40040 cater Caaey 414%: Soph SontD SeneD <mREe SEED FORGE SEHED <tuED SOtES Nemty cEtD ents Senne aanE HeteE cases 

Control scale: 

Uninvolved subscale: 

rte cman seees nabet senen Senet anees GHnS cnUTe Siete opens ettitn Sunes Sete feene Secor ounes eta Gait comin sebee 

‘Taint Ante SaLOe nm cnt Sette min Sonn LECEE MinE cnsne SORES GmEES Sasa GtMND cibtE sens mente ewuee ene Yana 

Seen) means eamea eepen cones Gaeun Augen SuE DUNE Sibi SIDES GUNG coen eEtin enee SuNEP eonmD MuSaE LemED Cont cotEe ceLED tives somes 

{O08 none ontee Ginee SUEnE SOCEE OOtGE SHEED COONS *O0t TEIN SUING Stuid COME SOLED SECEA COnee GOMER SHEDS GND Sut) GOERS SORES Semee 

nrmne evens ce0es eummt eames Funes cRanD SmneD GOs0E SEO SutET woteL Hone trate Sette Stete LeseS Secae SeEnt CupeE Ramat DhanS equOe SODE eutWD outa auned 

eee coun senes Seed SeES eetes Seat Sime Cotat OpeE eoNe GENE atUns SeneD sence costs cones —EeG Mined SacaD Semen euneE enees atetD compe 

aaeee Conan =Pet oman then stews SOenE seen SEmnS EEESE COTE GmDED neneY SOME mine cunt STEHE Seam (EE —SUDGG COLAO <ipht Cute cmt COE meey omen 

woeee erase nemes conte
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Over-protective subscale 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Always Frequently Sometimes Never NR 
Item n % n % n % n % n % 

3 12 20.3 26 44.1 13. 22.0 4 6.8 4 6.8 
5 16 27.1 24 40.7 14 23.7 3. 5.1 2 3.4 

15 23 39.0 25 42.4 9 15.3 2 3.4 --- --- 
29 --- --- 14 23.7 40 67.8 4 6.8 1 1.7 
34 12 20.3 19 32.2 25 42.4 2 3.4 1 1.7 
43 1 1.7 31 52.5 27 45.8 --- ---  --- --- 
45 2 3.4 7 11.9 33 55.9 15 25.4 2 3.4 
50 27 45.8 27 45.8 5 8.5 --- --- --- --- 
65 11 18.6 29 49.2 17 28.8 2 3.4 --- --- 
71 5 8.5 23 39.0 27 45.8 4 6.8 --- --- 

Responsive subscale 

1 26 44.1 22 37.3 10 16.9 --- ---  --- --- 
8 33 55.9 21 35.6 4 6.8 -<--- --- 1 1.7 

16 14 23.7 28 47.5 14 23.7 3. 5.1 1 1.7 
30 11 18.6 27 45.8 19 32.2 1 1.7 1 1.7 
33 37 62.7 20 33.9 2 3.4 --- --- oe oH 
42 2 3.4 28 47.5 27 45.8 2 3.4 --- --- 
47 16 27.1 24 40.7 17 «628.8 2 3.4 --- --- 
49 24 40.7 27 45.8 6 10.2 2 3.4 --- --- 
68 26 44,1 25 42.4 8 13.6 --- ---  --- --- 
72 15 25.4 26 44.1 15 25.4 2 3.4 1 1.7 

Hostile subscale 

2 1 1.7 8 13.6 18 30.5 28 47.5 4 6.8 
6 2 3.4 11 18.6 29 49.2 15 25.4 2 3.4 

13 14 23.7 32 54.2 11 18.6 1 14.7 1 1.7 
31 18 30.5 25 42.4 10 16.9 4 6.8 2 3.4 
36 1 1.7 11 18.6 35 59.3 12 20.3 --- --- 
44 1 1.7 10 16.9 33 55.9 14 23.7 1 1.7 
46 2 3.4 9 15.3 25 42.4 23 39.0 --- --- 
51 1 1.7 1 1.7 5 8.5 52 88.1 --- --- 
66 1 1.7 11 18.6 25 42.4 22 37.3 --- --- 
69 3 5.1 9 15.3 26 44.1 21 35.6 --- --- 

  

Note. NR = No response.
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Always Frequently Sometimes Never NR 

Item n % n % n % n % n &% 

  

Rejecting subscale 

  

  

  

  

  

4 0 0.0 7 11.9 23 39.0 26 44.1 3 5.1 

7 2 3.4 9 15.3 20 33.9 27 45.8 1 1.7 

14 3 5.1 9 15.3 26 44.1 21 35.6 --- --- 

32 2 3.4 22 37.3 28 47.5 7 11.9 --- --- 

35 --- 0 0 = 6 10.2 26 44.1 27 45.8 --- --- 

4l 1 1.7 2 3.4 32 54.2 23 39.0 1 1.7 

48 --- <---> 3 5.1 28 47.5 28 47.5 --- --- 

52 2 3.4 3 5.1 24 40.7 29 49.2 1 1.7 

67 we ee ee eee 30 50.8 28 47.5 1 1.7 
70 18 30.5 26 44.1 156 25.4 -j--- --- --- --- 

Restrictive subscale 

10 --- --- 6 10.2 19 32.2 33 55.9 1 1.7 

19 8 13.6 26 44.1 22 37.3 3 5.1 --- --- 

22 4 6.8 8 13.6 16 27.1 30 50.8 1 1.7 

28 1 1.7 2 3.4 18 30.5 37 62.7 1 1.7 

38 1 1.7 9 15.3 38 64.4 1118.6 --- --- 

55 3 5.1 9 15.3 26 44.1 21 35.6 --- --- 

58 --- oso 7 11.9 31 52.5 21 35.6 --- --- 

61 15 25.4 31 52.5 12 20.3 1 #167 --- --- 

76 11 18.6 19 32.2 22 37.3 711.9 --- --- 

79 --- 4 6.8 21 35.6 34 57.6 --- --- 

Guiding subscale 

11 12 20.3 26 44.1 19 32.2 2 3.4 --- --- 

17 4 6.8 32 54.2 20 33.9 2 3.4 1 14.7 

24 15 25.4 25 42.4 15 25.4 4 6.8 --- --- 

27 7 #$11.9 23 39.0 23 39.0 6 10.2 --- --- 

39 12 20.3 31 52.5 15 25.4 1 #1.7 --- --- 

56 25 42.4 12 20.3 11 18.6 10 16.9 1 1.7 

60 4 6.8 21 35.6 25 42.4 9 15.3 --- --- 

62 5 8.5 26 44.1 25 42.4 3 5.1 --- --- 

74 14 23.7 22 37.3 19 32.2 4 6.8 --- --- 

78 --- --- 8 13.6 35 59.3 16 27.1 --- --- 
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Always Frequently Sometimes Never NR 

Item n % n % n % n % n % 

Permissive subscale 

9 --- --- 5 8.5 37 62.7 16 27.1 1 1.7 

20 14 23.7 28 47.5 15 25.4 2 3.4 --- --- 

21 4 6.8 12 20.3 29 49.2 13 22.0 1 1.7 

26 1 1.7 13 22.0 35 59.3 10 16.9 --- --- 

40 35 59.3 19 32.2 5 8.5 --- --- --- --- 

54 33 55.9 12 20.3 14 23.7 --- --- --- --- 

59 --- --- 2 3.4 24 40.7 33 55.9 --- --- 

63 3 5.1 12 20.3 29 49.2 15 25.4 --- --- 

73 19 32.2 28 47.5 12 20.3 ---' --=- --- --- 

80 --- --- 2 3.4 17 28.8 40 67.8 --- --- 

Uninvolved subscale 

12 1 1.7 6 10.2 26 44,1 25 42.4 1 1.7 

18 6 10.2 7 11.9 37 62.7 9 15.3 --- --- 

23 1 1.7 --- --- 13 22.0 44 77.6 1 1.7 

25 1 1.7 1 1.7 16 27.1 41 69.5 --- --- 

37 6 10.2 21 35.6 28 47.5 4 6.8 --- --- 

53 --- --- --- --- 2 3.4 57 96.6 

57 1 1.7 1 1.7 24 40.7 33 55.9 --- --- 

64 --- --- 5 8.5 23 39.0 31 52.5 --- --- 

75 1 1.7 8 13.6 19 32.2 31 52.5 --- --- 

77 1 1.7 --- --- 25 42.4 33 55.9 --- --- 
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Verbal instructions for the Guess the Rules game. 

"This is a game where you have to guess the rules. 

Please choose one of the five stickers on the first 

row after all the family members have mutually 
agreed upon a choice. 

"“T will then tell you if your guess is correct. 

Using that information, choose a sticker from the 

second row. After each guess you will be told if 

your choice is correct or incorrect. After several 

tries you will be able to determine the rules of the 

game. Ther e are three things to remember : 1) the 

stickers are not arranged in any pattern on the 

page; 2) the rules may change; and 3) you should 

work together on this task." (adapted from Cheathan, 

1981).
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Verbal instructions for the Kvebaek Sculpture task. 

"These figures represent : you 
your mother (your wife, 

husband) 

your father (your son or 

daughter) 

Arrange the figures on this board according to how 

close you feel to one another - how close you feel 

to Mom (or spouse) and Dad (or child) - and also how 
close you think they feel to one another - how much 

they love or like each other. For example, if you 

think two people feel very distant from one another 

- or don’t like each other a lot -you might place 

one here (one corner), and one way over here 

(diagonal corner). If you think two people feel 
very close - or like each other a lot, you might 

place the two figures right next door to each other. 

When you’re done, all three figures should be 

arranged on the board. You can put one figure in 

each square. Remember, you have the entire board to 

use. (from Russell, 1980).
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Behaviors Checklist 

T. Lacatioan Subject no. 

Face to face? 

Physical contact 

Eye contact 
ce ee ee ee ee ce oe 

Tl. Behaviors 

physical restriction 

verbal restriction--limits/prohibits 

relay of rules 

direct verbal orders/directions 

judgment of behavior 
belittles 

threatens 

ie ee es cee ts ee eee ee res re ee ee es ee ee ee 

ate eee nen gee re RET SEO ey mt See me See SR ie ews ONES et Segls OED See ny SED np GEE wut SUNS ME Nee See ee SD Om 

See cee orem emmy cee seem em cme tee meme ens min sens nem ee cmt ee mee ene rune arene ares nn me ey ees rm See em ee ee tee tee meee ee Se nS eee i ie ee 

ee eT nem eee came see cee eS ee my er ts ne se coment me see ONY etme rey mt rei mew me cee es eee me mt ei me ere See Ge Se SS SOE SN ee ce Se ee oer 

em eee come ome sees en a ee Ste ewes ee cee re cunt cee hs GENRE mS move tm San UNOS SS EN SEED nde ems ety SUED eee ED SnD eee cmch m Seres omens Semen eam ny ee meyer om 

are ee eee tees ee mee es SOUR cay eet cine MD NED ci NS SS come GE EEE SUE I Se cae me MD hts SEED GO SEUNY et a oD mee eure: 

manipulates (deceives, lies, blackmails) — 
reproaches (scolds, criticizes, acts angry, assaults) 

interrupts 
disagrees 

ignores 

cee See eae pee me wie ne hee SD cee come ets cree SOD SOND ee SRN enh Sem i ee es: Spe me Mtn SRM “ARO Shen NE ng Site ceed Me Mt we em ety eee ata me 

A me ee nD my ERS ED SOT SN ewe UE sey ES Am Em ADEA OOOET SONS opm ep nee mmetet be Spm GEE meee mage im OSE eS NS gem mem me ts wht AR GUUS meee amy weit ci SD 

aa a em een cet ciara, sees eee AOR met SEEN SO GREED cote AomeD Mane SEO =u) MAME Sut seat minis me ADGDS FEENGE GOGEY SOTO mums wens emo nenY GEES SRE SEG pec tt ene ms St SEO OO inte See ee aE we 

asks open-ended questions 

reflectively listens 

states own ideas ssi 
recognizes child’s rights 
redirects behavior ee aes eet cee Sam ope tS EDO re OTOL ne my me emceh mms mR chee cng men nm a Mente SERN OED eins pein eel metas SEE GOED ID ep man None SD So 

Sn seem caewter Seen seee seme ents Hem seem rome seen pues Gnmey np me vette ree mG ue Mme my Sete eee me ome ey mee oy tee ee seme sm ee 

at ene eens Sm see ange cee Sn Sete SeETE emp me EROS ONS Se em WSOPE emt GD ep AOD SEES wee ome om cme mune, 

a ee em mee cee eres meee OR pty cee ume cena me Geer: PL em SE GO QUE owe SAEED <DO anya ame spy Sem AREY mE AOD ope Stee Snr MS SND GOED SOUND eS emt oe ms 

Sem eet me eee meee ey echt eee GEE Hewes nN te Se me int Aout GREED GR open ns ne OND Mone GEO Sn eee et mie mts mE SU Oe ee ae we ce a 

A a cee UN nee tt Se oy ee ee epee SR ee em SE co tnt Men ee eS GeeS i Nh eh emY mes Gas 

‘ae en mee mis ene anne ey Sm pee mh Se es ms re eee ane we me mene ORS ene eee erm ce Ste AED ee ee, pees em me SY rues eee ee eee ee ce 

Gives opinion/suggests ss 

offers appropriate choices 

uses matural consequences ss 
firmly enforces rules and standards 
participates with 

acts playful = 
agrees/complies 

sets limit and doesn’t follow through 

monosyllabic answers 

eee eee ene ees moms er eee atti metre Coe my Sue cmt ee ee anes ce eng ee a ees Ss a es apes a re OS ee ee ee oe oe ee 

cee ee nee ae ced meee ce Ae Ser SY et es ee es ee Oe 

See eee rte ne ae ee eh ee ene nee ceees ee me et ps mee mi ame Cot ee cee es cee cis eens nm SE SO es te oe a ee 

a 

TIT. Affect 
positive (speaks affectionately, touches affectionately, praises, 

encourages) ee a a su cS eS me nS eS ce ate OS See re ee DE YS ee eon EE OD SOY SS NE ES cE SD eee mie GE 

ewe mr ee ee ce i me me etre me i ee ee ee ee ree ere ce eee ree cere ee ree ee ce me nm me eee ny me es cate merry seme et mem eee a ey ees eety tes erences ne me Gee ane a 

ee eee are me mes en et ee ee eee ee em mee is cee ret canes Smee nem Sm eum alms ne ct cm ree ein me See ene mee Meee mene me ee eee ce ce tte cee es twee ree a en Sem ee wei me mee emer aoe 

cee ee te ce pe meee meee eee ae wenn anim cate ates Nee ee mee SON Wet et ey me ht uD nem RRND egy met Gey Mem OD GO iD eee cee ee SD ee eS em mS aot
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_— COLLEGE OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

¢ 3 VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

Blacksburg, Virginsa 24061 - 8299 

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT 1704) 961-4754 ur 3798 

Dear Parents: 

We are graduate students in child development conducting a study 
on the ways that parents interact with their children. This 
study is in response to a need to better understand parental 
behaviors in every day childrearing situations. 

We are seeking your help in conducting the study. Your involvement 
would entail participation in one, 2-hour session in which you 
would complete three questionnaires regarding parent-child 
interaction. The session will be held at your child's child care 
center on at . Free child care 
will be provided at the center to make your attendance at the 
meeting more convenient. 

A limited number of parents will be asked to participate in an 
additional 2-hour session which will occur approximately one 
month after the first sessicn and which will be scheduled at 
your convenience. 

These families who chocse to participate will nave the opportunity 
to win one of five $25 gift certificates to Wade's grocery 
stores. In addition, results of the study will be made availatle 
to those parents who are interested upon the study's completion. 

Please return the enclicsed postcard by to indicate 
your interest in participating in the study. 

Your responses to the instruments will be kept strictly confidential 
in all instances. Participation in this study is entirely volun- 
tary, Dut we sincerely hope that you will choese to participate. 
The success of the study depends upen your ccoperation. 

If you have any questions or need further information, please 
feel free to contact any of tne researchers at 961-6148, 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

. t . 
Mary ‘#. Manning, Graduate Student 

AMM OOS 

Joanna Grymes, Graduate Student 

“i. lyr fs 
Janet Sawyers, Associate Professcr
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Sample Postcard 

Please return this card by to indicate 

your interest in participating in the parenting 

study. 

Our family will participate in the study. 

Our family will not participate in the study. 

  

Wife’s name Husband’s name 

We will bring children to take advantage of 

the free child care being offered.
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Consent Form 

I acknowledge that I have been informed of the 

nature of this study and I understand the 

information and videotapes will be kept confidential 
at all times. The investigator has provided me with 

her telephone number (703 - 961 - 6148) in case I 

have any questions at a later time. I also 

understand that I may withdraw from the study at any 

point in time. I am willing to participate in this 

study and to allow my child(ren) to participate. 

Name of child(ren) 
  

Name of father 
  

Father’s signature 
  

Name of mother 
  

Mother’s signature 
  

Yes, we would like a copy of the results of 

this study.
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Code Number 

Name 
  

Address and Phone Number 
  

  

  

  

Child care center at which your child (preschooler) is 

enrolled 
  

Please list the names and ages of all of your children, 

listing your preschooler (the target child) first. 

Name Age Grade 
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COLLEGE OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 - 8299 

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT (703) 961-4794 of 4795 

Dear 

I am writing to once again express my thanks for 
allowing me to collect data in your center. The 
help of those parents who participated in the 
study was greatly appreciated. 

Those families who participated in the study will 
de notified regarding the drawing for the five 
gift certificates to Wade's grocery stores. In 
addition, the results of the study will be made 
available to you as the center director and to 
any parents who are interested upon the study's 
completion. 

I would appreciate it if you would pass on my 
gratitude to those parents who tock part in the 
study by posting this letter. The success of 
the study will be due, in part, to their 
Ziving of their time and energy. 

Sincerely, ; 

~~) GC } ~ 

Mary E. Manning
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VITA 

Mary Elizabeth Manning was born the ninth of ten 

children in Morristown, New Jersey, on March 26, 1964, 

to Betty and David Manning. She graduated from Randolph 

High School in Randolph, New Jersey, in 1982. She 

received her Bachelor of Science degree in Family and 

Child Development, with a concentration in Day Care 

Administration, from Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 

State University in 1986. She continued her studies 

by enrolling in the graduate program in Child 

Development at Virginia Tech in the fall of 1986. 

During her graduate career at Virginia Tech, Mary 

held various graduate assistantships. She was the head 

teacher of two classes of three- and four-year-olds, and 

was the teaching/research assistant for an undergraduate 

course in child development. She also was very involved 

in advocacy efforts to pass legislation benefitting 

children and families at both the state and national 

level. 

Upon completion of her studies in July, 1988, Mary 

was employed as the head teacher of an infant program 

located in Cedar Knolls, New Jersey. 

t 

/ ber Elins Ftd~ ~ f Ver 
- (Mary EVi zabeth Manning /)


